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Foreword by Roy Childs

My introduction to Jung was as a Psychology student where he was mentioned
in an aside during a single lecture over the whole period of study. It is fair to
say that Jung had not really impacted mainstream academic psychology in the
1970’s. My first serious attempt to understand Carl Jung’s work was when |
began to use MBTI® back in 1985. | read much of the MBTI® literature and, in
fact, became one of the first trainers recognised by the British Psychological
Society to train people in its use in the UK. However, | became more and more
aware that there was something missing. | therefore took a leaf out of my own
book which was to ‘go back to source’. Whenever | have tried to learn things
based on the great thinkers in my discipline | have eventually gone back to find
out what they said themselves. | have had the good fortune to get to know
some of the great thinkers in the area of Personality Questionnaires such as
Ray Cattell (pioneer in bringing rigour to the measurement of personality and
author of the 16PF®) who asked my company, Team Focus, to act as his UK
hosts for a series of seminars in the UK during 1990 — 1992. During these 3
rich years | got to know him and his thinking in a way that the books simply
don't tell it! Similarly, | met Will Schutz (author of FIRO®) in 1990 and our
developing relationship led him to invite Team Focus to become the UK
distributors for his latest (and best) FIRO® questionnaires in 1996.

Unfortunately | did not meet Carl Jung — he passed away when | was ten years
old. That has not prevented me from studying his writings and being inspired by
his ideas and insights. It is unfortunate that many psychologists ignore or
criticise him without having taken the time to understand — although | accept
that his writings can be very difficult to follow at times. However, my own
reading has shown me that he adds a much-neglected ingredient to psychology.
Those who have studied the history of psychology will recognise its need and
desire to be accepted as a science. This led to a great emphasis on
experimentation, description and explanation which are all very worthy and
useful. However, it has tended to focus on looking backwards, on finding
antecedents and on seeking physiological causes. Thus Freud became
obsessed with what happened in the first five years of an infant’s life. Skinner
tried to explain everything in terms of a history of punishment and reward. Such
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approaches discover only partial truths and it was inevitable that there would be
a reaction to these approaches. One of the most significant became known as
the humanist movement which attempted to re-establish the value of personal
experience and which rejected an increasingly mechanistic view of human
beings. My purpose is not to denigrate the scientific approach — in fact Jung
saw himself very much as a scientist, but he also saw himself as much more.
He said that science provides a fantastic window on life and has tremendous
power to explain — but that it cannot explain everything. As he says in his book
entitled “Synchronicity”, science is just another way to understand the world; it
contains its own biases and assumptions. He poignantly asks the question as
to whether there is anything in the world which is a unique event? If we assume
for a moment that there is then how would science deal with it? The answer is
that science would demand replication — a core element of scientific method.
Since the event was unique it cannot be replicated and so science would be
blind to it. This is a clear illustration of how every approach to understanding
the world makes key assumptions that will spawn its own important (but
necessarily narrow) range of questions and hence only provide partial answers.

Jung attempted to be far more holistic and eclectic in his approach to
understanding the human condition. | believe he laid a foundation for the
humanists who came after him. | believe he provided a framework in which to
understand books like “Man’s Search for Meaning” (by Viktor Frankl in which he
describes his heart-searching experience of surviving the concentration camps).
Such books demonstrate the incredible power of the human spirit and how it
appears to rise above an individual's history and current circumstances.
Frankl’'s book made me incredibly aware of how we are not just pushed and
pulled by our history and current circumstance but how we are guided and
motivated by our future. Such ideas go far beyond the scope of this manual
and the development of the TDI®. However, Carl Jung was probably the first
psychologist to try to understand the human condition in such a clearly holistic
and integrated way. His focus on where we are going rather than on where we
have been. | find Jung’'s concept of Individuation to be much richer for
understanding how people change and grow than, say, Maslow’s hierarchy of
needs. In fact Maslow himself was influenced by Frankl and, towards the end of
his life, felt that his own ‘hierarchy of needs’ was too deterministic and that self-
actualisation was not the highest need. In the end he concluded that self-
transcendence was the human soul’'s highest need which transforms all the
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others. This strikes chords with Jung’s separation of ‘the self’ from ‘the ego'.
Jung’s focus was on change throughout the lifespan and provides a framework
for helping people make sense of what is happening at the multiple stages of
life. In fact, Jung believed that the second half of life is as important, if not more
important than the first. This begins to address the issues and reality of growing
up, of ageing, of wisdom and maturity which are fundamental ideas that
resonate deeply with people especially because they are so poorly addressed in
mainstream psychology. If the TDI® provides useful stepping-stones to help
people explore these and other ideas, it will have served its purpose.
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Introduction

All people are different. Every person has a unique ‘signature’ that defines him
or her. Each person combines a vast array of styles, behaviours, feelings,
values etc. This self-evident fact was well understood by the great psychologist
and philosopher Carl Jung who showed enormous respect for the uniqueness of
the individual. And yet this same man proposed a theory of Psychological
Type. On the face of it, this appears to be a contradiction — the antithesis of
uniqueness. Surely a ‘Type’ suggests classification and categorisation. Surely
this suggests grouping people by similarity. Surely this leads to the danger of
regarding all people classified as a ‘Type’ as ‘the same’.

This manual has its roots in Carl Jung’s contribution to understanding human
beings and his profound respect for the uniqueness of individuals. It is borne
out of a desire to make his ideas more easily accessible to many people.
However, it is also borne out of a realisation that ‘easily accessible’ often means
‘simplification’. The result can be a loss of the essence.

The development of the Type Dynamics Indicator (TDI®) is offered as a way of
combining these almost conflicting elements. Most questionnaires designed to
identify Psychological Type certainly simplify Jung’s typology. Part of how they
do this is by working on the premise of a single, underlying, ‘true’ Type.
Unfortunately this too often leads to over-simplistic beliefs and practices that
can misrepresent Type theory. It seems to encourage people to use the model
in order to converge on a “classification”. Jung recognised this danger and his
view is illustrated in his reply to an invitation by Isabelle Briggs Myers (author of
the MBTI® or Myers-Briggs Type Indicator) to meet and discuss her work. He
replied:

“l admit that your statistical line of research is perfectly legitimate,
but it certainly does not coincide with the purpose of my book
(Psychological Types) which, to my humble conviction, aims at
something far more vital than classification.”
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Jung never met Isabelle. However, this exchange provides our challenge for
the TDI®. We have taken the complexity of Jung’s typology, simplified it into a
useable form, and then provided a stepping stone for reconnecting with the
vitality that Jung refers to. The result is a more exploratory use of the concept
of Type. We have achieved this by challenging the fundamental premise
underlying nearly all currently available psychometric questionnaires — the
premise that giving one answer to a series of question identifies a ‘core’ or
‘modal’ personality. This premise is embedded in the very instructions given for
completing the questionnaires. People are required to choose a single
response — one which reflects their most ‘natural’, ‘representative’ or simply
their ‘average’ self. Most instructions also suggest that the person responds
quickly, giving the first answer that comes to them. Both these assumptions are
challenged in the TDI®. Building on Jung’s theory whereby there is a dynamic
interplay between many aspects of our selves — different preferences, many
sub-personalities etc. — the TDI® invites people to express two different aspects
of themselves. The result has been enormously successful in creating a
different starting point for the exploration of Psychological Type — one which
acknowledges differences within the individual and hence opens the door to
exploration. This is fundamentally different from the process of confirmation
that has become almost inevitable with other Type Indicators — often in spite of
careful facilitation.

This manual describes the development of the Type Dynamics Indicator, its
rationale and links to Jung and its psychometric foundation. Used in
combination with “The Essential Guide Series” it provides a resource for using
the TDI® to help people in their work, their relationships and their lives.
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Section One - Description, background and rationale

What is the TDI®? — a broad description

The TDI® (Type Dynamics Indicator) is a comprehensive approach to
measuring Psychological Type published by Team Focus Limited. Based on
Carl Jung’'s theory of the human psyche, it has enormous potential for
facilitating change and growth in people, as individuals, in their personal
relationships and in their work teams. Carl Jung was one of the first
psychologists to formulate a comprehensive theory of how and why people
change and develop — and unlike many others, he addressed how this happens
on a continuing basis. This means that his approach has enormous application
when addressing issues and difficulties at any point in a person’s life — from the
cradle to the grave.

The concept of ‘Type’ is often mistakenly viewed as a static way to identify,
classify and ‘box’ people. Paradoxically, its real power is in helping people to
change and grow. The development and use of Type Indicators is partly to
blame for this misconception about typology since the goal is often presented
as ‘getting to true Type’. Many people who have been introduced to Type
become stuck with this concept and report their ‘letters’ as some kind of fixed
position and even as an excuse. This is an unfortunate consequence of
otherwise good intentions.

The TDI® was therefore developed to move the use of Jung’s typology into the
arena to which it is best suited — to facilitate insight, growth and change. This
requires acknowledging the complexity of people’s lives and the flexibility we
need to achieve in order to be better adapted to an increasingly fast-paced and
changing world. This requires shaking off the rigidity of ‘my Type’ and what is
often associated with it — that it is ‘innate and unchanging’, which is a
fundamental misunderstanding of Jung.

In order to achieve this, the TDI® needed to combine the benefits of identifying a
person’s Type through their expressed preferences with the Jungian concept of
sub-personalities — the view that our personality is made up of the way we
manage the many different parts of ourselves. This core concept has been by-
passed by all the main personality questionnaires which aim to measure some
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kind of central or modal personality. For Jung this missed the essence, which
involves the dynamic interplay of many parts which, over our lifespan, can
become integrated. This process of integration, which he called “individuation”,
is the primary purpose of development. As we move towards integration we
develop our capabilities, become more effective and satisfied — another term for
it is that we become more self-actualised (a term coined by Kurt Goldstein in his
famous book “The Organism” 1934 and developed by both Carl Rogers and
Abraham Maslow). It can be seen as a process of maturing and Jung’s
approach, which pre-dates all of these, gives it greater depth and takes us into
other realms including emotional intelligence.

The TDI® makes it easier to enter the Jungian spirit of recognising a person’s
unigueness and helping them to manage the many-sided self by acknowledging
that people can answer a questionnaire from more than one perspective. This
simple change in orientation has a remarkable effect on the way in which the
results are viewed and on the conversations that ensue. It manages to do
greater justice to the complexity of the theory — and the genuine complexity of
real people — whilst keeping it simple-to-use! It does this by:

= Eliciting two different but important aspects of the self: uniquely, the
TDI® recognises that people can answer the questionnaire with different mind
sets. Unlike other questionnaires which regard this as a problem, the TDI®
recognises these as perfectly legitimate expressions of ourselves — in fact it
represents the greater reality of how we both experience ourselves and act in
the real world. It therefore rejects the concept of a ‘modal’ self (which leads
to the search for a ‘best fit Type’ and which can lead to certain rigidities) and
has replaced it with the concept of a dynamic self — a self that is made up of
many parts which are managed and integrated more or less effectively.

= Providing progressive ‘Stepping Stones’ into Psychological Type: the
TDI® is a series of simple-to-use questionnaires designed to address different
aspects of the theory.

= |Integrating with other models of behaviour and personality: the TDI® can
be used to explore Learning Styles, Psychological Type and Team Roles, all
based on Jungian ideas and as part of a progressive build-up and

exploration.
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The questionnaires available are:

The Learning Styles Indicator — LSI (a sub-set of the TDI®)

Questionnaire:

= Word version Is - a 32-item questionnaire (phrases and word pairs), 6-
point scale, takes 6-12 minutes;

= Pictorial version Is — a 24-item questionnaire (pictures and words), 6-point
scale, takes 5-10 minutes;

=  Word version Is/Want — a 32-item questionnaire (phrases and word pairs),
6-point scale answered ‘the way it is’ and ‘the way | want’, takes 7-15
minutes.

Results: Scores on 2 scales producing four Types.

Reports: graphic scores report and narrative feedback report.

Description: a sub-set of the TDI®, it produces four Types that have

characteristically different learning and influencing styles.

Benefits: quick and easy-to-use; on paper or online; no training required; can

be used as a stepping-stone to Psychological Type but without the

complexity; results are easy to recognise, remember and use for a variety of

purposes.

When to use: when time is short; as a stand-alone exploration of individual

differences; as an initial introduction to the TDI® model before a more

extensive intervention; as part of a progressive programme to increase self-

awareness and improving team relationships; when the focus is on how we

learn.

Support Material: “The Essential Guide Series - Psychological Type” and “The

Essential Guide Series - Learning Styles using Psychological Type”
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The Type Dynamics Indicator — TDI®

Questionnaire:

= Word version Is - a 64-item questionnaire (phrases and word pairs),
6-point scale, takes 10-20 minutes;

= Pictorial version Is - a 48-item questionnaire (pictures and words) 6-point
scale, takes 8-12 minutes;

= Word version Is/Want - a 64-item questionnaire (phrases and word pairs),
6-point scale answered ‘the way it is’ and ‘the way | want’, takes 15-25
minutes.

Results: Scores on 4 scales producing sixteen Types.

Reports: 4 page graphic of scores, 6 page narrative feedback, 8 page career

explorer, 13 page Type at Work report.

Description: produces sixteen Types based on identifying preferences for the

4 dichotomies of Extraversion-Introversion, Sensing-iNtuition, Thinking-

Feeling, Judging-Perceiving. Each Type can be examined through different

lenses — Learning Styles, Life Functions, Temperaments, and Team Roles (as

detailed in “The Essential Guide Series - Psychological Type”).

Benefits: quick and easy-to-use; positive reaction from test-takers; uses a

recognised model which is reliably measured; available with high quality

training; resources available to draw out the many implications for teams and

individuals.

When to use: exploring self-awareness; considering career options;

developing team or personal relationships; building leadership capability.

Support Material: “The Essential Guide Series - Psychological Type” and

“The Essential Guide Series - Psychological Type at Work”; also can be used

with the many publications on the market which are based on Psychological

Type.
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The Type Dynamics Indicator Function Sorter (TDI® — fs)

Questionnaire:

This questionnaire is in development. It is being designed to identify directly
the dominant, auxiliary, tertiary and inferior functions. The approach
commonly used to do this is based on a logical algorithm which, in the TDI®
author’s experience, often identifies the wrong dominant. Not only can the
rationale used be disputed, but also there is a dearth of empirical evidence for
its validity and yet it is often presented as fact. The TDI® Is will provide a
more rigorous method for working with this aspect of Jung’s theory.

Who should use the TDI® and LSI?

Since the TDI® is a series of questionnaires, different users can choose the
version which fits their purpose. The broad categories are as follows:

» Individuals who wish to obtain some feedback concerning their style can

complete the LSI and the TDI® (Is versions) and obtain comprehensive

reports. These versions of the TDI® are available to buy-online only for self-
solicited purposes and not at the request of a third party. No training is
required to complete and receive the report;

» Facilitators who wish to introduce the concept of Learning Styles can use the
LSI (Is version). People who use other Learning Styles questionnaires may
benefit from using the LSI if they want to introduce Team Roles and
Psychological Type at a later date. This version of the LSI is available to
facilitators without training but a one-day familiarisation day is recommended,;

» Facilitators and Coaches who wish to introduce the concept of Psychological
Type can use the TDI® (both Is and Is/Want versions). Training is required
for those wishing to use these questionnaires and this training can form part
of an internationally recognised qualification in Psychological Type with

certification issued by the British Psychological Society).
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Why create the TDI® and LSI? — reasons for development

This manual describes how the Type Dynamics Indicator came into being. Itis
the culmination of many years working in the field of personal, team and
relationships development. Many influences have contributed to its
development but the most significant is the work of Carl Jung. The second
most important influence is Isabelle Briggs Myers. Through her development of
the MBTI® she has managed to bring many people into contact with some of
Jung’s ideas in a very positive way. However, Jung, Myers and most others in
the field of human development recognise that people’s strengths can also
become their weaknesses. Ironically, this has happened with the use of the
MBTI® which, having simplified Jung’s ideas making it easy to introduce and
absorb (its strength), has resulted in widespread use which often over-simplifies
and sometimes leads to a superficial and rigid application of Jung’s ideas (its
weakness).

The challenge was to develop an approach which would not lose the benefits of
simplification but which would, nevertheless, make it easier for people to use
the greater richness and depth of Jung’s approach. At their simplest, Type
Indicators have become convergent — they can be ‘letter generators’ simply
producing a descriptive report based on reported preferences and the goal is to
identify ‘true Type’ or ‘best fit Type’. This means that the process is seen to
have a goal where the destination is the ‘right letter’ which all too often can
become an excuse for limiting people and introducing a rigidity of belief about
Type and change and flexibility. Whilst it is not a necessary consequence of
using Type Indicators it happens too often and does not fit with the dynamic
natures of Type as conceived by Jung. The TDI® has been designed to provide
a better starting point for helping people to understand and access the different
sides of their personality which then provides a better framework for introducing
behavioural flexibility and adaptation to circumstances. By allowing people to
express more than a simple ‘modal’ (i.e. an ‘average’ or ‘typical’ or ‘natural’)
preference the TDI® can identify sub-components of a person’s identity. The
result is that most people identify preferences for more than one Type. This
begins the process with a question rather than an answer and naturally leads to
a more divergent process of exploring a person’s different sides. Using the
TDI® is more likely to identify uncertainties and tensions within the person rather
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than glossing over them. This serves to heighten awareness which is not only
the key to personal and relational development but also fundamental to much
modern thinking about leadership development. The TDI® therefore provides a
more natural starting point for a divergent process (i.e. a journey rather than a
destination).

However, since not everyone is ready for the journey, the TDI® has maintained
the simplicity found in other instruments and provides ways to move into the
divergent process progressively. By using the LSI, a sub-set of the TDI®, users
can not only address Learning Styles directly but also introduce a model which
is simpler (4 Types) from which the greater complexity and detail of the 16
Types can be extended. This avoids the need to introduce one model on
Learning Styles and then a different model on Psychological Type — the two
complement and build on each other.

Broad conceptual background to the TDI® and its Jungian roots

Imagine someone who goes to work every day and ‘cheats’ — either by stealing
from his employer, not putting in a full day’s work or convincing clients to buy
goods that do not deliver all the claims made for them. This same man may
also find himself unable to lie to his wife or go out for dinner without wearing a
shirt and tie. He is clearly bound by certain rules of convention and moral
principles which can appear inconsistent or even contradictory. However,
investigation of many people’s lives will reveal many such contradictions. The
reality is that this is an integral part of our individualism, our psyche and our
personality. The question of how we manage to balance these different rules,
our multiple feelings and our varied range of behaviours may seem too
complex. Most personality questionnaires have bucked the issue. Instead, they
ask people to identify ‘the most natural’ or ‘the behaviour which is most
common’ or ‘the average of situations’. This is predicated on a concept of an
average, modal or core personality which is easier to fit to a traditional
psychometric model. However, for Jung this was unacceptable as
demonstrated in his comments on the MBTI®. His purpose was not to
understand personality by simplifying it to ‘that which is easy to measure’.
Rather he wanted to gain greater understanding of a complex and sometimes
turbulent psyche by capturing some core themes which provide a ‘freeze frame’
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to be examined before reconnecting his ideas to a reality which is that people
are dynamic and complex.

Clearly a skilled facilitator, counsellor or therapist can make this happen using
any starting point. However, the TDI® has been developed to help both the
skilled and the less skilled by providing a different starting point. It steers the
less skilled towards a more real and exploratory process and acts as an
accelerator for the more highly skilled. This is achieved by building on a key
element of Jung’s ideas which is his concept of “sub-personalities”. Through his
work as a psychotherapist, Jung came to recognise that people have many
different energies that co-exist and are expressed through a continuing dynamic
balancing act and this is not just in therapeutic cases. For example, a teenage
daughter can be seen balancing very different energies when she is being
moody and morose at the dinner table but, as soon as the phone rings, she
switches to become cheerful and interactive. There are countless such
examples from everyday life which illustrate how people’s different energies co-
exist. Some psychologists prefer to view these as moods but Jung’s concept of
sub-personalities provides an alternative, and possibly more useful, approach to
understanding and using this energy positively. This approach recasts
personality as ‘the manner and process by which we manage the mix of very
different elements within us — including some which are unconscious’. It is
perhaps time to acknowledge that the conception of personality as being
composed of one main or central element is an assumption that has dominated
its measurement because it fits the models that psychometricians use. This
does not make it right and the model of the psyche suggested by Jung, which
he proposed after pushing the boundaries of a technique called free
association, is at least as plausible. Jung’s scientific orientations led him to
investigate free association more scientifically and he began to record the time
between a stimulus word and a response. This led him to discover patterns in
the words where individuals were significantly slower in making their
associations. Sometimes the patterns identified inner conflicts that absorbed
large amounts of energy and influenced behaviour in ways that the individual
was unaware and he called these patterns “complexes”. Whilst this has
pathological undertones, we can still see the same process at work in many
areas of normal functioning.
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Thus Jung’s concept of the psyche is of a dynamic, moving, often paradoxical
range of energies that form a self-regulating system — no surprise, therefore,
that psychometricians have steered away from this approach! It is also a
paradox that Jung is best-known for his work on Psychological Type — a model
that can seem to be the antithesis of such a dynamic model. However, Jung
was well aware of this and wrote that his intention when creating Psychological
Type was not classification but was to create a language for describing the
functional interplay of elements and energies within the psyche. He repeatedly
says how classification does not interest him.

As previously stated, the TDI® has been developed to provide a simple yet
useful stepping stone into these powerful ideas. If it can lead people more
naturally towards this concept of a dynamic interplay of energies and away from
a classificatory tool it will have achieved its purpose.
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Section Two - Design and development of the TDI®

The stages in the design and development of the TDI® and LSI are described in
this section of the User’s Guide. These involved:

. Revisiting Jung’s definitions of Psychological Types

. Review of existing Type Indicators and design decisions

. Rationale and item generation

. Trialling and analyses

. Item selection and creating the final form for standardisation
. Creation of the final form and standardisation

. Reliability

. Validity

. Continuing research and development of parallel forms.

© 0N O O b W DN P

1. Revisiting Jung’s definitions of Psychological Types

Reading “Psychological Types” is refreshing. Those who have done so cannot
but be struck by the richness of Jung’s thinking in this area. If it is necessary to
be reminded of the dynamic complexity of the human psyche then this does the
job and it also shows how he extracted and described important components
whilst not losing sight of the interplay between them. Reading “Psychological
Types” is a powerful reminder of what this model is about and how easy it is to
lose sight of this when working with psychometric instruments that try to capture
it. It is also informative because it reminds us how certain biases have crept
into the measurement of Type. The basic concepts of Jung’s model such as
what he means by opposite and preference will not be explained in detail here
(the reader is directed to “The Essential Guide Series - Psychological Type” for
more information, descriptions and resources). Suffice to say that Jung’s model
of the psyche involves alternative and opposing styles or orientations which are
described in three pairs because, for each pair, one cannot be expressed at the
same time as the other — although everyone expresses both at different times.
Jung’s observation was that most people exercise one of each pair either more
easily, naturally, simply or habitually. A high level summary is as follows:
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= Extraversion and Introversion (E & I) — probably the best known of the
Jungian constructs pertinent to Psychological Type, this describes two
opposing “orientations” — one focusses on the external world and the other
focusses on the inner world. The former, which he called Extraversion,
involves an orientation towards the environment and is recognised by the
focus on the object (i.e. the external, objective, physical and shared world).
The latter, which he called Introversion, involves an orientation towards the
inner world and is recognised by the focus on the subject (i.e. the internal,
subjective, private realm). These can be viewed as directions of energy flow
— either outwards or inwards.

= Sensing and iNtuition (S & N) — this describes two opposing ways of
receiving information. Sensing is the function that receives and records
sights, sounds, tastes, smells, and touch as well as such bodily sensations
as pain and pleasure. It is an immediate, realistic and empirical function that
takes in the details of the world and its events. iNtuition is the function that
receives and records less conscious or less tangible information. It tends to
see patterns, view things as part of a bigger picture, fills in the gaps but
sometimes misses out some of the hard facts and details.

= Thinking and Feeling (T & F) — this describes two opposing ways of dealing
with and evaluating information (which may have been experienced or
gathered by way of sensing or intuiting). Thinking is the function that judges
‘rightness’ or ‘correctness’. It organises information, judges and reaches
decisions through logical deliberations. It is a rational, systematic process
that seeks to understand reality through analysis, connection between cause
and effect and logical inference. Feeling is the function that judges ‘worth’. It
reaches decisions by matching against a set of personal values (which may
be conscious or unconscious) evaluating whether something is good or bad,
pleasant or unpleasant etc. Jung described Feeling as a rational function in
the sense that it is not irrational. For example, to prefer the colour green to
the colour blue is simply a different way of evaluating and deciding. Feeling
judgements can therefore appear more direct than Thinking judgements; it
can manifest itself as a ‘one-step’ process that does not always need to
justify itself by explicit logic or reasons.

The reason Jung describes 8 (relatively pure) Types is that Extraversion and
Introversion could have a different form or flavour in the people he observed.
This flavour was dependent on the person’s preference for the S or N, T or F
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functions described above. He therefore describes both Extraverted S and
Introverted S differently. The relevance of this can be explained with reference
to two different Type Indicators and how they were developed.

2. Review of existing Type Indicators and design decisions

There are numerous Type Indicators purporting to measure Jung’s typology and
many were examined prior to the development of the TDI®. The questionnaires
can be divided into 3 camps as follows:

i. Those that rely on a rational connection (based on inspection or ‘face
validity’) between the items and Jung’s definitions but provide little other
evidence in terms of background, rationale and statistical methodology to
support their construction;

ii. Those that rely on correlations with better-known measures of Type but
have no separate rationale or validity;

iii. Those that provide a fuller rationale together with statistical and
psychometric evidence.

It is those in category iii which have influenced the development of the TDI® — in
particular the Myers Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI®) and the Singer Loomis
Inventory of Personality (SLIP). They both use contrasting approaches
summarised as follows:

= SLIP uses an ipsative approach and items were written to represent each of
the original 8 Jungian function-orientations. The questionnaire does not,
therefore, assume the bi-polarity of the functions (i.e. that Sensing is the
opposite of iNtuition) but it does remain truer to the concept that each
function can be Extraverted or Introverted, that these can be measured
separately and that the important issue is to identify the hierarchy of
preference (hence the ipsative format).

= MBTI® does assume the bi-polarity of the functions and hence presents
choices between the polar opposites but it does not measure the hierarchy of
preference directly. Instead it introduces two additional constructs called
Judging (J) and Perceiving (P). These attempt to measure how people
operate in their external world. This is supposed to give a clue as to which
function is Extraverted. MBTI® theory tries to reconstruct the hierarchy of the
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functions from this position.! MBTI® also separates the measurement of

Extraversion and Introversion from the functions. Therefore the measure is

of a more abstract or general character than the way in which Jung

suggested that people actually operate. Another significant element of the

review of MBTI® was the lack of any framework for classifying the items in

terms of Jung’s constructs. However, some features stood out significantly

and the development of a more accurate measure would need to address:

= Extraversion — Introversion: The heart of Jung’s original construct of
Extraversion — Introversion was a person’s focussing (internally) on the
subject or focussing (externally) on the object. This is quite a broad
concept and does allow people to be an unsociable Extravert or a sociable
Introvert. However, the majority of MBTI® items focus on a person’s social
interaction style — either their sociability and gregariousness or feelings
about intimacy. A more accurate instrument therefore needs to allow
people to express their preference for the inner or outer focus
independently of their focus on people.

= Sensing — iNtuition: The heart of Jung’s construct involves how people
see the world, what they see and notice. This has consequences for what
they like and do but the majority of MBTI® items focus on the latter. It also
gives considerable focus on a person’'s value system and general
preferences rather than their own style. In fact, none of the items ask
guestions directly about what people see or notice which means that the
guestionnaire will identify what people value and admire and this may not
always be the same as their natural style.

= Thinking — Feeling: The heart of Jung’s construct involves how people
reach decisions. This involves what they take account of and how they
reach conclusions. This obviously has an impact on how they come
across but it is this latter element that the MBTI® items focus on. They
also over-emphasise the ‘nice, soft, warm and compassionate’ element of
the Feeling function. Whilst this may be a possible consequence of the
focus on values rather than logic it is not a necessary consequence. If
Hitler was an F he may not have reported so on MBTI®.

= Judging — Perceiving: This is not a construct specifically defined by Jung
and so it cannot be critiqued in the same way. However, it has significant
correlations with the Conscientiousness factor in the Big Five Personality

' MBTI® theory suggests that a preference for Judging on the J-P bi-polarity means that the Judging function (T or F) will be used in the outer
world. Furthermore, it assumes that a healthy psyche will create balance by Introverting the Perceiving function (S or N). Extraverts would
therefore have a preference/dominance for the T or F and Introverts for the S or N.
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Model. It was therefore analysed in relation to this model and there are
some clear differences between the MBTI® domain and the NEO
definition. For example, NEO includes Competence and Achievement
Striving, which do not feature as directly in the MBTI® domain. Since the
MBTI® domain is not formally defined, it would be useful to develop a more
explicit framework.

The approaches taken by SLIP and MBTI® both have different advantages and
disadvantages. The SLIP is more directly a measure of Jung’s model. It
measures directly the order or hierarchy of preference and it also allows the
issue of bi-polarity to be researched since it measures the two poles
independently. However, it has not proved as popular as MBTI® and anecdotal
evidence suggests that the experience of completing the questionnaire is more
frustrating — people say that they find it harder because they have to hold more
in their heads and make more difficult judgements which they can find
frustrating. However, the significant biases in the MBTI® mean that the results
will not be as accurate as is often supposed. These factors led to a number of
decisions about how to develop the TDI®. It was decided to use the MBTI®
basic item style but to develop items that:

= mapped onto the Jungian constructs in a more explicit way in order to
provide a more balanced coverage of the domains;

= people would find relatively easy to answer — i.e. to enable them to give a
natural reaction rather than a complicated thought process as occurs in the
SLIP;

= would allow people to express differences in their clarity or strength of
preference i.e. not simply choosing ‘a’ or ‘b’ as in MBTI®;

» identify preferred Type in terms of personal reactions and preferences
without becoming clouded by attitudes towards other people (i.e. not using
items like ‘many things would improve if people used their creativity more’).

3. Rationale and item generation

It is important when writing items that they represent the defined domain. This
needs to be a disciplined process. A weakness of many personality
questionnaires is that they do not give sufficient detail concerning the definition
of the domains (see previous section) or the approach taken to ensure that
items do not cluster too narrowly (resulting in uneven domain representation —

© 2008 Profiling for Success
-21 -



see Cattell's concept of the personality sphere). In writing items for the TDI® 3
key decisions were taken:

= Writing prompts: the items would be written using a range of prompts in
order to maximise the breadth and variety of items representing each
construct. The prompts used were as follows:

Learning — to reflect the variety of reactions and preferences for different
activities during the learning process;

Problem-solving — to reflect differences in the way problems are
approached and solved;

Communication — to reflect the variety of ways in which people talk,
persuade and generally give and receive information together with the
differences in the kind of information communicated;

Decision-making — to reflect the ways in which people arrive at a decision
but also become comfortable with and committed to that decision;

Contact with others — to reflect the variety of styles, needs and preferences
in sociability, intimacy and the achievement of a sense of belonging;
Environment — to reflect preferences for different kinds of situations and
activities that create different climates and atmospheres.

Whilst these prompts were not all equally useful for generating items for the
different constructs, they nevertheless ensured that a wide range of possible
items were created.

» |tem style: the second part of the item writing rationale was to use both
phrases and word pairs. Whilst some psychologists criticise the use of single
words, there is a significant range of research on the Adjective Checklist
(H.G. Gough 1983) to demonstrate that this can be a highly efficient and
reliable way to assess personality. The use of word pairs, pioneered by
Isabelle Briggs Myers in her development of the MBTI®, has also
demonstrated the reliability of this form. Her rationale for why they worked
(and often better than her phrase items) was that the words triggered a
response based on a core concept whereas people would read the phrases
and emphasise part of the phrase more than another. She also describes
how Extraverts, for example, were more likely to take a phrase and think of a
recent event than Introverts but that this effect was reduced when using word
pairs. A further issue in deciding the item style was the nature of the scale.
Given the underlying dichotomous natures of the constructs a typical Likert
scale was not considered to be the most efficient method. The MBTI®
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approach is to offer a simple either/or choice to indicate which side of the
dichotomy people fell. However, interviews with people who completed
MBTI® indicated that making such a stark choice did not allow them to
express very different degrees of uncertainty or clarity concerning their
preference. It was therefore decided to maintain the forced choice
component by not having a mid-point but to also allow people to express their
degree of clarity by using a 6-point scale.

The Is/Want expression: the third part of the item writing rationale was to
allow people to express more than a ‘modal’ personality. Most
guestionnaires recognise that people express themselves differently in
different situations. Constructors of personality questionnaires have tended
to regard this reality as either irritating, irrelevant or unnecessarily confusing.
Standard practice has therefore been to ask people to select one general
(most natural, average, typical etc.) — and normally without thinking too
deeply about it. However, the underlying model for the TDI® is Jung's
typology which views personality as the expression of many different sub-
personalities which engage with the world at different times and in different
situations. It was therefore considered rather artificial (and not very Jungian)
to simply ask for a single, modal response. However, asking people to
explore their sub-personalities can become quite complex and require
considerable self-awareness. It was therefore decided to extend the idea of
a single modal preference to include an exploration of preference in terms of
the ideal self. The concept of the ideal self has many implications for well-
being and also for raising self-awareness — and this was one of the primary
applications intended for the TDI®. The phrases ‘the way it is’ and ‘the way |
want’ have been successfully implemented by Will Schutz in developing the
FIRO questionnaires and so this format was piloted using a preliminary
version of the TDI®. The reaction was extremely positive with such
comments as “This is the first questionnaire that has allowed me to express
some of the uncertainty and doubt | experience when completing other
guestionnaires” and “It felt good to acknowledge that preference is not
straightforward — the reality is that what | see myself doing naturally is always
clouded by a voice in my head saying something else is best”. By using the
Is/Want format we were able to keep the questionnaire simple enough for
most people to complete easily whilst identifying fundamental elements of the
person’s identity which captures some of the dynamic tension that people
experience in their continuing development of their sense of identity. This
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would mean that the TDI® would lead more easily to an exploratory rather
than confirmatory process when using the results. It was therefore important
in writing the items that the Is/Want components could be expressed.

As a result more than 300 items were generated which were then reviewed
by experts in Jungian ideas and 240 selected for initial trialling. Thus the first
trial version of the TDI® consisted of the following:

Construct Phrases Word Pairs
E-I 29 27
S-N 27 29
T-F 31 30
J-P 34 33
Total 121 119

4. Trialling and analyses

During 2001, the 240 items were administered to a sample of 30 people chosen
to provide qualitative feedback concerning the items. Thus, whilst completing
the questionnaire they were asked to write any thoughts, reactions, confusions
or frustrations, which were then discussed at the end of the session — which
sometimes went on for several hours. This process, whilst time consuming,
was very illuminating and enabled items to be either improved or discarded.
The result was that 159 items were selected for larger scale trialling. This was
done online with a mixture of people who were either employed, unemployed or
attending F.E. College during 2001 and 2002. When 642 people had completed
the TDI® (of which 111 also completed the MBTI®) the first major statistical
analysis was conducted. This involved using traditional psychometric analyses
whereby the following were calculated:

= jtem descriptives (with means and standard deviations);
= jtem correlations with intended scales;

= jtem correlations with other scales;

= jtem correlations with MBTI® scales.

These analyses were conducted for both the Is and the Want responses.
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5. Item selection and creating the final form for standardisation

It is important when selecting items to use multiple criteria to ensure that no
biases creep into the item pool. Thus simply using item-scale correlations may
create highly internally consistent scales which, in turn, produce high ‘reliability’
indices. However, this can be at the expense of item diversity and balanced
representation of the domain. It is important that the ‘psychology’ as well as the
‘psychometrics’ of the construct are maintained and so the criteria chosen for
identifying the items to be used in the published version were as follows:

= Balanced representation of the domain? — each facet for each domain
needed to be represented by at least 2 items;

= Contribution to internal consistency - item-scale correlations below 0.3 on
either the Is or the Want responses would mean that the item would be
rejected; choosing between items with correlations above 0.3 was based on
the other criteria;

= Differentiation between the scales — items that had correlations which
were either equal or higher with other scales were rejected;

» Defining the mid-point — excessive social desirability would show itself by
unbalanced endorsements on the scale. Such items were filtered out by
rejecting items whose mean score lay outside the range 3-4 on the six point
scale;

= Sensitivity to Is/Want differences — if items were acceptable on all the
criteria above, those showing the greater difference between the Is and the
Want responses were selected;

= Correlation with MBTI® scales — this was used as a final check that the
items were contributing to a similar (but not necessarily identical) domain as
that measured by the MBTI®.

A 48-item questionnaire was created which gave internal consistencies of 0.85
(E-1), 0.68 (S-N), 0.82 (T-F), 0.83 (J-P). However, this left some of the facets
slightly under-represented and the S-N scale internal consistency was relatively
low and so a 64-item final form (16 items per scale) was created. The internal
consistencies improved as follows: from 0.85 to 0.88 (E-I), from 0.68 to 0.82 (S-
N), from 0.82 to 0.86 (T-F) and from 0.83 to 0.88 (J-P). Full reports were then
written and the process of standardisation was begun.

2 See Appendix 1
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6. Creation of the final form and standardisation

The final version of the TDI® was standardised on 1260 people who completed
the Is/Want version during 2003 and the first part of 2004. The standardisation
sample consisted of two main sub-groups: employed, largely professional
people, completing the TDI® for personal and careers development, team-
building or training purposes, and a sample of undergraduate and postgraduate
students completing the TDI® as part of their personal and careers
development.

A detailed analysis of the composition of the standardisation sample is
presented in Section Five of this User’'s Guide, but on the basis of this analysis
the two groups in the standardisation sample were combined for all subsequent
analyses.

7. Reliability

The internal consistency reliabilities for the four TDI® scales are shown below.
The high levels of internal consistency show that although items were selected
primarily to ensure a good conceptual coverage of the domain, they form a
statistically coherent assessment of the four scales with minimal amounts of
measurement error.

Internal consistencies of the TDI® scales

Is Want
E-I 0.88 0.81
S-N 0.82 0.72
T-F 0.86 0.81
J-P 0.88 0.79

8. Validity

Evidence for the validity of the TDI® comes from a number of sources, starting
with Jung’s model of psychological Type from which the rationale and item
development framework described above and in Appendix 1 were developed.
The expert reviews of the items during the early stages of development and
subsequent statistical analyses contribute further evidence to the validity of the
TDI®. The table overleaf shows the intercorrelations between all TDI® scales,
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so indicating the extent to which each scale is measuring an independent
construct.

The associations between the scales indicate that each is assessing a relatively
distinct construct. As would be expected, the highest associations are seen
between the Is and Want scores for each scale, indicating a moderate degree of
concordance between respondents’ reports of their Is and Want preferences.
The highest association between other scales is for SN and JP Is, and at 0.44
indicates that the two share just under 20 per cent of common variance.

Intercorrelations between TDI® Is and Want continuous scales
Elis SNis | TFis | JPis | Elwant SN want TF want

SN is -0.03
TF is -0.20 0.15
JPis -0.16 0.44 0.29
El want 0.54 0.04 -0.17 -0.12
SN want 0.02 0.61 0.08 0.28 |-0.01
TF want -0.06 0.12 0.57 0.10 |-0.10 0.19
JP want -0.08 0.28 0.18 0.43 |-0.05 0.42 0.36

Further validity evidence for the TDI® can be obtained by examining the extent
to which the constructs it measures converge with similar constructs assessed
by other instruments. The table on the next page shows the percentage
agreement between the TDI® and MBTI®. These figures indicate a high degree
of agreement between the two instruments but, importantly, that the TDI® Is (i.e.
where the mind-set is prepared for “the way it is”) is more closely associated
with the MBTI® than the TDI® Want responses (i.e. where the mind-set is
prepared for “the way | want”). They also support the importance of the
distinction between Is and Want responses and that the MBTI® ‘mind set’
focusses respondents more on the “way it is” which gets closer to the concept
of the ‘Identity Self (see Administration section describing the ‘4 Selfs’ page
41).
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Reported on % reporting the Reported on % reporting the
TDI® (Is) as same on MBTI® | TDI® (Want)as | same on MBTI®
E-I 91.0% E-I 73.9%

S-N 83.8% S-N 75.7%

T-F 76.5% T-F 65.7%

J-P 84.7% J-P 65.7%

A further exploration of the association between Is and Want scales and
between the TDI® and MBTI® is given in Section Five.

9. Continuing research and development of parallel forms

Since the publication of the TDI® in 2003 research and development have
continued. There are currently two further versions of the TDI® — a parallel
version and a pictorial version. The pictorial version was initially developed for
children of secondary age (11-18 years) but it has also been used with adults
who often find it more interesting or stimulating to complete. We are exploring
whether this approach works better for certain Types. It may be that some
people approach a questionnaire with a highly developed need for evidence and
reason. We are speculating that the pictorial version may allow such Types to
react more spontaneously, to suspend their logical faculties and perhaps allow
a more intuitive, more natural or more feeling part of themselves to be
expressed.
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Section Three - Administration and scoring

Selecting the appropriate version of the TDI®

In using the Type Dynamics Indicator (TDI®) or Learning Styles Indicator (LSI),
users have to decide which version of the questionnaire is appropriate for them
and whether they want to use paper-and-pencil or online administration. This
section of the User’s Guide helps users through these decisions by presenting
the different options for administration, scoring and reporting, followed by
detailed suggestions about how to administer the paper-and-pencil and online
versions of the TDI® under supervised and unsupervised conditions.

You will first need to choose which version of the TDI® you wish to use. Since
they are all relatively quick to complete, the key considerations are:

» what you want to achieve;
» where respondents are in their personal development and;
= how much time you have for managing the review and feedback process.

The second consideration is whether you want to use paper-based
guestionnaires or the online system. The online system is ideal for remote
administration and where you want respondents to receive one of the detailed
TDI® or LSI reports, whereas completing the paper-based tools can seem more
‘personal’, particularly in situations such as one-to-one development or
coaching, or a team-building workshop. The flexibility of the instruments
means, however, that even when paper-based materials are used, the same
detailed reports available from the online system can still be generated using
the PfS data entry facility. The table overleaf shows the versions of the TDI®
and LSI currently available in paper-based and online formats, and their
approximate timings for completion.
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Online On paper | Approx. completion time
LSI—1Is v v 5 to 10 minutes
LSI — Is/Want v v 6 to 12 minutes
TDI® —Is v v 10 to 20 minutes
TDI® — Is/Want v v 15 to 25 minutes
TDI® Pictorial — Is v 8 to 12 minutes

TDI® Function Sorter Under development

A range of reports is also available for each of the questionnaires, and users of
the online system or those using the data entry facility for the paper-based
materials need to identify the reports they want generated and who should
receive each report requested (the administrator or the respondent). These are
detailed overleaf along with brief descriptions of their contents. As can be seen,
a common set of reports is available for both the Is and Is/Want questionnaires,
though when the Is/Want version of a questionnaire is used these contain
additional information on the respondent’'s Want profile. The TDI® Is and TDI®
Pictorial also share a common set of reports. As the LSI is based on the first
two dimensions of the TDI®, this mean that all of the LSI reports are available
from the TDI®.
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Questionnaire

Report name

Summary of report contents

LSl —1Is
and
LSI — Is/Want

Administrator’s report

Data report giving LSI preferences, raw scale scores, individual letter scores and normative
interpretation of the clarity of preference reported for each scale.

Feedback report

Graphical feedback on reported learning style and narrative descriptions of key characteristics,
preferred learning environments, motivation, most and least natural talents and suggestions for
personal development. Also includes summaries of the four learning styles, guidance on
interpretation and descriptions of the learning cycle.

Feedback Summary report

Graphical feedback on reported learning style, summary descriptions of the four learning styles
and guidance on interpretation.

Profile

Report combining graphical indication of preferred learning style with data on endorsement of four
preferences, (E and |, S and N), particularly suited to collating profiles for group exploration.

TDI® —Is,

TDI® — Is/Want
and

TDI® Pictorial —
Is

Administrator’s report

Data report giving TDI® preferences, raw scale scores, individual letter scores and normative
interpretation of the clarity of preference reported for each scale. Differences between Is and
Want preferences are included for the IW version of TDI®.

Feedback report

Graphical description of reported Type and clarity of Type preference with narrative descriptions of
interpersonal style, work style, work preferences, organisational contribution, leadership style and
suggestions for development. Summary descriptions of the 16 personality Types, guidance on
interpretation and links to other personality and team role models are also included. Differences
between Is and Want preferences are included for the IW version of the TDI®.

Feedback Summary report

Graphical description of reported Type and clarity of Type preference, summary descriptions of
the 16 personality Types and guidance on interpretation. Differences between Is and Want
preferences are included for the IW version of the TDI®.

Type at Work report

A work-focussed Type report to support career development, including a graphical description of
preference and clarity of preference, descriptions of work motivations, work style, preferred Type
of work and interpersonal aspects including relational, leadership and managerial styles.
Suggestions are given for strengths, areas for development and career themes, along with a
summary of the 16 personality Types and notes on interpretation. Differences between Is and
Want preferences are included for the IW version of the TDI® along with a guide to support the
exploration of these differences.

Career Explorer report

A report focussed on exploring career themes, including a description of reported preference on
each of the four letter pairs, brief summaries of how reported Type relates to work roles, approach
to work, motivation and working relationships, links to Holland’s career themes and suggestions
for further career exploration.
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Overview of administration

It is recommended that you give careful consideration to how you will introduce
the questionnaire. Whilst it is not uncommon for many questionnaires to be
administered with minimal pre-amble (many actually say that they are virtually
self-administering) this tends to reduce the value of the results that come out.
The main reasons for this are that respondents may not be sufficiently
motivated to complete the questionnaire openly and honestly, or they may have
their own view as to what the purpose of the questionnaire is and therefore the
aspect of themselves they are choosing (or being asked) to express. For these
reasons it can be worthwhile spending between 5 and 30 minutes introducing
the questionnaire to respondents.

The TDI® can be administered under supervised conditions with an
administrator present or under unsupervised conditions. It can also be
administered individually or in groups, using either the paper-based materials or
online through the PfS assessment system. This flexibility means that
administration can be adapted to the requirements of any assessment situation,
though it is important that the essence of effective administration is always
balanced with the practical considerations.

This section outlines how the goals of effective administration can be achieved,
identifying the main points that need to be addressed if the TDI® is to provide
valid information, before discussing specific issues associated with supervised
and unsupervised administration. There are a number of ways in which
effective administration can be achieved, however, and users should adapt the
guidelines given in this section to suit their specific circumstances.

Regardless of whether supervised or unsupervised assessment is being used,
the goal remains the same: to ensure that respondents ‘buy in’ to the
assessment process and are therefore open and honest in their responses and
that they complete the questionnaire in the right ‘mind set’. To help achieve
this, the last part of this section includes a flexible template so that
administrators can choose the most appropriate way to introduce the TDI® to fit
their circumstances.
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Personal administration

With personal administration, the administrator is present to give an introduction
to the TDI® or LSI, to ensure respondents are clear about the instructions and to
answer any queries that arise during administration. Personal administration
can be used for either paper-based or online questionnaires. Respondents can
also be asked to complete the questionnaire immediately after the personal
introduction or be asked to complete it later, without the administrator being
present (e.g. as evening work during a team development process, or between
coaching sessions).

Whichever version of the TDI® is being used, all administrators and others who
will be involved in the interpretation of the questionnaire should complete it for
themselves before asking respondents to do so. This is the best way to
familiarise yourself with the questionnaire and understand the requirements of
it. If the online system is being used, it will also allow users to become familiar
with the system from the perspective of the respondent. Gaining familiarity
through competing the questionnaire will be invaluable in answering any
questions respondents have during administration and appreciating issues
around the questionnaire that may be raised during the review of the results.

The TDI® can be administered with minimum introduction or with extensive
preparation. The section below on ‘A flexible template for administering the
TDI® gives further information and ideas about how to introduce the idea of
Psychological Type and the TDI®. Administration of the TDI® questionnaires
should always include the following points, whether delivered in person by the
administrator or otherwise:

= the reason the respondent is being asked to complete the questionnaire;

» a broad description of what the questionnaire assesses, possibly including an
overview of the TDI® model, though there is no need to include a detailed
description of each scale;

= the importance of being as honest as possible when completing the
guestionnaire;

= an explanation of how the respondent will receive their profile from the TDI®
and how it will be used,;

= a description of how the profile will be stored and who will have access to it.
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At the end of the introduction it is essential that respondents understand why
they are being asked to complete the TDI® and how the information they give
through the questionnaire will be used for their benefit. This ensures ‘buy in’ to
the assessment and so encourages honesty and openness from respondents

When the paper-based materials are being used, it is recommended that after
the introduction to the TDI®, the administrator reads through the instructions on
the front of the questionnaire with the respondent, checking that the respondent
is clear about the instructions as they go along. The administrator does not
need to be present whilst the questionnaire is completed and it is recommended
that the respondent is left to complete the questionnaire independently so that
they do not feel they are being observed during this process. Indeed, leaving
respondents alone may encourage them to be more open and honest in the
responses they give.

When the PfS assessment system is being used to deliver an online
questionnaire, the following information should also be given:

= the url web address that respondents should go to for access to the PfS
website (www.profilingforsuccess.com/main);

= the Client code, Access code and Password they will need to enter when
prompted;

» instructions that they should enter the personal information requested
(including an email address if reports are to be sent directly to the
respondents), select the appropriate questionnaire and follow the instructions
given on screen.

As with the paper materials, administrators do not need to be present whilst
respondents complete the online version of the TDI®.

Each of the online TDI® questionnaires contains full instructions and gives
respondents examples and practice questions to ensure that they are clear
about how they should complete the questionnaire. Respondents can also see
a summary of the instructions at any time. Extensive trialling and development
has demonstrated the effectiveness of these instructions for unsupervised
completion, but it is important that they are always accompanied by effective
administration as previously described.
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Remote administration

As with supervised administration, remote administration of the TDI®
guestionnaires can be done using the online or paper versions. The same
considerations apply with remote administration as with supervised, namely that
the respondent needs to be clear about why they are being asked to complete
the questionnaire and how it will be used, so ensuring that they are in the right
mind set to complete it.

Although both the paper and online versions of the TDI® contain full instructions
about how they should be completed, it is important that the informal
introduction that orientates respondents to the questionnaire is not overlooked.
Whether delivered via phone, email or letter, the key points that should be
covered when the questionnaire is being administered in person must also be
communicated to the respondent (see below). Though some of the activities
and descriptions given in the template for administration (see below) may be
more difficult with remote administration, many of these ideas can still be
applied even without personal contact with the respondents.

Ideally, a respondent’s first introduction to completing the TDI® should be given
personally or by phone, rather than the respondent just being sent details by
email or letter without a prior introduction. Personal contact will allow the
administrator to gauge the respondent’s reaction to the request to complete a
guestionnaire in a way that is not possible by email or letter. They can therefore
address any concerns or resistance that the respondent may have at this early
stage in the process. It is therefore recommended that initial contact in person
or by phone be used, even if further instructions will be sent by other means.
Whenever remote administration is used, respondents should also be given the
contact details of an administrator they can contact if they have any questions
about the TDI®.

A flexible template for administering the TDI®

The philosophy behind the TDI® assumes that people are complex and have
many sides. As such they will have several ‘stories’ to tell about themselves.
(By story we mean the narrative we each have to make sense of what we do).
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These stories are the accumulation of the experiences and feedback they have
received over the years. When completing the TDI® they will therefore face a
dilemma about which story to tell. For example, people often have a different
‘work’ story to their ‘home’ story. How often, when administering personality
questionnaires do we hear the question “Should | reply as if | was at work or
home — they are different?” The TDI® accepts that we can be different in these
different circumstances but that it is most useful to ‘slice the cake’ in a different
direction. Rather than consider different situations (work, home, playing golf
etc) it is asking for the person to consider what feels most comfortable and
natural in their everyday life. It also acknowledges that this is not always the
same as what people believe they would like to be. For example, people may
see themselves as safe and steady but inside they wish they could be more
flamboyant and creative. Traditionally, Type Indicators simply ask people to
choose the one they prefer, so they are faced with a fundamental dilemma — is
a wish a preference or not? For these reasons it can be useful to introduce
some of the following ideas to help people recognise what is important and to
express some of this potential dilemma.

What follows is not a script but a flexible template to give you ideas for different
ways to get people into the best frame of mind. It also suggests ways to
introduce the concept of Is and Want for those choosing to administer the TDI®
Is/Want version. The instructions can be simplified if the TDI® Is version is
being used.
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A flexible template for administering TDI® or LSI:

1. Describe who you are and what this is all about

If you are new to the person/group: Hello, my name is [name] and | am

here today because...[describe role and process they have been invited to].

If you already know the person/group: Today | want to introduce you to

something which can help us do what we are here to do (learn, work together

etc.) better.

Continue: Describe the purpose and possible benefits of completing the

TDI®. This is likely to include some of the following:

= Understanding ourselves better - we often do things so naturally, we get
into habits, and we may not take the time to think about what we are doing,
why we are doing it and what impact it may have on others;

= Understanding others better - we meet and work with lots of different
people who have different styles, interests and needs which we cannot
always identify or articulate;

= Building better relationships — if we want to get the most out of our
relationships and interactions we all need to be aware, which in turn allows
us to become more flexible ourselves and more tolerant of differences;

= Improving your capacity to learn effectively — our natural style and
tendencies may not always be best suited to the kind of learning we are
engaged in. For example, people who prefer an active and hands-on
approach may get restless when needing to learn theory (and may start
blaming the teacher or trainer). Learning about these differences and the
implications can make us more effective across a range of learning
situations.

2. Explain why they are being invited to complete a questionnaire

To help us achieve our purpose we are going to look at our differences by
using a questionnaire. This helps to identify different preferences and styles.
We can then use this to...(see above).

3. Describe the questionnaire and the nature of preference and opposite

The questionnaire | am asking you to complete asks you to choose between
different alternatives based on what you prefer. Now preference is not always
easy. Do you prefer the main course or the sweet? You may be clear or you
may think both. And if you had too much of one you may want a change.
However, the idea is that, if we were free to choose, we would have a natural
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preference. This idea of preference can be illustrated by (choose one or more

of the following or invent your own):

= Asking people to fold their arms and then to fold them the other way;

= Asking them to put on an imaginary pair of trousers (or bring in a big baggy
pair and choose someone to illustrate);

= Asking them to stand up and to balance on one leg for about 10 seconds —
and then standing on the other leg.

Talk about how they have exercised a preference — and that this often feels

natural and is exercised unconsciously. Then continue to illustrate this point

with the following activity.

Activity: Ask respondents to pick up a pen or pencil and write their name.

When they have done that ask them to write their name with their other hand

and discuss the reaction. Make sure that they understand that one feels so

natural that they probably didn’t even think about which hand to use and so

how it has become a habit which by-passes consciousness; that choosing

one does not mean they can’t do the other; that writing with your other hand is

usually less practised and can feel awkward; that practice would no doubt

help them to use both more easily.

It is then useful to draw out the parallels with personal style — we all have

choices in terms of being outgoing and reflective; that one may feel more

natural but that everyone is both and that we all differ in the balance between

these different preferences; what feels natural will depend on our genetic

disposition but also our history and life experiences (perhaps mention that

some left-handed people write with their right hand because they were told

to).

= The questionnaire | am going to give you takes this approach and so it will
present you with a choice between pairs of statements or words. You
must try to indicate which one feels more fundamental or natural — which is
not necessarily what you do most often. Remember that preference is not
always obvious and can change in different circumstances (illustrate again
if necessary by asking them to imagine choosing a sweet/dessert and
being offered an orange or a piece of cake — the actual choice may change
at different times and their brain may tell them one thing and they behave
differently - they say they prefer the orange but they eat the cake). Try to
feel what is most natural to you through all your experiences, history and
circumstances. Try not to get annoyed when you are asked to make
choices which don't feel like opposites. If you find yourself thinking “Well
neither of these — or both!” then reflect on which would be more ‘you’ if you

© 2008 Profiling for Success
- 38 -




could be yourself without needing to manage all the demands from
parents, school etc.

4. Describe the ‘4 Selfs model’ (if using the TDI® Is/Want version)

In this questionnaire you will be asked to answer every question from two
points of view — ‘the way it is’ and ‘the way | want’. To help you understand
what this is getting at | am going to introduce you to what is called “The 4
Selfs model”. Think of the way you behave in different circumstances. During
the course of a single day you may switch from being a controlling parent to
being a relaxed friend or a facilitative manager. All of these are part of you.
However, they are what we call the ‘Contextual Self’ — the self that is
expressed because of your perceived view of the needs of the situation.
Many a controlling parent has explained that it is not really part of their
character but simply a necessary role for particular pressures! In completing
this questionnaire | am asking you to try to separate the roles you play from
your underlying sense of identity. Consider Helen Mirren when playing the
role of Queen of England. Like all good actors she could no doubt identify,
act and possibly feel what it was like to be Queen Elizabeth Il. However, she
is very unlikely to have lost sight of the fact that she was NOT the Queen of
England. Throughout she would have had a sense of her own identity. We
call this the ‘Identity Self’. When completing the questionnaire | am asking
you not to confuse your role with your sense of your own identity. This is not
always easy and sometimes, especially at times of transition, we can lose
sight of our identity. The purpose of taking the questionnaire is to help with
what can be a difficult process. When answering the questions with the mind
set of ‘the way it is’, you are being asked to find what feels most natural you
across all the roles you play. Each time you answer a question you will also
be asked to consider whether this is also ‘the way | want’ to be. Sometimes
this will be exactly the same as ‘the way it is’ and you do not HAVE to make it
different. However, very often people recognise that they have a voice inside
which says ‘I wish | was more.... We call this the ‘ldeal Self’. This
guestionnaire allows you to express this voice because it sometimes contains
a very important message. The fourth part of the 4 Selfs model is the
‘Unconscious Self’ which is another step that we do not need to cover as
part of the administration of the questionnaire.

5. Explain the difference between style, capability and role

One further point — whether the preference you express is for the natural you ‘the
way it is’ or the ideal ‘the way | want’ — neither implies your ability. For example,
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plenty of people would prefer to be a film star than a supermarket cashier. You may
prefer to be organised but you may be a complete nightmare and completely
disorganised! By honestly answering this questionnaire you have a chance to
identify natural preferences regardless of ability. This can help people to become
better at what is natural, to stop trying to be something which is unnatural. And
remember, knowing your natural preference does not mean that you cannot do other
‘preferences’ very competently. Expressing a preference does not restrict what you
can do if you put your mind to it.

6. Describe what will happen to the results

When you have completed the questionnaire...(choose from the options below).
Computer administration: it will be scored by the computer and your results will be
emailed to me (if appropriate) and a copy also sent to the email address you enter
when completing the questionnaire. | will then give you a report describing your
most likely natural style which you can read and consider how well it reflects you;
Pencil and paper administration option 1: | will take it away and score it and then
give you your results individually — with a report describing your most likely natural
style for you to consider how well it reflects you;

Pencil and paper administration option 2: | will then show you how to score it and
you will be able to see the result. | will then give you a report describing your most
likely natural style for you to consider how well it reflects you.

7. Describe how the review and feedback will be managed

Individual reviews: all of you have booked/will book a time to discuss your results
with me/your reviewer.

Group reviews: once we have scored the results, we will talk through the
implications of the various preferences in general terms. You will have a chance to
ask questions and clarify anything about your own results at that time. | will then
invite you to share your own preferences with the group by putting your name on this
chart. This will allow us to talk more specifically about the implications for this
group/team.

8. Prepare to administer the questionnaire

Invite any final questions and then hand out the materials or get them to sit in front of
the screen if the online version is being used. Tell them that the questionnaire
usually takes about XX (see table on page 30 for approximate timings) minutes and
that you will now take them through the written instructions which re-emphasises
some of the points already made to make sure that they are clear and comfortable.
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Requirements of the PfS online assessment system

If an online version of the TDI® is being delivered via the PfS online assessment
system, administrators need to ensure that respondents have the necessary
hardware and software to access the assessments. In practice, this is very
rarely an issue as the PfS system has been developed to run on standard
internet technology to make it as widely accessible as possible.

The requirements for users of the PfS system (clients / administrators and
respondents) are:

= a PC or Mac with an internet connection (dial-up or broadband);
* a minimum screen resolution of 1024 by 768;

= Internet Explorer Version 6.0 or later (recommended browser);
= Macromedia Flash plugin.

Virtually all modern computers will meet these requirements. When using
Internet Explorer, this will automatically check that the Macromedia Flash plugin
is installed and, if not, prompt the user to install this. Installation of Macromedia
Flash should take only a few seconds with a broadband internet connection and
is completed without the need for any technical expertise on the part of the
user.

When a respondent selects a PfS assessment for completion, the whole
assessment is downloaded before it begins. This may take a short time with a
dial-up connection (up to one minute for some assessments) but with a
broadband connection will take only a few seconds.

It is not necessary for the internet connection to be maintained once an
assessment has been downloaded. However, the internet connection does
have to be active when the assessment results are submitted. Information
about the need for respondents to be actively connected to the internet, for their
results to be recorded, is displayed at the end of the assessment.
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Scoring paper-based materials

Full details of how to score the paper-based TDI® and LS| questionnaires are
given in the ‘Scoring Instructions’ and respondents’ results can be plotted on the
‘Profile Sheets’, both of which accompany the paper-based questionnaires.

Paper-based questionnaires can also be scored using the PfS online data entry
facility. To use this, it is necessary to have opened an online PfS account and
to set up an Access Code and Password (as though the questionnaire was
going to be administered online) and to select the required reports. To access
the online scoring facility, log on to your Client Area of the PfS assessment
system using your Client Code and Password, then click on the ‘direct data
entry’ button under ‘Access Codes’ as shown overleaf.

SRRy
PF 5.: PROEILING FOR SUCCESS

Team Focus Ltd

vigmiedt access codes cheds cradits |
nEw access code ardar cradis |
naw Trom tamplate credit usage repart |
direct dats lrr\dq'l:ll
acoount setings hame wizwedit | -~
-
team focus

On the following screen enter the Access Code and Password and then click on
‘Continue’.
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The next screen will ask you to enter the biographical details of the respondent.
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When you click on the ‘Continue’ button you will be asked to select which
guestionnaire you wish to enter data for.

-
P F ‘ @ '-: PROFILING FOR SUCCESS

Access Code: accesscode - Ali Sample

Flease select the test and version of the test you wish to enter data
for by clicking on one of the buttons belaw,

Type Dynamics Indicator Step 1 §& Wersion [
£ Version Iw
Continue Cancel

Then click on the ‘Continue’ button and enter the responses from the
guestionnaire. To enter the data, simply copy the response from 1 to 6 that the
respondent has given for each question into its correspondingly numbered box
on the data entry screen. When all the data has been entered click on the
‘Submit’ button. The reports set up for the Access Code will be automatically
generated and sent to appropriate recipients.

-—
PFS-: ; I3 FOR SUCCESS

Access Code: accesscode
Type Dynamics Indicator Step 1 |
Ali Sample
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When you have submitted the data, you will be presented with four options.
The first allows you to enter data from another PfS assessment for the current
respondent, the second to enter data for a new respondent under the current
Access Code, the third to enter data under a new Access Code and the fourth
to return to the main menu in your Client Area.

PFSI: FROFILIMNG FOR SUCCESS

Data Saved

Apreis Coda: acceciooda - Ali Sampls - Type Dynamiess [ndicator
Stap 11
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for thiz azmmas code or bagn sntaring data for a new accas=s code.
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Erkar dzte for ancther test for thiz perzon Continua !
Eﬁrﬁeer dats far ancther person for this 2oesss Comtinug l
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Feburm to msn menu Continug I
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Section Four - Interpretation and review

Description of the 4 pairs of opposites and the 16 Types

Extraversion and Introversion - a different focus for energy and reality

People differ in terms of the kind of environment they enjoy. It is apparent how
some people thrive when there is a lot going on, when there is plenty of chance
for discussion, interaction and activity which keeps them busy. Others enjoy a
much quieter environment where there is a chance to internalise, reflect and to
create their own internal reality. This sometimes leads to an apparent anomaly
whereby Introverts function better in a busy environment than do Extraverts -
usually because Introverts are more effective at shutting that world out when
they need to concentrate whereas Extraverts may let themselves get too
involved or distracted by what is going on. Everyone finds their own way of
balancing these fundamental differences which are reflected in their basic
character.

Sensing and iNtuition - different ways of seeing the world

It is apparent that people, when subjected to the same information and
experience, are capable of recounting quite a different version of events.
Jung’s model of Type suggests that this is not just a question of responding
differently, it is also that we actually see differently. We seem to notice different
elements, and remember and extract different meanings from them. It is as
though we all have on a set of spectacles, which filter and highlight differently.
A food analogy would be that there is a pile of ingredients. One person may
see it as a pile of eggs, flour and sugar. Another person may see that it is a
potential cake. Thus some people are very tuned in to practical details and
specific facts (the individual ingredients of eggs, flour and sugar) - the Sensing
preference. Others seem to make broad and abstract links, to see patterns and
possibilities without a great grasp of the details (the potential cake) - the
iNtuitive preference.

© 2008 Profiling for Success
- 46 -



Thinking and Feeling - different ways of making decisions

People argue, persuade, form their opinions and make judgements in quite
different ways. Some people are impressed by rational argument. They like to
have reasons which are logical and do not feel comfortable with any decision
until they have a clear rationale. They need to make connections and build a
logical framework which justifies the decision they make - the Thinking
preference. Others are less impressed with these kinds of reasons. They tend
to match their decisions to their underlying values. They seem to have a more
direct way of judging and valuing. This does not mean that they are illogical, it's
simply that logic is not as important in the decision-making process - the Feeling
preference.

Judging and Perceiving - different ways of managing the world around us

People display fundamental differences when it comes to managing or
tesponding to the world around them. Some people with a Judging preference
like to know what is coming. They anticipate, plan and organise the world and
may treat surprises as a nuisance to be managed. Others with a Perceiving
preference have a more responsive approach. They remain open to new ideas
and information which they happily incorporate into their plans and schedules.
In fact they often welcome or await new information and this sometimes means
that they delay decisions until the last minute. By viewing surprises as a
welcome change, it enables them to show flexibility and spontaneity. - T

-y
-
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Interpretation of scores

The purpose of the TDI® and LSI is to help identify preferences of Type. For
this reason less emphasis is placed on the interpretation of scores than on the
combination of characteristics associated with each Type. It is worth
considering the difference between a trait-based approach and a Type-based
approach to describe a ‘thing which is hidden behind a door’.

Trait: It has 4 legs each 30cm; it has fur which is 1cm long in places;
it has a tail which is 35cms long.

Type: Itis a cat.

Clearly the trait approach is based on a series of characteristics where the
numbers are essential for building up the picture. It is usually necessary to
have quite a number of such characteristics in order to build a reasonable
picture of the ‘thing’ being described. From the above the trait approach may
tell us it is a largish mammal but it is very hard to determine many other
characteristics. By contrast, the Type approach can convey a lot of information
extremely efficiently. Of course we are missing information concerning the size
of the animal and so it is clear that each approach has advantages and
disadvantages. However, if a typology is well-defined and the questionnaire
measures the key elements, it means that a relatively short questionnaire can
describe quite complex characteristics. This is true of the TDI®. By accurately
identifying the Type, the descriptions and implications found in the reports are
very detailed.

Nevertheless, the scores can still be useful as a source of interpretation since
they indicate how clearly the person identifies with or recognises the
characteristics in themselves. This can be used to explore ambiguities and
uncertainties in the Type classification leading to a valuable picture of the
person’s sense of identity. When combined with differences between the Is
Type and the Want Type the dynamic interplay of different current and historical
pressures can be explored. By recognising that we report preferences due to a
history of experience, influence and pressure we are automatically recognising
that there are many sides to our personality — an important step in learning to
use them more effectively, to become more flexible and to develop our full

© 2008 Profiling for Success
- 48 -



potential. Further information on interpreting the TDI® and LSI can be found in
“The Essential Guide Series”.

= Paper-based TDI® profiles
Scoring the paper-based questionnaires results in a score for each scale.
Using the TDI® and LSI Profile Sheets (see below for an examples of the
TDI® Is/Want Profile Sheet), these scores can be translated into letter
preferences and the clarity of preference for each scale (see page 46 for
further details on the clarity of letter preferences). Overall profiles can then
be related to the summary descriptions of the 16 Types contained on the
reverse of the Profile Sheet.
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Summary Descriptions of the 16 Types
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= Computer-generated TDI® reports
A range of reports can be generated from the TDI® and LSI, as listed on page
31. All reports apart from Administrator’s reports are primarily narrative and
/or graphical reports. Though the content and therefore the focus of these
reports vary, they are all based around the respondent’'s Type profile,
describing reported Type (and ideal Type when the Is/Want version of the
guestionnaires has been used).
website at: www.profilingforsuccess.com/products/sample_rep.php.

Sample reports can be seen on the PfS

It is recommended that users familiarise themselves with the range of TDI®
reports available before reviewing these with respondents. All reports have
been written in a format suitable for passing directly to respondents, with the
exception of Administrator’s reports, and so contain notes on interpretation as
well as the respondent’s profile. As these reports are readily accessible, they
are not described here, though a detailed description of the scores generated
from the Administrator’s reports is given below.

The TDI® Administrator's reports give a respondent’s preferences on the four
scales followed by a detailed breakdown of their responses to each scale.

Norm group details are also shown for comparison. The format of the LSI
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Administrator’s report is the same as for the TDI® except that only the first two
scales (El and SN) are reported.

The first part of the Administrator’s report gives the preferences and clarity of
preference on the TDI® scales. In the example shown below, the respondent
has reported their preferences to be INTJ. This graphical display of preference
also indicates the ‘clarity’ of preference for each scale. The clarity of preference
is based on quartile splits of the distribution for all respondents in the norm
group indicating each letter preference. For example, the scale scores for all of
the respondents who indicated a preference for E are broken into four equal
groups, each reflecting 25% of the distribution. Scores in the 25% closest to the
mid-point have the lowest clarity of preference for E and are described as
having ‘corridor’ scores. Those in the next 25% are described as having
‘moderate’ clarity of preference, with those in the third and fourth segments
being described as having a ‘clear’ or ‘very clear’ preference respectively. In
the example shown below, the respondent has a very clear preference on each
of the four scales. When the Is/Want version of the TDI® is used, this graph is
repeated for the Want profile.

Administrator's Report

Type Dynamics Indicator - Version W

Susan Sample

The Way It Is

When answering "The way it 15" Susan Sample reported as an Investigatar (MNTJ). The detailed scores are
shown below. This score pattern is also associated with a Creator {IM) learning style.

“ery clear| Clear |M0dera’(e | Corricor | Corridor |M0derate | Clear |Ver3-' clear

@™ m F -

e« = w m

Yery -:Iear| Clear |Moderate | Carridor | Carricor |Mc-derate | Clear |Verv clear
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The word (non-pictorial) versions of the TDI® and LSI each consist of 16 items
per scale, giving a possible score range of 16 (16 x responses of ‘1’) to 96 (16 x
responses of ‘6"). The Pictorial version of the TDI® consists of 12 items per
scale. The ‘score details’ section gives a numerical breakdown of the
respondent’s scores on each scale. The letter preference (‘Type’) for each
scale is followed by the ‘Continuous score’, giving the respondent’s score on
each scale from 16 to 96, then the clarity of preference and its corresponding
percentile in brackets.

For each scale, it is possible to analyse the responses given to individual items
and describe those responses in terms of individual letter scores. For example,
though a respondent may show a clear preference for E over | when all items in
the scale are considered, they may have answered some of the El items in a
way that indicated a preference for I. The ‘Letter raw scores’ column shows the
score for each of the preferences in a scale. In the table below the respondent
has responded to all El items in a way that indicates a preference for | (giving a
score of 36) and none in a way that indicates a preference for E (giving a score
of 0). The final column of this table shows the ‘Difference’ between the letter
scores for each scale. Below this table is another table which describes the
response frequencies. This shows how many items were answered with a 3 or
4 (i.e. adding +1 to the raw score for that particular letter reference), a 2 or 5
(adding +2) or a 1 or 6 (adding + 3).

The Way ltls

— Continuous
Scale vpe
5 SCOrE

i
I
i

Letter raw scores Difference

o
i

Extravert - Introwvert 92 Wery clear (98) EOD 136 36
Sensging - iNtuition M 80 Very clear (92) 31 M25 24
Thinking - Feeling T 30 Very clear (94) T26 FO 28
Judging - Perception J 36 Wery clear (80) J24 P4 20

+3 +2 +1 +1 +2 +3

Figures in bracketz are B 0 0 1 0 1 14
population means (2.3) (3.7} (2.7} (2.8) (3.0) (1.5)
= 0 0] 3 3 1 g =
- 2.0 (4.2) 3.1) (25 2.8 1.4
- T 5 3 1 0 0 -
(1.3 (3.5 (3.4) (3.1) (32 (1.4 s
i 8 ) 1 1 1 i
; (1.8) (3.5) (2.8) 2.7) (3.4) (1.6)
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The scores for the individual letters are shown graphically in the next chart and
provide an alternative way of showing the relative proportion of each letter
endorsed on scales. Thus the graph below shows no responses for

Extraversion on the ‘Is’ scale and the length of the bar shows that quite a few
responses were very clear.

Raw Score Comparisons;

Exirawer - Inirowen

WERT |

oy B R BT I I

R T

The table below is shown only when the Is/Want version of the TDI® or LSl is
used and indicates the change between the Is and Want profiles.

Raw score change indicator between IS and Want

Very

. Extravert

e Clear MWoderate Corridor Corrider Moderate Clear

Very

clear

. Introvert
Sensing . iNtuition
Thinking ®—» Fesling
Judging .—b' Perception
@® = P vant @ 1S and WANT the same
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The final table in the Administrator’s report describes the characteristics of the
normative sample on which aspects of the report is based.

Normative sample details;

The Way Itis
Scale Mean sD Sample Size
Extravert-Introvert continuous 54 36 15.31 1260
E - Extravert only 43.92 9.00 708
| - Introvert only G68.88 3.98 bh2
Sensing-iMtuition continuous h3.05 12,70 1260
S - Sensing only 4513 7.29 Ta7
MM - iMtuition only 66.21 7.82 473
Thinking-Feeling continuous 55.89 13.61 1260
T - Thinking only 45 48 8.26 652
F - Feeling only 67.05 8.36 608
Judging-Perception continuous 5586 1470 1260
J - Judaging only 4409 8.82 641
P - Perception only 68.05 820 619

Conducting areview session

It is recommended that the results from the TDI® are always reviewed with the
respondent. As with the output from any psychometric assessment, the TDI®
results should be treated as a starting point for further exploration and
clarification. Though many of the reports are suitable for passing directly back
to the respondent, conducting a review session will add further value by
allowing exploration of the respondent’s profile and avoiding issues such as
over-interpretation of the results, placing greater emphasis on their validity than
is warranted and interpreting their profile in a ‘restrictive’ and categorical
manner. The review session therefore allows the respondent an opportunity to
challenge the results in the report and find a balance between their results and
personal perceptions that allows them to move forward in their development.
Further, although the questionnaire is generally positively worded, the review
also allows clarification of any issues so ensuring that misunderstandings on the
part of the respondent do not occur.

The exact format of the review will depend on the purpose of assessment and
how the results are to be used. It is recommended that the review is conducted
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face-to-face, though a telephone review may be acceptable in some
circumstances.

The reviewer will need to decide whether a report is sent directly to the
respondent when setting up the Access Code for the TDI®. Receiving the report
ahead of the review session will give the respondent time to read and start to
work through it to identify issues that are particularly pertinent to them. This
process will give more time for discussion during the review session and is likely
to be particularly beneficial to respondents who need time to reflect on their
report before discussing it. Providing that the administration has been
conducted thoroughly and respondents understand the purpose of the
assessment and how it will be used, there should be no issues in reports being
sent directly to respondents.

The purpose of a review session, whether conducted face-to-face or via the
telephone, is to ensure that the respondent clearly understands the meaning of
their results and is satisfied with the assessment experience, and to explore
possible implications of the results. To reach this goal it is important that the
review session is seen as a chance for information to be shared between the
respondent and the reviewer, not simply for the reviewer to provide the
questionnaire scores. For this process to be successful, it is vital that all
reviewers have received appropriate training and are themselves familiar with
the TDI® and the nature of its reports.

General guidelines for conducting review sessions are given below. These
guidelines should be seen as identifying the main points that need to be
covered and giving suggestions about the structure of the review session and
appropriate questioning strategies. They do not set out to provide a set formula
that must be followed:

= As with administration, good preparation is essential for review sessions. A
suitable room, free from disturbances, should be used. Reviewers should
familiarise themselves with the respondent’s TDI® profile and consider how
they may want to introduce the model of Psychological Type as a way of
supporting the interpretation. Prior to the review session it is advisable to ask
respondents to read and consider their reports before attending, otherwise
this may take up a considerable part of the review time;
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The review session should begin with the reviewer introducing themselves
and providing a brief overview of the review session. Useful information to
offer includes reiterating the overall purpose the questionnaire is being used
for, the approximate length of the session, issues around confidentiality and
what will happen to the questionnaire results;

Both parties need to agree on what they want to get out of the review session
and be clear on how the profile will be used before working through the
report. Such agreement will ensure a common purpose to the review,
encourage rapport and reduce the chance for misunderstandings;

To encourage a balanced discussion from the outset, the respondent should
be brought into the review session as early as possible. This can be done
through asking them about their experiences of the questionnaire
immediately after the brief introduction (e.g. “How did you find completing the
questionnaire?“ or “Tell me about your experience of completing the
qguestionnaire”). Throughout the review session open questions should be
used wherever possible, as this will encourage the respondent to provide
more information and make the review more balanced. In a balanced review
session the respondent should contribute at least as much as the reviewer to
the discussion, if not more;

The next stage will usually involve discussion of the actual questionnaire
profile. Reviewers may choose to explore the TDI® one scale at a time (e.g.
El, then SN), or by using the combined profile to explore how preference
relates to specific areas of behaviour (e.g. teamwork, decision-making). If
previous discussions with the respondent have identified specific areas of
interest, the discussion may focus on these and spend less time on other
areas. An alternative strategy is to ask the respondent to identify any areas
where the questionnaire has revealed surprising results and start by
exploring these;

The TDI® is a tool to stimulate personal development, so the next stages in
the development process need to be the focus of the final part of the review.
Both parties should mutually agree a way forward. Points that may be
included are how the issues that have been discussed will be captured, what
actions the respondent has agreed to and timescales for development
activities, what support the reviewer or others in the organisation need to give
the respondent, and how any development activities will be monitored and
reviewed. Finally, the respondent should be offered the opportunity to ask
any outstanding questions and then thanked for attending the review session.
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It is good practice for individual organisations to develop policies around the
review of assessment results, as with other aspects of psychological
assessment. These should cover issues such as how reviews are conducted,
confidentiality and storage of assessment data. It is important for organisations
to develop their own policies, as these will help ensure consistency of approach
and application over time, and will also guard against issues of fairness and
discrimination.  Whilst policies may draw on the guidelines given above,
ultimately reviewers should develop their own style with which they feel
comfortable within these frameworks.
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Section Five - Technical information

Composition of the standardisation sample

The current standardisation sample is based on 1260 people who completed
the Is/Want version of the TDI® during 2003 and the first part of 2004. There
were two main sub-groups that could be identified within the standardisation
sample: employed, largely professional people, completing the TDI® for
personal and careers development, team-building or training purposes; and a
sample of undergraduate and postgraduate students completing the TDI® as
part of their personal and careers development.

Before combining these two sub-samples into the standardisation data,
comparisons were made between them in terms of age, gender and TDI®
scores, to determine the extent to which they could form one homogeneous

group.

In terms of age, the mean age of the employed sample was 40.6 (SD=11.4) and
of the student sample was 27.9 (SD=10.3). As would be expected the mean
age of the student sample was younger than the employed sample, although
their relatively high mean age probably reflects the large proportion of
postgraduate and mature students in this sample. When the proportion of
males and females in the group was examined, 51.8% of the employed sample
was male, compared to 44.8% of the student sample.

The mean scores and SDs of the two samples on the TDI® scales is shown in
Table 1. Four of the eight comparisons showed a statistically significant
difference between the two samples, although in all cases the actual differences
were quite small and probably reached significance only because of the
relatively large sample sizes.

Under these conditions, it is more informative to examine the effect sizes or the
differences between the groups in terms of their standard deviations. In no
case did the difference between the two groups exceed 0.3 of their pooled SD
(see Table 2 for pooled SDs), and in many cases was considerably smaller.
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This indicates that the actual differences were quite modest and so the decision
was taken to combine these two groups for the standardisation of the TDI®.

Table 1: TDI®means and SDs for the employed and student samples
Employed sample Student sample
(n=417) (n=843) Difference
Mean SD Mean SD
E-lis 54.50 14.74 55.57 16.38 1.07
E-l want 45.67 9.69 48.09 10.02 2.42*
S-Nis 52.12 11.81 54.92 14.16 2.80
S-N want 56.60 8.55 58.31 10.12 1.71
T-Fis 56.00 13.05 55.66 14.69 0.66*
T-F want 55.34 9.91 56.68 10.13 1.34*
J-Pis 55.39 14.26 56.82 15.53 1.43
J-P want 51.50 9.21 53.40 10.07 1.90*
*p<.01

The mean age of the combined standardisation sample was 32.1 (SD=12.2),
8.3% of the sample was less than 20 years old, 43.7% between 20 and 29,
19.1% between 30 and 39, 17.6% between 40 and 49, 10.3% between 50 and

59 and 1.2% 60 or older.

There were 594 males (47.1%) and 666 females

(52.9%). Information on ethnic background was provided by 1239 (98.3%) of
the standardisation sample and is shown in Table 2.
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Table 2: Ethnic background of the standardisation sample (n=1239)

: % of standardisation
Ethnic category Number
sample
British
White 932 75.2
Irish 63 5.1
Any other White background 97 7.8
Mixed
White and Black Caribbean 4 0.3
White and Black African 5 0.4
White and Asian 7 0.6
Any other Mixed background 4 0.3
Asian or Asian British
Indian 50 4.0
Pakistani 18 1.5
Bangladeshi 3 0.2
Any other Asian Background 12 1.0
Black or Black British
Caribbean 4 0.3
African 8 0.6
Any other Black Background 2 0.2
Chinese or Other ethnic group
Chinese 23 1.9
Any other 7 0.6
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Descriptive statistics

Combining the data from the two sub-samples resulted in the means and SDs
for each of the scales shown in Table 3. The data for each individual letter
preference is shown in Table 4.

Table 3: TDI®Means and SDs from the standardisation sample

Mean SD
E-lis 54.86 15.31
E-l want 46.47 9.86
S-Nis 53.05 12.70
S-N want 57.17 9.13
T-Fis 55.89 13.61
T-F want 55.78 10.00
J-Pis 55.86 14.70
J-P want 52.13 9.54

Table 4. Means and SDs for each letter preference

Is Want
Letter Mean SD N Mean SD N
E 43.92 9.00 708 43.94 7.60 1094
I 68.88 8.98 552 63.17 6.01 166
S 45.13 7.39 787 49.89 5.67 601
N 66.21 7.82 473 63.81 6.15 659
T 45.48 8.26 652 48.91 6.82 682
F 67.05 8.36 608 63.89 6.43 578
J 44.09 8.82 641 47.20 6.87 848
P 68.05 8.20 619 62.27 5.35 412
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The means and SD for responses to the Is scales for males and females is
shown in Table 5, with the corresponding data for the Want responses being

given in Table 6.

Table 5: Means and SDs for Is responses for males and females

Males Females
Letter Mean SD N Mean SD N
E 44.0 8.93 333 43.83 9.07 375
I 69.33 9.44 261 68.48 8.54 291
S 45.85 7.00 357 44.54 7.65 430
N 66.33 7.98 237 66.10 7.67 236
T 44,91 8.39 370 46.24 8.03 282
F 66.19 8.19 224 67.55 8.43 384
J 45.81 8.45 273 42.82 8.89 368
P 68.01 7.98 321 68.09 8.42 298

Table 6: Means and SDs for Want responses for males and females

Males Females
Letter Mean SD N Mean SD N
E 43.68 7.78 511 44.16 7.44 583
I 63.63 6.65 83 62.75 5.30 83
S 49.94 571 274 49.84 5.64 327
N 64.32 6.56 320 63.32 5.70 339
T 48.23 7.11 361 49.67 6.43 321
F 63.64 6.63 233 64.07 6.30 345
J 47.14 7.20 401 47.26 6.57 447
P 62.55 5.81 193 62.02 4.92 219
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Table 7 shows the Type distributions according to Is and Want for the 1260
respondents included in the standardisation sample.

Type distributions for
males and females separately are shown in Tables 8 and 9.

Table 7: Type distributions for Is and Want

N=260, 20.6%

N=154, 12.2%

N=134, 10.6%

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ
Inspector Protector Guide Investigator
Is Is Is Is

=159, 12.6% N=81, 6.4% N=29, 2.3% N=38, 3.0%
Want Want Want Want
N=44, 3.5% N=24, 1.9% N=17, 1.3% N=26, 2.1%
ISTP ISFP INFP INTP
Analyser Supporter Idealist Architect
Is Is Is Is

=54, 4.3% =62, 4.9% =73, 5.8% =57, 4.5%
Want Want Want Want
N=9, 0.7% N=4, 0.3% N=23, 1.8% N=19, 1.5%
ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP
Trouble-shooter | Energiser Improviser Catalyst
Is Is Is Is
N=78, 6.2% =101, 8.0% =123, 9.8% N=72,5.7%
Want Want Want Want
N=52, 4.1% N=54, 4.3% N=169, 13.4% N=83, 6.6%
ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ
Co-ordinator Harmoniser Advisor Executive
Is Is Is Is

=145, 11.5% =106, 8.4% N=34, 2.7% =48, 3.8%
Want Want Want Want

N=188, 14.9%
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Table 8: Type distributions for Is and Want, males

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ
Inspector Protector Guide Investigator
Is Is Is Is

=73, 12.3% N=27, 4.5% N=6, 1.0% =22, 3.7%
Want Want Want Want
N=21, 3.5% N=8, 1.3% N=8, 1.3% N=14, 2.4%
ISTP ISFP INFP INTP
Analyser Supporter Idealist Architect
Is Is Is Is
N=33, 5.6% N=30, 5.1% N=31, 5.2% N=40, 6.7%
Want Want Want Want
N=7, 1.2% N=1, 0.2% N=13, 2.2% N=11, 1.9%
ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP
Trouble-shooter Energiser Improviser Catalyst
Is Is Is Is

=52, 8.8% =42,7.1% N=52, 8.8% =42,7.1%
Want Want Want Want
N=34, 5.7% N=21, 3.5% N=71, 12.0% N=36, 6.1%
ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ
Co-ordinator Harmoniser Advisor Executive
Is Is Is Is
N=77, 13.0% N=22, 3.7% =15, 2.5% =30, 5.1%
Want Want Want Want
N=131, 22.1% N=51, 8.6% N=61, 10.3% N=106, 17.9%
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Table 9: Type distributions for Is and Want, females

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ
Inspector Protector Guide Investigator
Is Is Is Is

=86, 12.9% N=54, 8.1% N=23, 3.5% N=16, 2.4%
Want Want Want Want
N=23, 3.5% N=16, 2.4% N=9, 1.4% N=12, 1.8%
ISTP ISFP INFP INTP
Analyser Supporter Idealist Architect
Is Is Is Is

=21, 3.2% =32, 4.8% N=42, 6.3% =17, 2.6%
Want Want Want Want
N=2, 0.3% N=3, 0.5% N=10, 1.5% N=8, 1.2%
ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP
Trouble-shooter Energiser Improviser Catalyst
Is Is Is Is

=26, 3.9% =59, 8.9% =71, 10.7% =30, 4.5%
Want Want Want Want
N=18, 2.7% N=33, 5.0% N=98, 14.7% N=47, 7.1%
ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ
Co-ordinator Harmoniser Advisor Executive
Is Is Is Is
N=68, 10.2% N=84, 12.6% =19, 2.9% N=18, 2.7%
Want Want Want Want
N=129, 19.4% N=103, 15.5% N=73, 11.0% N=82, 12.3%
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The intercorrelations between the continuous scores form the TDI® scales are
shown in Table 10. Within the cluster of Is scales and Want scales the highest
correlations are between SN and JP scales. The shared variance for these
scales is 19.3% and 17.6% respectively. The shared variance between the
other scales is less than 13%. This data indicates that each of the four TDI®
scales is assessing a unique set of preferences, whether responses are being
given to the Is or Want set of scales.

The second set of notable correlations shown in Table 10 are the associations
between Is and Want responses to each scale. These show moderate overlap
in each case, with the shared variance being 29.2%, 37.2%, 32.5% and 18.5%
for EI, SN, TF and JP respectively. The association between Is and Want
scores on the TDI®is explored in more detail in the next section.

Table 10: Intercorrelations between TDI® Is and Want continuous scales

Elis SN is TFis JPis |Elwant SN want| TF want
SN is -0.03
TF is -0.20 0.15
JP is -0.16 0.44 0.29
El want 0.54 0.04 -0.17 -0.12
SN want 0.02 0.61 0.08 0.28 -0.01
TF want -0.06 0.12 0.57 0.10 -0.10 0.19
JP want -0.08 0.28 0.18 0.43 -0.05 0.42 0.36

Association between Is and Want TDI®responses

Of particular interest with the TDI® was the extent to which respondents
changed their letter preferences between the Is and Want responses. The
percentage of respondents changing none, one, two, three or all four letter
preferences between their Is and Want responses, is shown in Table 11.
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Table 11: Percentage of respondents showing changes in letter
preferences between Is and Want responses

Number of letter changes N Percent
None 361 28.7
One 406 32.2
Two 303 24.0
Three 143 11.3
Four 47 3.7

Over 70 per cent of respondents changed at least one letter preference
between their Is and Want responses. The majority changed on one letter,
although a significant number also changed on two. Only fifteen per cent
changed on three or four letters, indicating a degree of stability between the two
response options. What this data does suggest is that offering respondents
both the Is and Want options has a considerable degree of validity.

Table 12 shows more details of changes between the Is and Want options,
indicating the direction of change between Is and Want responses for each
letter preference. This analysis shows that, with the exception of the E-I scale,
a substantial number of people have a consistent letter preference for Is and
Want. Although letter preferences may remain consistent, the scores within
these are likely to change between Is and Want. A further analysis was
therefore conducted to look at the direction of score change within those whose
letter preference did not change.

For the respondents whose letter preference remained the same between Is
and Want responses, Table 13 shows whether the clarity of their Want
preference remained consistent, showed greater clarity or showed less clarity
(i.,e. a shift towards the opposite preference). For the E-lI scale, Table 13
confirms the previous finding that there is a tendency towards Extraversion;
those who are already E show a shift towards greater clarity of preference and
those who are | show a shift towards a lesser clarity of preference (i.e. towards
E from I). From these distributions also notable is the tendency for those whose
Is preference is S or P to show a tendency towards N and J respectively for
their Want preference.
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Table 12: For each Is letter preference the percentage who want the same
letter preference compared to percentage who Want to change

Is (Sample size and %) Want (Sample size and %)
E 682
c 707 (96.5%)
(56.1%) 25
| (E wants to be I)
(3.5%)
412
E (I wants to be E)
| 553 (74.5%)
(43.9%) | 141
(25.5%)
s 501
S 786 (63.7%)
(62.4%) 285
N (S wants to be N)
(36.3%)
100
S (N wants to be S)
N 474 (21.1%)
(37.6%) . 374
(78.9%)
T 475
— 651 (73.0%)
(51.7%) 1. F(Twantsto | 176
be F) (27.0%)
206
T (F wants to be T)
F 609 (33.8%)
(483%) - 403
(66.2%)
5 531
3 640 (83.0%)
(50.8%) 109
P (J wants to be P)
(17.0%)
316
J (P wants to be J)
E 620 (50.1%)
(49.2%) = 304
(49.0%)
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Table 13: Changes in clarity of preference for respondents whose letter
preference remained consistent between Is and Want

Number
reporting No change | Want greater | Want less
Is consistent in clarity of clarity of clarity of
preference preference preference preference
(of 1260)
42 389 251
E 682
(6.2%) (57.0%) (36.8%)
6 12 135
I 153
(3.9%) (8.1%) (88.0%)
38 68 395
S 501
(7.6%) (13.6%) (78.8%)
32 147 195
N 374
(8.6%) (39.3%) (52.1%)
41 130 304
T 475
(8.6%) (27.4%) (64.0%)
32 123 248
F 403
(7.9%) (30.6%) (61.5%)
31 180 320
J 531
(5.8%) (33.9%) (60.3%)
23 41 240
P 304
(7.6%) (13.5%) (78.9%)
Reliability

The reliabilities of the four scales are shown in Table 14. As can be seen,
despite items being selected to represent full coverage of each dimension, each
scale showed high levels of internal consistency.

Table 14: Internal consistencies of the TDI® scales

Is Want
E-l 0.88 0.81
S-N 0.82 0.72
T-F 0.86 0.81
J-P 0.88 0.79
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The item total correlations for items in each scale are shown in Table 15.

Table 15: TDI®item-total correlations

E-l S-N T-F J-P
Is
0.58 0.38 0.42 0.71
0.57 0.52 0.67 0.66
0.46 0.38 0.60 0.51
0.51 0.45 0.59 0.20
0.55 0.70 0.60 0.44
0.54 0.25 0.52 0.59
0.46 0.67 0.50 0.75
0.69 0.69 0.66 0.46
0.50 0.29 0.46 0.78
0.69 0.70 0.65 0.63
0.63 0.75 0.63 0.52
0.78 0.45 0.62 0.65
0.73 0.72 0.46 0.62
0.77 0.45 0.68 0.65
0.67 0.56 0.57 0.64
0.57 0.39 0.49 0.72
Want
0.50 0.36 0.41 0.53
0.41 0.45 0.55 0.55
0.30 0.33 0.55 0.51
0.55 0.36 0.49 0.07
0.54 0.61 0.57 0.31
0.46 0.18 0.45 0.51
0.44 0.59 0.45 0.62
0.56 0.59 0.60 0.50
0.35 0.26 0.34 0.61
0.52 0.59 0.60 0.54
0.57 0.61 0.62 0.35
0.68 0.45 0.58 0.54
0.68 0.61 0.45 0.52
0.66 0.43 0.59 0.53
0.60 0.49 0.50 0.53
0.42 0.32 0.42 0.64
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Associations with MBTI®

Data on both the current TDI® and MBTI® form G has currently been collected
from 111 respondents. Comparisons between reported Type preference on the

MBTI® and TDI®is shown in Table 16.

TDI®and MBTI® (n=111)

Table 16: Comparison of reported letter preferences from

MBTI® TDI®1s (N and %) TDI® Want (N and %)
E | E |
= 61 5 65 1
(55.0%) (4.5%) (58.6%) (0.9%)
| 5 40 28 17
(4.5%) (36.0%) (25.2%) (15.3%)
S N S N
S 38 1 23 16
(34.2%) (0.9%) (20.7%) (14.4%)
\ 17 55 11 61
(15.3%) (49.6%) (9.9%) (55.0%)
T F T F
T 47 23 45 25
(42.3%) (20.7%) (40.5%) (22.5%)
c 3 38 13 28
(2.7%) (34.2%) (11.7%) (25.2%)
J P J P
; 52 11 47 16
(46.9%) (9.9%) (42.3%) (14.4%)
5 6 42 22 26
(5.4%) (37.8%) (19.8%) (23.4%)
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The percentage agreement between TDI® Is and Want and MBTI® is shown in
Table 17, along with the phi coefficient. As can be seen, for each scale
agreement between TDI® Is and MBTI® exceeded 75%, and exceeded 80% for
three of the four scales. Agreement between TDI® Want and MBTI® was also
fairly high, but was consistently lower than agreement rates for Is, with this
being most noticeable for the E-l and J-P scales.

Correspondingly, the chi-square statistics indicate the substantial overlap
between the TDI® and MBTI®. Correspondence is statistically significant in all
cases, although it is substantially lower chi-square values for TDI® Want. The
data therefore supports the argument that the Is scale of the TDI® is assessing
constructs closer to those from the MBTI®, whereas the Want scales are
assessing a different aspect of preference.

Table 17: Agreement between TDI® Is and Want and MBTI®

Letter TDI®is with _ TDI®want _
- Chi-square : o | Chi-square
Preference MBTI with MBTI
E-l 91% 73.4 73.9% 259
S-N 83.8% 55.2 75.7% 227
T-F 76.5% 374 65.7% 11.0
J-P 84.7% 53.4 65.7% 9.6
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Correlations between the continuous TDI® and MBTI® scales are shown in
Table 18. In all cases, the TDI® scales correlated most highly with their
respective scale on the MBTI® for both Is and Want preferences. TDI® s
scales also correlated more closely with the MBTI® scales than the Want
scales.

Table 18: Correlations between TDI® and MBTI® continuous scales (n=77)
MBTI® scale

TDI® scale El SN TF JP
Elis 0.73 -0.02 -0.22 -0.20
SN is 0.16 0.59 0.08 0.56
TF is -0.19 0.07 0.67 0.31
JP is -0.00 0.43 0.32 0.81
El want 0.53 0.01 -0.21 -0.26
SN want 0.31 0.50 -0.03 0.33
TF want -0.13 0.12 0.45 0.27
JP want 0.12 0.35 0.21 0.51

TDI®and capability

The links between capability and the TDI® preferences were explored in three
sub-samples who completed the TDI® and one of the Profiling for Success
Reasoning Tests. These reasoning tests assess three abilities — verbal,
numerical and abstract reasoning:

» Verbal — The ability to understand written information and determine what
follows logically from the information;

»= Numerical — The ability to use numerical information to solve problems;

= Abstract — The ability to identify patterns in abstract shapes and generate
and test hypotheses.

The correlations between each of the TDI® scales and the raw scores on the
reasoning tests are shown in Table 19. The reasoning tests also look at each
test-taker’s stylistic approach to the test by recording the number of items they
attempted (speed) and the proportion of items attempted that were answered
correctly (accuracy). Correlations with these factors are also shown in Table
19.
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Table 19: Correlations of TDI® scales with Verbal, Numerical and
Abstract Reasoning Test scores

TDI® Is TDI® Want
El SN TF JP El SN TF JP

Verbal

Raw score 0.07 | -0.04 | 0.00 | 0.06 | 0.01 | 0.00 | 0.01 | 0.08

Speed 0.09 | -0.07 | 0.01 | -0.02| 0.02 | -0.11 | 0.00 | -0.05

Accuracy 0.04 | 0.01 | -0.04 | 0.07 | -0.04 | 0.13 | 0.00 | 0.14
Numerical

Raw score 0.08 | 0.01 | -0.13 | 0.01 | 0.07 | 0.06 | -0.02 | 0.02

Speed 0.03 | 0.01 | -0.03 | -0.03| 0.04 | 0.00 | 0.10 | 0.01

Accuracy 0.07 | 0.01 | -0.09 | 0.02 | 0.06 | 0.11 | -0.15 | -0.02
Abstract

Raw score 0.20 | -0.09 | -0.02 | 0.02 | -0.02 | -0.10 | 0.05 | -0.02

Speed 0.12 | -0.12 | 0.07 | -0.09| -0.01 | -0.19 | 0.02 | -0.09

Accuracy 0.08 | 0.10 | -0.07 | 0.11 | 0.00 | 0.15 | 0.09 | 0.11

Overall, very few significant correlations were observed between the TDI®
scales and measures from the three reasoning tests. The highest correlations
were between the raw score on the Abstract Reasoning Test and the El Is
scale. This correlation was 0.20, indicating that the two measures share 4% of
their variance. Responses to the TDI® therefore appear to be almost completely
independent of intellectual capability as measured by the Verbal, Numerical and
Abstract Reasoning Tests.
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Appendices

Appendix 1 - Critique of MBTI®

In designing the TDI® a decision was made to adopt the MBTI® approach in
contrast to what may be a more accurate Jungian instrument — the SLIP. This
is because the SLIP has not proved to be as popular as MBTI®. We believe
that there are two main reasons for this. The first is that completing the SLIP is
not as user-friendly — a person has to try to hold 8 ideas/variations in their head
and then make quite subtle judgements about themselves. This can lead to
frustration and scepticism. The second is that the support material for MBTI®
has become extensive. It was felt important to develop an instrument that
improved on the measurement of Type but that could still make use of all this
literature and material. A detailed examination of the MBTI® items yielded two
significant areas of potential distortion or inaccuracy that we felt needed to be
addressed:

1. The domains as defined by MBTI® items appear narrower than we would
expect from reading Jung - particularly Extraversion-Introversion and
Sensing-iNtuition. By emphasising specific aspects of the Jungian domains it
is possible to inflate the internal consistencies of the scales without providing
adequate representation and measurement.

2. The style of many of the items uses the concept of preference — an important
concept since our Type is not simply the average of what we do but what
feels most natural. However, the items often ask about people’s preferences
about others. Whilst this may well have some relation to what we like or
prefer in ourselves, they are by no means the same thing. Too many of
these kinds of items could well distort the measurement of a person’s own
natural Type unnecessarily. Simply because we like or admire a style or
characteristic in someone else does not mean this identifies our own Type.

The TDI® therefore sets out to overcome these weaknesses and to provide a
more rigorous approach to item writing and selection than is found in the MBTI®
manual — or, for that matter, in many other questionnaire manuals.
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Background to the facet design for TDI®

It is not easy to find a comprehensive way of deconstructing Jung’s constructs.
However, without a framework it is impossible to judge how well a questionnaire
represents the chosen domain. Cattell was one of the first psychometricians to
introduce the idea of the “Personality Sphere”. We have taken this idea and
applied it — and call the concept an “item map”. This means that the domain is
mapped out so that the distribution of items in the questionnaire can be
analysed for balance or bias. Few personality questionnaires provide such a
map and this is clearly one of the weaknesses of the MBTI®. With no item map,
we have to rely on the author’s implicit understanding of the domains and their
psychometric methodology. For MBTI® this involved some early (but very
limited) criterion keying data based on the authors’ knowledge of 20 dinner
party guests. We believe that the biases currently found in the MBTI® stem
from biases that existed in the early versions and have been perpetuated ever
since — precisely because there was no item map. Nowhere is a framework for
evaluating the balance of item representation presented. Subsequent factor
analyses can be viewed as a retrospective construction of just such a
framework (the development of Form J and K were based on data for the wider
pool of items all written by Isabel Briggs Myers and became Step II). However,
any biases in the original versions are likely to have been perpetuated and this
approach does not constitute a satisfactory way to develop a framework for a
questionnaire claiming to be based on Jungian Theory — since this would
require a return to the Jungian constructs. Perhaps it would be more accurate
to consider MBTI® as being “Jungian inspired” rather than Jungian based.

Good practice in questionnaire development is to make explicit the rationale
and to have a framework for classifying items. This is a practice that is too
often not adhered to — or at least not reported in test manuals which makes it
harder to evaluate them. Sometimes this is because the questionnaires have
relied too heavily on a few traditional psychometric indices as the badge of
quality. We believe that the two main reasons for people not providing an item
map are:

1. The domains are simplistically defined and the items can be allocated to
each domain unambiguously through simple face validity — often by
identifying key words which fit the scale label.
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2. A typical facet design partitions a domain which then makes the writing of
items artificial and contrived.

When we face the true complexity of personality domains (as in the case of the
Jungian constructs), there is the problem that the facets may define clear
conceptual categories, but that real life rarely conforms to such unambiguous
categorisation. To write items that fit particular facets may sometimes be at the
expense of reflecting real complexity — and can be achieved by artificially
contriving the fit by using cue words. Our philosophy is that, since real life
behaviour is multi-factorial, items should reflect this and so items could span
several facets at the same time®.

The approach taken in developing the TDI® framework has therefore involved
two elements. The first is an item-writing framework based on introducing a
variety of real life contexts (learning, problem-solving, communication, decision-
making, contact with others, and environmental preferences). The second is an
item selection framework based on a facet approach to the domains and which
is independent of the context. The former ensures item diversity and the latter
ensures item balance and representation. However, to allow for the complexity
of real life items each facet has been considered as representing a key theme
which may, nevertheless, overlap with other facets. In other words, each facet
can be considered as part of a number of overlapping sets. This allows for a
more natural or complex set of items to be used whilst still providing an item
map for the domain.

Such an approach was particularly important in developing the TDI® because it
uses an atypical item style. Most personality questionnaires use behavioural
statements to which people indicate their agreement (true or false etc) by rating
using a Likert scale. However, as Jung, Kelly* and others have made clear, a
construct is not fully understood unless its pole or contrast is also defined.
Therefore the TDI® items were written so that both poles were defined — and
this reflects the bi-polarity of Jung’s constructs (as did the MBTI®).

The approach to developing the TDI® is therefore different in two respects — the

3 This is related to another orthodoxy in developing questionnaires whereby any item is supposed to load on one factor only — or at least more
highly on that factor than on other factors. However, this leads to the writing of ‘pure’ items, which may not reflect real life. Real life is multi-
factorial and sometimes our items should reflect this.

* Reference to George Kelly and Repertory grid technique
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bi-polar nature of the scales and the overlapping facet design. It is important to
note that the facets we have used are not being presented as either exhaustive
or the only way to represent Jung’s constructs — but they do provide a
framework for evaluating the TDI® items and to compare it with other Type
indicators.

Summary of the facet design for TDI®

Extraversion — Introversion: Our analysis of both Form G and Step | of MBTI®
showed that the E-lI scale was dominated by items focussing on a person’s
sociability or intimacy. Whilst these are an important symptom of the construct,
they do not define it. Our facet design therefore needed to represent the
construct more broadly and ensure the selection of items that are ‘people-free’.
The 3 facets used were:

1. Environment — energy focus in ‘people-free’ environments.
This facet involves what is done or what people say they like to do. The key
question it answers is “What environment or activity does the person enjoy?”
2. Intimacy — energy focus in relation to personal contact with others.
This facet involves the degree to which people wish to share their thoughts
and feelings. The key question it answers is “What does the person share or
disclose?”
3. Sociability — energy focus in relation to social contact with others.
This facet involves the degree of social contact people seek — how much and
how often. The key question it answers is “What range of people does the
person engage and make contact with?”

Sensing — iNtuition: Our analysis of both Form G and Step | of MBTI® showed
that the S-N scale was dominated by items focussing on a person’s general
preferences (such as concrete versus abstract, being viewed as practical or
ingenious etc.) or on what they admired in others. Since the heart of Jung’'s
construct involves how people see the world (i.e. how they filter information
which affects what they see and notice), it is important that this is reflected in
the facet design. We used the idea of identifying the input, a process and an
output to guide the definitions in this area which leads to 3 facets as follows:
1. Input —what information is actually seen or registered.
This facet involves differences in what people register, recognise, notice or
focus on. The key question it answers is “What does the person notice?”
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2. Process — how different information is valued or preferred.
This facet involves the way in which different forms of input are valued,
attractive or stimulating. The key question it answers is “What does the
person value?”

3. Output —what impact information preferences have on behaviour.
This facet involves how people’s contribution or style is affected by how they
see the world. The key question it answers is “What does the person do?”

Thinking — Feeling: The heart of Jung’s construct involves how people reach
decisions. This involves what they take into account and how they connect this
information to reach conclusions. We again used the idea of identifying the
input, a process and an output to guide the definitions in this area which leads
to 3 facets as follows:

1. Input — what are the factors, or components that are considered.
This facet involves the content that is factored into making decisions —
different people consider different things to be important. The key question it
answers is “What is the most relevant information for making a judgement?”

2. Process — how are decisions justified.
This facet involves the way in which different elements are used to formulate
a decision or conclusion. The key question it answers is “How can | justify
this position or decision?”

3. Output —what impact does this decision style have on others.
This facet involves how people’s decision style affects the way they are seen
by others, how they would be described or what they work to achieve. The
key question it answers is “What impact does this approach have on others?”

Judging — Perceiving: This construct has been shown to overlap with the Big
Five construct of Conscientiousness. However, this has different definitions and
facets in different models. The MBTI® focusses on a general style of preferring
order, structure and plans versus spontaneity, responsiveness and flexibility. It
was decided to focus on 3 key aspects which involve the behavioural reaction to
novelty, the affective reaction to need for closure and a description of a person’s
general style when engaging in activities and events. This suggests 3 facets as
follows:
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1. Behavioural response to new, unfamiliar or unexpected events.
This facet involves how people react to changing events — either internally as
an emotion or externally as a behaviour. The key question it answers is
“How do | behave when something new or unexpected occurs?”

2. Personal reactions to new, unfamiliar or unexpected events.
This facet involves how people feel or enjoy different situations. The key
guestion it answers is “What do | enjoy or feel is comfortable?”

3. Observer’s description of general style when managing events.
This facet involves how people are likely to come across. It reflects their
general style when managing events. The key question it answers is “What
does the behaviour look like to others?”
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Appendix 2 - Normative data

50
45
40
35
30

20
15
10

IsE Is |
Raw score  Percentile | Raw score  Percentile
56 98 57 98
55 94 58 93
54 88 59 87
53 83 60 82
52 78 61 77
51 73 62 73
50 69 63 69
49 64 64 64
48 60 65 60
47 56 66 57
46 53 67 53
45 49 68 49
44 46 69 45
43 42 70 41
42 39 71 38
41 35 72 34
40 32 73 29
39 29 74 26
38 26 75 23
37 23 76 21
36 21 77 18
35 18 78 16
34 15 79 14
33 13 80 13
32 12 81 11
31 10 82 10
30 8 83 9
29 7 84 8
28 5 85 7
27 4 86 6
26 4 87 5
25 3 88 4
24 3 89 3
23 2 90 3
22 2 91 2
21 or below 1 92 2
93 or below 1
Distribution of El is raw scores (n=1260)
16 22 28 34 40 46 52 58 64 70 76 82 88 94

El is raw score
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60

50

40

30

20

10

Is S IsN

Raw score  Percentile | Raw score  Percentile
56 98 57 97
55 94 58 91
54 90 59 83
53 86 60 77
52 81 61 70
51 76 62 64
50 71 63 58
49 67 64 52
48 61 65 46
47 59 66 42
46 50 67 38
45 45 68 34
44 41 69 31
43 36 70 28
42 31 71 24
41 26 72 21
40 23 73 18
39 20 74 16
38 17 75 15
37 14 76 13
36 12 77 11
35 10 78 10
34 8 79 8
33 7 80 7
32 6 81 6
31 5 82 5
30 4 83 4
29 3 84 3
28 3 85 3
27 2 86 2
26 or below 1 87 2
88 2
89 or above 1

Distribution of SN is raw scores (N=1260)

16

22

28

34

40

46

52

SN is raw score

58

64
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IsT IsF
Raw score Percentile | Raw score Percentile
56 98 57 98
55 92 58 92
54 87 59 85
53 82 60 78
52 76 61 71
51 71 62 65
50 65 63 60
49 59 64 55
48 54 65 50
47 49 66 45
46 45 67 41
45 41 68 37
44 37 69 34
43 33 70 31
42 30 71 29
41 27 72 26
40 24 73 23
39 21 74 20
38 19 75 18
37 16 76 16
36 14 77 15
35 12 78 14
34 10 79 12
33 9 80 11
32 8 81 9
31 7 82 7
30 6 83 5
29 4 84 4
28 3 85 4
27 3 86 3
26 2 87 3
25 2 88 2
24 2 89 2
23 or below 1 90 or above 1

Distribution of TF is raw scores (N=1260)
60

50

16 22 28 34 39 45 51 57 63 69 75 80 86 92

TF is raw score
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40

35t
30
25}
20
15}
10 ¢

Is J Is P
Raw score  Percentile | Raw score  Percentile
56 98 57 98
55 94 58 94
54 88 59 88
53 82 60 83
52 77 61 78
51 73 62 73
50 68 63 68
49 64 64 62
48 60 65 57
47 56 66 52
46 52 67 47
45 48 68 43
44 44 69 39
43 41 70 36
42 38 71 33
41 34 72 30
40 31 73 28
39 28 74 25
38 26 75 21
37 22 76 18
36 20 77 16
35 17 78 14
34 15 79 11
33 13 80 9
32 11 81 8
31 9 82 7
30 7 83 5
29 6 84 4
28 5 85 3
27 4 86 3
26 3 87 3
25 3 88 2
24 2 89 2
23 or below 1 90 or above 1

Distribution of JP is raw scores (N=1260)

16

22

28

34

40

46

52

58

JP is raw score

64
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70
60
50
40
30
20
10

Want E Want |

Raw score  Percentile | Raw score  Percentile
56 99 57 96
55 97 58 84
54 93 59 72
53 90 60 63
52 85 61 55
51 81 62 48
50 76 63 42
49 71 64 36
48 66 65 30
47 62 66 26
46 56 67 22
45 51 68 19
44 46 69 15
43 42 70 13
42 38 71 10
41 33 72 9
40 29 73 7
39 25 74 6
38 22 75 6
37 19 76 5
36 16 77 4
35 13 78 3
34 11 79 3
33 10 80 2
32 8 81 2
31 6 82 or above 1
30 5
29 4
28 3
27 2
26 2

25 or below 1
Distribution of El want raw scores (n=1260)

- .:rm—l'ﬂTH-H [ Y —_
16 22 28 35 41 47 53 59 66 72 78 84

El want raw score
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Want S Want N
Raw score  Percentile | Raw score  Percentile
56 96 57 96
55 87 58 88
54 76 59 78
53 65 60 69
52 56 61 60
51 47 62 52
50 40 63 45
49 34 64 39
48 29 65 33
47 24 66 29
46 20 67 25
45 16 68 21
44 15 69 18
43 13 70 15
42 11 71 13
41 8 72 11
40 7 73 9
39 6 74 8
38 5 75 7
37 4 76 6
36 3 77 5
35 2 78 4
34 2 79 3
33 2 80 2
32 or below 1 81 2

82 2
83 2
84 or above 1

70
60
50
40
30
20
10

Distribution of SN want raw scores (n=1260)

HH_I_L_.JTFH'I_I HH-

16.00

2155 27.10 32.65 38.20 43.75 49.30 54.85 60.40 6595 7150 77.05 82.60 88.15

SN want raw score
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90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

Want T Want F
Raw score  Percentile | Raw score  Percentile
56 96 57 96
55 87 58 87
54 77 59 76
53 68 60 67
52 60 61 58
51 53 62 51
50 46 63 45
49 41 64 39
48 35 65 34
47 30 66 29
46 25 67 25
45 22 68 22
44 19 69 20
43 17 70 18
42 15 71 16
41 13 72 13
40 11 73 11
39 10 74 9
38 8 75 7
37 7 76 6
36 6 77 5
35 5 78 4
34 4 79 3
33 4 80 3
32 3 81 3
31 2 82 2
30 2 83 or above 1

29 2
28 2
27 or below 1

Distribution of TF want raw scores (n=1260)

17

22 28 34 39 45 5

0

56

61

TF want raw score
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80

70 |
60 |
50 |
40 |
30 |

20
10
0

95
82
70
59
50
42
35
28
23

P NDNNMNNWWKAD™SOIO O

Want J Want P

Raw score  Percentile | Raw score  Percentile
56 98 57
55 93 58
54 86 59
53 79 60
52 73 61
51 66 62
50 59 63
49 52 64
48 46 65
a7 40 66
46 35 67
45 30 68
44 26 69
43 23 70
42 20 71
41 17 72
40 14 73
39 12 74
38 10 75
37 9 76
36 8 77
35 7 78
34 6 79
33 5 80
32 4 81 or above
31 3
30 3
29 2
28 2

27 or below 1

Distribution of JP want raw scores (n=1260)

16.00 21.55 27.10 32.65

38.20 43.75

49.30 5485 6040 65.95

JP want raw score
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Appendix 3 - TDI®/LSI reports

Listed below are the reports available from the TDI®/LSI, samples can be
downloaded from www.profilingforsuccess.com/products/sample rep.php.

TYPE
DYNAMICS
INDICATOR
(TDI®)

Administrator

Data report showing raw scores,
preferences and normative details.
(Differences between Is and Want
preferences are included in the Is/Want
version.)

Career
Explorer

Exploration around vocational
preferences and how these preferences
may affect choice of careers, the kind
organisation you may want to work for
and how you work with others.

Type at Work

This is a comprehensive report, which
details exploration of the implications for
team-building, leadership style,
decision-making, resolving conflict,
career direction.

Feedback

Graphical and detailed narrative
feedback on interpersonal style,
workstyle, work preferences,
organisational contribution, and
leadership style.

Feedback
Summary

Graphical feedback on Type and
summary of 16 personality Types.

LEARNING
STYLES
INDICATOR
(LSI)

Administrator

Data report showing raw scores, clarity
of preferences and normative detalils.
(Differences between Is and Want
preferences are included in the Is/Want
version.)

Feedback

Graphical and narrative feedback on
preferred learning style, subjects,
environment, motivation to learn,
most/least natural talents, and an
indication of your ideal teacher.

Feedback
Summary

Graphical feedback on preferred
learning style, interpretation and
summaries of four styles.

LSI profile

One page graphical feedback on
preferred learning style, interpretation
and summaries of four styles.
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