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INSTRUMENTATION IMPORTANT?

Instrumentation is a basic step in the process of
self-discovery. It is important to think of the two
components (instrumentation and self-discov-
ery) as uniquely related.

Instrumentation at its very foundation is simply
asking questions. Asking a question is always a
meaningful endeavor, and it is always important,
whether the question is oral or written. We need
to remember that the mind treats both forms of
questions (written or oral) similarly. With a written
question, the reading occurs in the mind, wheth-
er it is read out loud or silently. Therefore, it is
the same if | ask a question orally, or if a person
reads it on a computer screen or a paper and
pencil assessment. In instrumentation, when
questions are given to an individual it leads to
self-discovery no matter the form.

During instrumentation, the psychometric
clarifying of the results, scoring, and generalizing
of the different populations occurs, which is valu-
able. There is often a misconception in thinking
that the results show some level of clarity for the
individuals including what they think and know
about themselves. However, this is an error of
result interpretation. In truth, the results indicate
a level of clarity of the instrument and its ability
to assess the person.

Why Does the Personality Instrument Matter?

Instrumentation is a form of self-discovery
that some treat inappropriately. Misguided in-
dividuals may view it like a critical evaluation of
the person, or that the instrumentation is a tool
to somehow assess the value of the individual.
This is grossly wrong. In the psychological mea-
surements of personality typologies, that should
never happen.

There is a fair amount of research on this
topic and many people are uncomfortable with
the notion, but it is soundly true. Should any-
one want further reading, | encourage you to
look at Majors and Larson Journal of Vocational
Assessment, 2001.
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AND STANDARDIZATION

Some benefits of instrumentation are found in
the psychometric quality, like standardization
and consistency.

For instance, one of the key benefits of stan-
dardization is that questions are asked the same
way every time. Because of this, we do not need
to be concerned about the specific presenter, the
discussant, or the counselor and the psycholog-
ical condition. It does not matter how clear their
voice is, the important thing is that the questions
are asked the same way each time.

The knowledge and information that is being
provided is consistently the same. It is import-
ant to keep in mind that the answer is related to
the question (if there is not a presentation error).
When a question is presented the same way
each time, it is not a leap to think the answer
will be accurately related to that question during
each assessment.

To ensure individuals are exposed consistently
to the same question, having the questions writ-
ten in an assessment is critical for self-discovery.
Some people might think that an assessment is
in opposition to self-discovery, but it is actual-
ly fundamental to it. It is an exceptionally good
foundation and starting point to become even
more familiar with yourself.

Why Does the Personality Instrument Matter?

Another point to consider regarding consistency
and standardization is that it is uniformly the same
across individuals, situations, and environments.

+ The questions are written down.
* The instructions are written down.

+ People read them.
+ The questions are answered.

If both the questions and instructions are writ-
ten correctly, the respondents will interpret the
questions similarly and will respond with similar
mindsets. So, you might say the mindset leading
to the response to the questions will be mean-
ingfully the same across all individuals.
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AS AN ANCHOR FOR CONSISTENCY
AND STANDARDIZATION

The psychometric term associated with
consistency and standardization is called mea-
surement reliability. The reliability, measured by
the Cronbach coefficient Alpha, is what it uses
as an anchor for consistency and standardization
in instrumentation. If you are reading this book,
you have likely had some training on a Level
B Instrument like Majors PTI™ or MBTI® and
should recognize the term Cronbach alpha as a
measurement of internal consistency reliability.

Internal consistency is a way of statistically
evaluating the questions that are being asked
on the assessment to determine whether they
are related to each other, or consistently gaining
similar information. It is best used if your scale
is measuring how much of something (not fit
into a category).

Why Does the Personality Instrument Matter?

An issue that can arise with coefficient Alpha is
the assumption that the Alpha statistic indicates
how well the measure works for all individuals.
This is not the case. Early Type indicators and
the Majors Type assessments were developed
by Criterion Keying. This is the careful assess-
ment of the items that form a scale or index to
see if it can sort individuals into an element of
type. Alphas can be determined after the scale
is developed, but they may fall short in initially
connecting the person with the item/question.

Test Re-Test reliability gives an indication of
consistency of time. Given as a correlation, first
administration with the second, that shows the
strength of the consistency. Low correlations
indicate to much inconsistency in the meaning
of the items. Therefore, responses will vary from
one time to the next. Innate Type will not vary
over time.

Beacon
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AND STANDARDIZATION
OF MEANING AND LANGUAGE

During an assessment, we want to gather ac-
curate information. To ensure this, we need
the information to be asked consistently, in the
same way, each time. Only then can we have a
concrete foundation that the responses will be
related in meaningful ways.

For instance, if we use paper and pencil as-
sessments, we can be certain that the questions
are being asked the same way. Psychometrics
are how we evaluate whether the person who
constructed the measure has been successful in
gathering consistent results.

+ Have they asked questions in such a way
that they are consistently getting the same
information?

* Is each question asked in a similar construct
or similar domain of understanding?

* |s the question worded in such a way that
the response will be the same when you ask
the same person on separate occasions?

There is also the repeated consistency mea-
sure of test/retest, which is another statistical
evaluation to see if the assessment has been
conducted correctly by the assessor.

So, reliability and consistency are important,
but validity or consistency/standardization of
meaning is critical. Validity refers to how consis-
tently we have developed the test so that we are
truly getting the results we intend to get. It is the

Why Does the Personality Instrument Matter?

accuracy and reality of a theory applied directly
to the individual with the instrumentation. Without
validity and some concrete standard based in
the reality of that person, problems can arise
because we do not know what we’re assessing.

A good self-assessment is using an instru-
ment as a beginning point. This is what it should
be used for. It depends on the accuracy (validity)
of that instrument to find out what it is meant to.

So, you might ask, does the instrument really
measure psychological type? The only way to
find out the accuracy of a Type instrument is
with best fit studies. This means the questions
comprising the instrument must be developed
with the thought that some people taking the as-
sessment know their Type, and some are naive
and will learn their Type later. If there are both
participants, you will be more accurate with your
measure.

Failure to meet these criteria can create what |
refer to as instrument drift or construct drift. The
drift happens when test developers unknowingly
drift away from the true meaning of the theory
during test revision iterations.

Remember, we stated earlier that instrumenta-
tion is just a step in the process of self-discovery.
Validity, consistency, and the standardization of
meaning come from consistently asking ques-
tions that are connected to a reality that is
intended to be measured over and over across
administrations and individuals.
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AN INSTRUMENT DO?

So, you might ask, what does an instrument ac-
tually do? If an instrument is valid and reliable, it
provides a shortcut by asking consistent ques-
tions that are relatable to reality. If this is done,
the instrument will provide consistent and reli-
able information that is directly connected with
the foundation of the instrument and its theory.
It will provide consistency in measurement and
meaning for whatever that foundation is.

For the Jungian psychological Type, the ques-
tions must clearly assess one of the underlying
mental functions (or Type dichotomies) that drive
everything. A Type cannot truly be measured
unless the instruments and underlying ques-
tions are directly connected to the reality of the
individual. With that being said, the assessment
should be developed on their understanding of
themselves, or their personal reality. This pro-
vides an extremely valuable tool when it comes
to self-assessment if done correctly.

The process of an instrument is:

+ Taking a construct known to be representa-
tive of Jungian Type theory.
+ Asking questions related to that construct.

+ Examining the responses for a score or di-
chotomous result.

Why Does the Personality Instrument Matter?

The importance of the dichotomous result is
that it gives a concrete answer if the individual
prefers one side of the dichotomy over the other.

The accuracy of the instrument will yield how
often results hit the bullseye (validity), and that
person’s reality is in harmony with the instrument
(accuracy). It is important that instruments ap-
proach an accuracy of around 90%. The failure
rate represents the 10% of people experiencing
emotional or psychological distress at the time.
Achieving accuracy around 90% is extremely
difficult or impossible.

It is important to keep in mind that some peo-
ple will not be in the frame of mind to answer the
questions in a way that is congruent for them,
but it is just a reality of the emotional/mental
condition they are in.
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OF PERSONALITY TYPOLOGY

What is the proper use of an assessment of
personality typology? First, the instrument must
be reliable and valid to have any use. It also has
to be based on a reality of the person matching
with the theory.

When used correctly, the instrument is a fast
method of collecting information. It is based
upon reliable questions that provide meaningful
indications of the preference for each of the four
dichotomies, or 8-Process Scores in the case
of the Majors PTI. The assessment is a starting
point to get at a person’s best fit Type through
the dichotomies. The Type is then confirmed
by discussing the eight functions, or 8-Process
Scores, and then into the whole Type.

Why Does the Personality Instrument Matter? 6

The process is built upon the foundation of
simple dichotomies, psychological opposites,
and the complexities of the eight functions.
The focus of information gathering within any
assessment of personality typology has to be
clearly articulated. For instance, why do we do
assessments? We must remember that it is for
personal growth, and it is not evaluative. The
person taking the instrument is not being rated
upon a quality dimension. If they do not under-
stand this, it can be a usage error.

The proper use of an assessment of personality
typology is to help in the process of self-under-
standing. It is self-discovery. It can have auxiliary
intentions like team building and meanings be-
yond self-discovery that are healthy and good,
but all other utility functions flow out from that
foundation that is part of self-discovery.
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FAQ'S

Does the PTI measure the functions
directly?

Yes. It provides the 8-Process Scores in the pro-
fessional’s report. These Scores are the reported
level of access and utility that the individual has
for each of the eight mental functions. The Scores
are telling the professional how much they access
and use a particular function. Frequently, the re-
sults will mirror the Type based static model of
the Jungian mental functions. Jung felt that the
observable functions were the mental functions
impacted by life.

In other words, what we observe when looking
at an individual is their innate mental functions
expressed with life’s influences added. He noted
that we can spot the Dominant Function, and
often the Secondary Function, but after that life
impacts what is produced and seen.

What's your suggestion for people who
look to the actual scores of the assess-
ment? A lot of people say, you know,
I'm a high S or a high J, or something
like that. How would you suggest peo-
ple frame the actual scoring?

This is a critical part of the feedback and self-as-
sessment process. It must start before any
information is given about what the psycholog-
ical Type is. The respondent needs to know that
the Type index score does not tell you how much
you have; it just indicates your preference toward
that particular end of that dimension.

Why Does the Personality Instrument Matter?
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Most people will say, “I do both on most of
the dimensions,” and that is a wonderful starting
point. And yes, we all do both. However, the pro-
fessional can help them understand that Type is
an innate pull to prefer one side over the other. It
does not diminish your ability; it does not mean
that you are limited and cannot do the other end/
side. It is an expression of a natural mental func-
tion and how you’re wired inside.

People need to understand that a Type in-
strument is not like a common test, such as
standardized school tests. This is not what a Type
instrument is about. It is not an evaluation of skill.
This needs to be the foundation of the opening
statements of the presenter so that it is clear.

What do you recommend doing when
someone is unclear on the two prefer-
ence attitudes since it affects how their
dominant function will be determined?

This is often challenging unless you have the
8-Process Scores of the Majors PTI. Presenting
as much information as possible helps the pro-
cess. At times, the professional will not want
to spend time discussing the Mental Functions
(8-Process Scores) in the initial session. But, by
discussing what the 8-Process Scores are, and
the fact that the highest score is almost always
the dominant, it is easy. When they know that the
scores represent, what they have access to, and
find usable they understand the connection.

Beacon
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When highest score is tied or close between
two mental functions, it indicates that they use
both of those functions similarly, and the profes-
sional should explore how this developed in their
life. Never try to push them to decide between
one function or the other. With time and explo-
ration, they will make the decision on their own.

How is the PTl a new and different
measurement?

The PTI, Majors Personality Type Inventory, inven-
tories attitudes and behaviors in order to indicate
an accurate Type. It came about due to frustration
with working on other instruments. There was
a need for change and evolution because there
were too many assumptions being made.

The first difference is forced choice and mea-
surement noise. There is an assumption that if
you have forced choice responses, that some-
how in the deep psychological recesses of the
mind, the unconscious will pull, and they will
respond correctly. However, talking with people
about their difficulty in making a forced choice
they would sometimes skip items. We explored
why they chose to skip. What was their intent?
Or, if they did make the forced choice, we would
wonder how they made that choice. What was
the thinking behind their response? They gave
answers like, “l got tired of fighting with it, so
| went all left or | went all right.” Some people
actually said, “I did eeny, meeny, miney, moe.”

This is what is referred to as measurement
noise.

Instead, the PTI instrument employs Neutral
responding. They are instructed to only respond
neutral if they cannot decide, or if they don’t
understand both sides of the equation. If they
respond neutral, the response is not included in

Why Does the Personality Instrument Matter?

gl
/L!'

the scoring for that Type. The neutral response,
unlike a Likert scale, is simply an indication that
the individual is saying that for some reason the
question is not working for them.

Another improvement for the PTI was the lev-
els of similarity. The scoring method on the PTI
is referred to as Differential Intensity Weighting
(DWI). First, they make an accurate differential
choice. They can also select the neutral position,
which prevents the question from being noise in
the assessment. Besides the differential choice,
is the intensity or how similar it is. This response
style gives an element of how natural the choice
is. Once they have decided for either side as a
differential, it measures how Intense the response
is for them, or how similar is it to them.

Respondents prefer not to be forced into a
decision. They will typically heed instructions
and avoid too many neutrals. The instrument
is powerful and reliable enough that they can
respond to quite a few neutrals and still have an
accurate result.

What if someone chooses too many
neutrals related to one dichotomy?
How do you deal with that?

The PTI has what is called a Type Clarification
Module. It is a form of Computer Adaptive
Testing. If the individual responds with too many
neutrals, this will move them near the midpoint
in the computer scoring. Then, a programmed
trigger provides five unique questions to help
the routine get an accurate result. These five
questions are not consistent with the previous
questions on that dichotomy; because to give
five more of the same kind questions, would
yield the same result. Using parallel, but unique-
ly different questions, helps the scoring routine
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get a more accurate result for the individual.
Therefore, the Majors PTI can give an accurate
result even with many neutrals. The items on
the Majors PTI are powerful questions. If you
cut four or five questions out of each index and
calculate the reliability alphas, results indicate a
reliable scale

Some individuals say that all other
instruments are just MBTI knockoffs,
or a copycat, or something. Is the PTI
another knockoff?

Most individuals are aware he worked on both
form M and form Q of the MBTI. He was the orig-
inal director of research for the Step 3 Project,
and the director of research while at CAPT.
Therefore, he does not engage in negative dis-
cussion regarding his old work. He simply points
to the improvements found in his new instru-
ments. Dr. Majors states, “Isabelle Myers was a
brilliant woman who did wonderful work, and if
people wish to copy that work, | don’t think that’s
necessarily a bad thing”. The PTI and his other
instruments do not do that, they refer back on
Jung. The PTI is built on a passion in psycho-
metrics and how it relates to the reality of the
individual and gives an accurate assessment. Dr.
Majors states that, “l just took my own research
work and my own understanding and did my
own path.”

Why Does the Personality Instrument Matter?
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HISTORY AND PSYCHOMETRICS

The Majors PTl was developed in an iterative
three-phase process: item selection and evalua-
tion, best-fit evaluation, and scoring evaluation.
This process was repeated until the final 52-item
version was constructed. The two main goals
were to produce a measure of personality that
was based on best-fit accuracy, and to devel-
op a concise tool, able to be completed in less
than 10 minutes. As previously mentioned, the
belief that the individual is the best judge of any
instrument’s ability to capture his/her personality
was the foundation for establishing the validity
of this measure. The 52-item final version be-
gan as a 250-item research questionnaire. Item
reduction occurred through a gross evaluation
phase by examining internal consistency alphas,
followed by a more precise item selection based
on best-fit data collected from confident sourc-
es (see reliability and validity sections below for
sample details). The testing of different scoring
processes and weighting systems led to the de-
velopment of the Differential Intensity Weighting
(DIW) method. The DIW method has provided
the most accurate reporting of type. The sample
used in the development of the Majors PTI was
drawn from consultants’ clients and from orga-
nizations throughout the United States. A total
sample of 526 was collected during the instru-
ment development process. Of that sample, 203
respondents provided best-fit information (the
other portion of the sample was not available for
the best-fit confirmation process).

Why Does the Personality Instrument Matter?

Note: Specifics on the development psy-
chometrics and norming of the Majors/Jungian
8-Process Scores is found in chapter nine.

Test-retest data was collected from a single
source over two periods and the total sample
size was 163. The mean age of the best-fit
sample was 39 years, with a range of 20 to
72. The sample was 92% Caucasian with 37%
males and 63% females. The balanced-by-
type sample (randomly drawing from each of
the sixteen types to produce a more balanced
number of each type) had a mean age of 36
years, with a range of 22 to 72. The sample was
88% Caucasian, 8% Hispanic, and 4% African
American, with 43% male and 57% female.
The total sample had a mean age of 36 years,
with a range of 16 to 73. The sample was 84%
Caucasian, 8% Hispanic, 4% African American,
and 3% Asian American with 32% male and
68% female. All of the samples were composed
of voluntary participants who received no re-
wards for taking part in the research. A large
(N = 1,391) post-development sample and a
large 2009 publisher sample (N=2,557) were
also collected, and psychometric results will be
reported for these where appropriate.

10
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Reliability

Establishing the reliability of an instrument is
accomplished by showing that the scales them-
selves are reliable. The two forms of reliability
assessment most commonly used in instrument
development are internal consistency and
test-retest reliability. The internal consistency
of an instrument is a statement of how well the
items on a scale seem to be consistently mea-
suring the same thing. It does not tell you what is
being measured, just that all of the scale’s items
are measuring it. Test re-test reliability tells us
how well the instrument measures consistently
over time. The internal consistency alphas of the
51-item Majors PTI are presented in Table 3.

The measure of internal consistency was
Cronbach’s coefficient Alpha. All of the samples
that were collected were included in the total
sample (this does not include the post-develop-
ment or 2009 publisher’s sample). The best-fit
sample is comprised of those individuals in the
total sample who have reported and are known
to understand their psychological types. The
balanced-by-type sample was randomly drawn
from the total sample and was also balanced by
gender (N = 260). This sample provides a good
indication of how well the internal consistency
of the Majors PTI holds up across all types. The
post-development sample data was collected
over a three-year period and crosses gender,
ethnic, and socioeconomic strata.

All of the alphas indicate that the Majors PTI
has internal consistency. Given that the number
of items on each scale range from 10 to 15,
the alphas are high. The range of alphas was
.92 to .95 for the best-fit sample, .90 to .91 for
the balanced-by-type sample, .89 to .91 for the
total development sample, .90 to .93 for the

Why Does the Personality Instrument Matter?
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post-development sample and .92 to .93 for the
2009 sample. In Table 4 below, the alphas for the
four scales are given for the development sam-
ple divided by the range of level of clarity found
in the reported type.

Table 4 shows that the scale reliabilities for all
scales improve as the range of measured clarity
moves to the Very Clear end. The improvements
in reliability for the Slight + range (all individuals
above Slight) are .02 for all scales. For the Clear
+ (all individuals Clear or above) it is an improve-
ment of .03 for the SN scale and .02 for the other
three. In the Very Clear category (all above Clear),
the increase is again .02 for all scales. These re-
sults demonstrate the instrument’s scale score
relationship with scale reliability. As mentioned
before, clarity of results indicates the measure’s
clarity in evaluating the type of certain individuals,
not the clarity of individuals in reporting their type.

Test-retest reliability

Establishing the consistency or stability of
measurement over time is known as test-retest
reliability. Test-retest analysis is accomplished
by correlating (Pearson product moment correla-
tions) the raw scores on the Majors PTI that were
collected using the same sample of people over
a period of time (Table 5).

A test-retest (30-day interval) sample was col-
lected from a Protestant church in a Florida town
of moderate size. The sample was made up of
35% males and 65% females and had a mean
age of 35 years with a range from 19 to 76. Results
from the first administration of the instrument to
this sample were included in the total sample use
in the internal consistency analysis above.

The second column of Table 5 presents the
percentage of agreement of the dichotomous
results between administrations. Results from the
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test-retest sample indicate that the Majors PTI is
reliable over time. The range of Pearson correla-
tions was .88 to .92.

The E/I scale demonstrates the greatest sta-
bility over time and the S/N and T/F scales have
the lowest. However, even the .88 correlation for
the two lower scales indicates stable measure-
ment over time. The percentage of agreement
presented in Table 5 is an indication of how often
the Majors PTI provided the same preference (let-
ter-code) result on each of the dichotomies. The
results show that the Majors PTlI is providing the
same preference indication consistently over time.

Conclusion of Reliability Analysis

The reliability data that has been presented
demonstrates that the Majors PTI has internal
consistency and test-retest stability over a 30-
day interval. Since the number of items on a
scale greatly influences the statistical calcula-
tion of reliability (the more items the higher the
alpha reliability), it is easier to make long instru-
ments reliable than to make reliable short ones.
Nevertheless, the internal consistency that is re-
ported here is similar to other measures of nearly
twice the length of the Majors PTI.

The validity of any instrument is the evidence
that it measures the constructs that it purports
to measure. The Majors PTl was developed by
selecting items that demonstrate consistency
with the known personality types of knowledge-
able individuals (criterion-based validity). In other
words, each item had to establish its own validity
to be included on the psychological Type dimen-
sion that it was intended to be on.

A second form of validity is construct validity.
This method tests the structure of the items and
scales to prove that the measurement model that
they represent is valid.

Why Does the Personality Instrument Matter?
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The only way to prove that a measure of psy-
chological Type is accurate is with people who
know their types. The key point is that the in-
dividuals involved in this form of research must
know their Type. This is a process that involves
time and education. People need to have expe-
riences where they test their own personal Type
hypothesis against the reality of their lives.

To apply the best-fit method of establish-
ing validity to the Majors PTI, a sample of 203
individuals was collected from midwestern,
southwestern, and southeastern cities. For the
data to have been accepted for use in the best-
fit study for the Majors PTIl each person had to
report their best-fit Type. Further, these partic-
ipants had to present information on how they
had come to know their Type, and how long they
had been studying Type. Most, or 74% (Type
aware), had been through some formal training
or workshop that had introduced them into the
thinking and conceptualization that is psycho-
logical Type. The other 26% (Type naive) were
individuals who had experienced Type in a feed-
back session, followed by months of experience
and personal investigation, or were personally
known by the Majors PTI test development team
who helped them to establish their best-fit Type.
Each participant had to report their confidence
that they knew their Type across each of the four
scales (1 no confidence to 10 complete confi-
dence). Table 6 presents the best-fit data for the
Majors PTI.

All of the disagreements between Majors PTI
results and Best-fit Type were found to occur on
one scale at a time (there were no occurrences of
two type letters being different for an individual).
All of the disagreements occurred when the con-
tinuous scores were less than 5, indicating slight
clarity of preference. This occurred in both Type
naive and Type aware individuals.
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In 2009, another best-fit sample (N = 204) was
collected in the publisher data from professional
user administrations. In this sample, the profes-
sional had to confirm the Type that the individual
client identified as their best fit after feedback
and consultation. The accuracy rate was 93.5%
for all four letters of the Type code. No individu-
als were mistyped on more than one dichotomy,
and the errors were distributed across all four
of the dichotomy scales. There are currently no
other measures of Jungian type that approach
this level of accuracy.

Another method of assessing the validity of an
instrument is known as construct validity. This
form of validity is determined by using factor anal-
ysis to confirm the existence of the constructed
scales or factors. The items from the Majors PTI
using the balanced by type and sex sample (N
= 230) were subjected to a principal axis factor
analysis using a Promax rotation. All of the items
were allowed to freely load on four factors. In
the factor analysis, the hypothesized model of
the four scales and the items that formed them
are expected to emerge. This matching of the
relationships found between the variables to the
scales establishes the validity of the underlying
constructs. Simply put, it tests whether the items
on the four scales really confirm the four-scale
model that is intended.

Results of the factor analysis indicate that the
Majors PTI four scales are confirmed in the data.
All of the items loaded strongly on their intended
scales. The range of factor loadings was .57 to
.84 for E/I, .43 10 .81 for S/N, .51 to .75 for T/F and
.365 to .83 for J/P. Cross loading (an item loading
strongly on two or more factors) occurred in two
J/P items that also loaded on S/N.

Another indicator that a measure has been
properly constructed, is an evaluation of the
relationship between the scales. The scales of

Why Does the Personality Instrument Matter?
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psychological type assessments should be inde-
pendent, meaning they are measuring different
constructs. The results of Pearson product mo-
ment correlation analysis across the four Majors
PTl scales are presented in Table 7. The data
indicates that the S/N and J/P scales correlate
by a factor of r = .32. While this correlation is the
highest one occurring between any of the scales,
it does not however, represent more than a very
weak relationship.

Conclusion

Results of validity analyses indicate that the
Majors PTI measures accurately the four
psychological type constructs that it was de-
veloped to measure. The results of best-fit
analysis are of particular importance due to its
clear indication that the results of the Majors PTI
instrument are consistent with the individual’s
self-understanding.
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The Majors/Jungian 8-Process Scores represent
reported indications of the individual’s develop-
mental condition, access, and usability of Jung’s
mental functions. This chapter will provide in-
formation regarding the historical impetus for
developing these scores, the general process of
developing the scoring along with its metric form
and normative information for using the scores
with clients. This is a completely new method of
providing information regarding psychological
type, and therefore, the professional is encour-
aged to read Psychological Types (Jung, 1971;
specifically, the introduction and chapter 10). At
one level, these scores give simple straight-for-
ward information that can be provided to the
client without the use of jargon or the complexity
of the 16-type code. The scores also supply the
professional with a richness about the individu-
al’s personality type that has not been available
until now.

Historical Impetus for the Majors/
Jungian 8-Process Scores

OOQOver the past 30 to 40 years, much of the inter-
est in psychological type has focused upon the
16-type four-letter code established by Isabel
Myers. The mental functions, as described by
Jung, were indicated through a process embed-
ded in the four-letter code. For example, ENFP
has as its dominant mental function, iNtuition,
expressed in the Extraverted attitude (Ne). The
second or auxiliary function is Feeling expressed
in the Introverted attitude (Fi). No information
about the level of development, accessibility, or
usability could be extracted from the four-letter
Type code. Consequently, the mental functions
of Jung were left to be in one of 8 positions with

Why Does the Personality Instrument Matter?
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the assumption of a developmental order and
usability applied without proof. The decision to
develop a scoring method to directly access the
Jungian mental functions was based upon the
limitations of the 16-type method to provide the
important information regarding developmental
condition, access, and usability.

Development of the Majors/Jungian
8-Process Scores

The 8-Process Scores were developed through
a long analytic process involving evaluating the
ability of the basic items on the Majors PTl to pre-
dict accurately the dominant function of a given
type. The procedure involved using large samples
of best-fit data that was balanced by type and
gender (see the tables that follow). The items on
the Majors PTI/PT-Elements have the response
set of somewhat or very like me. This method
(Differential Intensity Weighting, discussed pre-
viously) of self-reporting provides information
about how closely the individual identifies with
the item. The item in turn is directly connected
with the developmental condition, access, and
usability of one or more mental functions. The
general steps in the development of the Majors/
Jungian 8-Process Scores are complex and
highlighted below:The items on the Majors PTI/
PT-Elements were subjected to binary logistic
regression with the individual’s 16-type code as-
signment into a particular dominant function as
the dependent variable.

1. An eight by eight by 51 item grid was con-
structed using the weighting derived from
the regression analysis.

2. The grid of predictive data was subjected
to a factor analytic process to establish the
groupings of items for each of the 8-Process
Score scales.
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3. The process of weighting was streamlined
when it was discovered that the scales could
have a few general weights rather than the
detailed weighting from the regression anal-
ysis and maintain the result integrity.

4. The raw scores were normed on a large
sample that was balanced by type and
gender. (T-Scores with a mean of 50 and
standard deviation of 10.)
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5. Separate gender norms were developed to
ensure that there is no bias introduced for
types that are disproportionately represent-
ed by either males or females. An average
score for any of the 8-Process scores is 50
regardless of gender. This makes interpre-

tation of the reported results much simpler.

BRIEF DESCRIPTIONS OF THE 8 JUNGIAN MENTAL FUNCTIONS

Se
Acquiring information from the 5 senses. Prefers the ob-
jective facts with all of the details. Values the object itself.

Si

Compares the present world with the past. Re-experi-
ences past in vivid detail. Previous experience guides
present thoughts and actions.

Te
Structures and organizes the external world into a logi-
cal system to take care of people and issues.

Ti
Builds a subjective internal framework of principles and
truth to structure analysis; seeks precision.

Ne
Sees future possibilities from objective current data.
Recognizes the patterns to shape future.

Ni

Sees the patterns to understand the meaning. Has
an abstract sense of relationships, and unpredictable
flashes of insight.

Fe
Will create and maintain harmony. Has a concern for
others’' needs, desires, and values.

Fi
Holds private, nonnegotiable core values deep inside.
Is sensitive to inner life of others.

Majors/Jungian 8-Process Scores
Normative Information

On the following page is a table of the means and standard deviations of the Majors/Jungian 8-Process
Scores for each of the 16 personality types. This data is normative information for evaluating the
reported scores of individuals. Because they were created in two gender separate samples, each is
balanced by type. Then a respondent’s scores can be compared with those from this table to see
if there are meaningful differences from others with the same type. It is important to note that such
differences do not indicate anything more than the opportunity for discussion.

Why Does the Personality Instrument Matter? 15



gl
o

ERLIEL AP ACA ST TR

ooo

TYPE (N) 8-Process T-Scores
Se Ne Si Ni Te Fe Ti Fi
Enfj (N=114) Mean 46.08 54.76 46.41 55.08 50.34 61.78 40.11 51.54
SD 8.29 6.69 6.85 8.05 7.08 8.82 6.41 6.82
Enfp (N=214) Mean 52.29 62.18 36.95 48.47 42.44 56.15 44.58 58.21
SD 6.97 7.59 5.64 6.02 5.39 7.14 SI55) 7.11
Entj (N=99) Mean 46.55 53.34 46.87 53.63 60.50 49.20 49.95 38.64
SD 7.09 OV 5.84 6.70 7.69 6.06 6.49 5.67
Entp (N=108) Mean 52.92 61.98 38.95 49.92 55.68 44.39 57.39 46.00
SD 7.94 7.88 6.48 6.37 7.66 6.52 8.08 5.69
Esfj (N=374 Mean 54.74 43.71 54.99 43.91 51.08 61.58 37.91 48.56
SD 8.08 5.15 713 5835 6.63 8.16 6.06 6.10
Esfp (N=76) Mean 61.80 51.61 47.91 39.49 44.67 54.54 45.19 55.03
SD 7.02 5.89 5.10 5.99 5.69 5.86 6.02 5.60
Estj (N=817) Mean 55.47 41.23 58.15 43.47 62.13 51.13 48.04 37.01
SD 8.65 5.05 8.66 5.37 8.92 7.29 6.90 5.51
Estp (N=109) Mean 60.94 49.78 48.13 38.36 54.39 43.89 53.97 43.72
SD 7.42 4.91 4.70 5.01 6.32 5.43 6.13 5.17
Infj (N=97) Mean 38.24 49.33 50.73 60.21 43.80 56.14 43.59 55.99
SD 7.53 6.02 6.06 9.01 5.29 7.98 5.98 7.16
Infp (N=180) Mean 44.06 57.67 41.85 55.53 35.52 50.52 50.40 65.31
SD 7.29 7.32 6.31 7.45 5.78 6.94 6.35 9.06
Intj (N=72) Mean 39.03 49.19 52.61 61.26 56.71 44 .47 56.37 4411
SD 6.92 5.39 5.62 8.46 7.04 5.00 7.67 5.62
Intp (N=82) Mean 44.00 57.65 43.81 57.72 49.67 36.53 64.90 51.87
SD 7.27 7.81 6.07 7.57 6.36 6.41 9.19 6.07
Isfj (N=310) Mean 48.10 37.71 61.39 49.39 46.05 56.57 42.90 53.48
SD 6.69 4.75 8.12 6.28 5.69 7.50 5.51 6.73
Isfp (N=52) Mean 54.68 46.69 54.45 46.64 39.98 50.38 50.23 60.66
SD 6.13 4.45 5.38 585 6.45 OV 6.42 6.75
Istj (N=532) Mean 49.53 36.90 63.54 49.09 57.45 45.54 53.34 41.54
SD 7.48 4.64 8.70 6.10 7.61 6.24 7.48 5.23
Istp (N=75) Mean 55.07 44.28 54.41 43.41 49.89 38.03 60.26 48.87
SD 7.84 5.20 6.54 5.01 6.17 6.04 7.96 5.95
Total (N=3311) Mean 51.40 45.73 53.94 47.89 52.99 51.47 48.17 46.69
SD 9.33 9.98 11.08 8.20 10.70 9.47 9.15 10.41

Why Does the Personality Instrument Matter? 16
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Notice that the average score for the dominant
mental function of each type is 10 points or more
above the mean (always the highest average
score), and that the inferior function for each type
is 10 points or more below the mean (always the
lowest average score). These results are indicative
of the vast difference in developmental condition,
access, and usability between the dominant and
inferior functions that Jung states is to be found.
The process that is dominant uses the bulk men-
tal resources for a given mental function, resulting
in a necessary blunting of the development of
the inferior. For example, the most developed
process (and the highest average score) for those
preferring the ENFP type is 62.18; indicating a
very well-developed Ne process. The resources
for the development of the Perception function in
ENFPs tend to go to the most genetically natural
function (iNtuition) in the most natural attitude
(Extraversion). This makes development of the
opposite perceptual function, Sensing in the op-
posite or Introverted attitude, very difficult (and
the lowest average score).

Some have hypothesized an order of devel-
opment across the mental processes. All such
theoretical suggestions are based upon the be-
lief of a natural normal path of development that
emerges for each type. The results presented in the
table above give a clear picture of what is reported.
Jung, while indicating an order of development,
points out that the Auxiliary function, the second
most developed, accessible, and usable, may be
consistently develop as planned. However, the
impact of life on the development of other mental
processes results in more of an individual difference
(less predictable). As with Jung’s descriptions of the
mental processes he observed in his clients, these
scores are intended to be used to describe what
is presented by the individual as they respond to
the Majors assessment. Any fulfillment of theoreti-
cal position is left to research. The Majors/Jungian

Why Does the Personality Instrument Matter?
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8-Process Scores represent the first opportunity
for such theoretical notions to be investigated with
an accurate assessment.

Examples of Utility

Following are some examples of Majors/Jungian
8-Process scores presented along with the scor-
ing on the four dichotomies. They have been
chosen for their range of implication for interpre-
tation. These results indicate the independence
of the two sets of scores, as well as the utility in
providing information for the client regarding their
unique developmental pattern. Keep in mind that
the scores on the four dichotomies represent a
dichotomous result, innate Type. The Type of an
individual may be different than one would expect
to see based upon the 8-Process Scores. This is
consistent with Jung’s supposition of life impact-
ing each one of in a unique way. This disparity is
at times an indication of flexibility in the individual
and sometimes it represents the distortions that
occur due to the individual being forced to ac-
commodate powerful environmental forces.

SCORE EXAMPLE 1:

Demographics: These results are from a female
career counseling client. She is 19 years old, un-
married and lives at home with her parents and
younger siblings. She is employed part-time as
a food service person in a local restaurant. She
confirmed her preferences for ISTJ.

Four Dichotomous Type Scores
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8-Process Scores

Se Ne Si Ni Te Fe Ti Fi

553 | 317 716 478 577 483 53.1 436

What is revealed in the 8-Process Scores is
a clear dominant preference for using Sensing
in the Introverted attitude (consistent with 16-
type prediction). Even though the preference for
Introversion is expressed as a clear type, this
person is aware of and using Extraversion as
revealed in average or higher (scores around or
above 50) scores for Te, Se and Fe processes.
When discussing these results, she described
how important her gregarious social life was to
her. Yet, she admitted that she saves those ac-
tivities for the weekends and avoids them during
the week (referring to them as an intrusion during
the weekdays). Jung’s observations concerning
development of personality types maintain that
one mental function develops first and is most
accessible. Her result of Si at 71.6 or more than
two standard deviations above the average of 50,
which is consistent with the development process
at this age for this type (ISTJ). This individual has
an interest in statistics and accounting, but yet
wants to be able to interact with others during the
day. At the same time, she wants control of the
access that others would have to her (avoiding
the intrusion and having contact when she is en-
ergized). She admits having little patience with Ne
type possibilities that slow down the mental work
that she enjoys. She also admits to being some-
what closed off to alternative views. She became
aware during the career counseling sessions of the
need to at least look as though she was interested

Why Does the Personality Instrument Matter?
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in alternative viewpoints. This posture will reduce
the friction she reports with peers that results from
her rigid rejecting of statements inconsistent with
her views.

SCORE EXAMPLE 2:

Demographics: These results are from a male
client in couple’s counseling. He is 51years old,
married with three adult sons living out of the
home. He is employed in customer service for a
large manufacturing company (position held for
20 years). He confirmed his preferences for ESTJ.

Four Dichotomous Type Scores

8-Process Scores

Se Ne Si Ni Te Fe Ti Fi

61.1 431 711 524 73 489 622 372

Examining the 8-Process Scores reveals that
this person has developed a strong access to
four processes. In the course of conversations
with this individual, the Thinking judging/deci-
sion making function in the Extraverted attitude,
as well as the Sensing perceptual function in the
Extraverted attitude is readily apparent. His work
requires communication of detail and resolution
of issues. This style of interaction with the world
around him is challenging for his INFP spouse.
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He has a recall of past relational detail, Si, that
was often intrusive in the relationship intervention
(bringing up the past information). This individual
was challenged by his inability to let go of the
past and move on in the relationship. He did ex-
press some understanding of the need to focus
on harmony. However, he insisted that precise
explanations for prior situations be presented
first before he would entertain or accept change
in his spouse. Inaccessibility to Fi can be viewed
as contributing to this position.

SCORE EXAMPLE 3:

Demographics: These results are from a female
client in a professional coaching situation. She
is 27 years old, married with no children. She is
employed as an office manager in a manufac-
turing company (6 years in this profession). She
confirmed her preferences for ENFP.

Four Dichotomous Type Scores

8-Process Scores

Se Ne Si Ni Te Fe Ti Fi

528 | 687 36.7 55 364  53.1 474 64

The 8-Process Scores for this individual reveal
that both Ne and Fi are well developed and ac-
cessible. During the coaching she reported that
she is challenged by her own belief that peace

Why Does the Personality Instrument Matter?
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and harmony with everyone was the ultimate pri-
ority. Further, this unrealistic belief was keeping
her from performing the portions of her job that
may result in other being unhappy. The coaching
work helped her to recognize that she was frus-
trating herself by her own internal relationship
demands (Fi) and would experience more effi-
ciency in her work and personal joy by looking to
better outcomes (Te and Ti) for the office without
allowing relationship concerns to dominate. The
understanding of inferior Si and that process’s
immaturity and contribution to her periods of
burnout helped her say “no” more often and gain
a better balance in her work and leisure activities.

SCORE EXAMPLE 4:

Demographics: These results represent a male
client in a life coaching situation. He is 47 years
old, married with two adult children living out of
the home. He is employed is in a human services
occupation that he has held for 4 years (23 years
total in HR and human services). He confirmed
his preferences for INFJ.

Four Dichotomous Type Scores

8-Process Scores

Se Ne Si Ni Te Fe Ti Fi

36 443 494 552 354  66.6 40 70.3
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Note that the 8-Process Scores are NOT
consistent with the predictions based upon the
16-type determination of what would be found.
Genetic prediction based upon type would have
Ni be first or dominant and Fe be second or
auxiliary. The 8-Process Scores reveal that this
individual focuses on achievement of happi-
ness and satisfaction from and with others. This
was the main issue that he brought into the life
coaching process. He reports not feeling compe-
tent in meeting the external demands of always
being available, and yet recognizing that he was
the person who most placed that demand upon
him (Fi). He desires time to write professionally
(newsletters for the company) and personally (Ni;
creative writing), but until coaching pushed him
to do so he would deny himself this joy by main-
taining that he must be interacting with others all
the time to be seen as competent. He viewed his
“believed to be available,” as not making sense
but needed external confirmation to objectively
reconsider his stance (help in developing Ti). The
inferior poorly accessible process Se contribut-
ed to the inability of external practical details in
his environment from impacting his position on
being perfectly available to meet all needs.

General Discussion of Examples

The above examples present information from
four healthy well-adjusted individuals who are
very successful in life. All of them have challenges
based upon mental processes that they wish to
overcome, yet there is no emotional disturbance
or serious issues for any of them. The Majors/
Jungian 8-Process Scores give a portrait of the
individual’s level of development, accessibility,
or usability across all of the Jungian mental func-
tions. Even though there are various hypotheses
of developmental patterns and order of develop-
ment, what we see in these individuals is what is

Why Does the Personality Instrument Matter?
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natural or genetic for them; impacted by environ-
mental/ relational push and pull. These results do
not deny any theoretical structure. Rather they
simply describe what is occurring with the indi-
vidual at the time they took the assessment.

It is important not to see any deviation from
a “normal” presentation of 8-Process Score
results as a problem. Most often the variations
in process expression represent adaptation and
adjustments made by the individual to experi-
ence. Further, it is important to recognize that
some aspects of the Jungian mental functions
will change over time. This is developmentally
normal but does not change the genetic na-
ture of type itself. Changing levels of Process
Scores do not mean that the 16-type results will
change at all.

The complexity of the mind is far beyond the
descriptions of Jung psychological types. The
knowledge of the meaning of the processes and
utility of the Majors/Jungian 8-Process Scores
gives insights into the expression of important
aspects of natural personality. It is important
to recognize the utility and limitations of these
valuable scores. As mentioned throughout this
manual, the scores are not proof of anything.
They do represent opportunities to discuss
the potential meaning with the client. Only the
client can confirm the validity and meaning of
any score.
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Mark S. Majors, Ph.D.

Dr. Mark S. Majors is a counseling psychologist with ex-
tensive psychometric credentials. His Ph.D. in Counseling
Psychology and Multicultural Studies is from the University
of Nebraska-Lincoln, and he earned a MS and BS in
Psychology (with distinction) from lowa State University. He
is the author and developer of the Majors Personality Type
Inventory™ (Majors PTI™), Majors Occupational Environment
Measure™ (Majors OEM™), Majors Elements of Personality
Type™ (Majors Elements™), the Majors SGI (Majors Spiritual
Gifts Inventory) and principal developer of the Interstrength
X-Styles Assessment. Mark also provided the data analysis
on the 1994 Strong Interest Inventory, the MBTI® Form M and
Form Q, as well as the development of the IRT scoring for the
MBTI® Form Q, and coauthor for the MBTI® Form Q Manual.
While a research scientist at Consulting Psychologist Press,
he led the psychometric and scoring development of the
Strong Interest Explorer. In addition to the test development,
Mark trains pastoral counselors with an emphasis on the

use of personality assessment for conflict resolution through
the acceptance of differences and personal growth. He has
also developed and presents leadership training seminars
that train leaders to serve others by using personality and
individual differences to facilitate optimum performance.

He has provided 25 years of successful individual and
couples/marital counseling using personality differences

and has authored numerous books, manuals and articles

on personality differences and Biblical psychology (Notably:
Dichotomies for Dyads: A Handbook for Recognizing and
Resolving Personality Conflicts In Relationships). Mark lives in
the Ozark Mountains and is happily married with 2 children 10
grandchildren and 4 great-great grandchildren. His published
instruments are available on leadersbeacon.com.

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, Myers Briggs, MBTI, the MBTI logo, Step |, Step Il, Step Il and Introduction to Type are trademarks or registered trademarks of The Myers & Briggs
Foundation in the United States and other countries.
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Differential Intensity Weighting

The Majors PTI" was created to take advantage of recent

advances in the field of psychometric and theoretical thought
about personality type. These advances include using a non-
forced choice format and respondent-based weighting methods.
The purpose of using these new measurement techniques is to
create an instrument that more accurately determines Jungian
type, as identified by the standard (Myers) four-letter type code;

as well as provide a direct accurate scoring of the 8 Jungian
mental functions (Majors/Jungian 8-Process Scores).

MAJORS

ASSESSMENTS PTI

Personality Type Inventory

The next generation of personality assessment, the Majors
Personality Type Inventory (Majors PTI), is a concise
assessment tool that builds on 80 years of research about
psychological type. Although it produces the four-letter
personality type code that the MBTI® is known for, the
code used by counselors and organizations worldwide, it
does so via a radically different route than the MBTI®. The
Majors PTl is web-based for ease of access and accuracy.
The Majors PTl uses newer methods of asking and weighting
the questions, which result in improved accuracy with
fewer questions than standard measures of psychological
type—only 52 basic items and the innovative Type Precision
Module (a form of computer adaptive assessment) for even
greater accuracy. This dynamic process can add up to 20
additional items (5 per dichotomy as necessary), which
helps to boost instrument validity/accuracy for a wide range
of clients.

The Majors PTI™ uses levels of similarity to provide clarity of
results and increased precision. By using graduated response
scales (somewhat like me, very like me), not only do you receive
information about a choice decision (direction), but you also
have knowledge of the level of similarity between the person
and the response (intensity). This new form of scoring is called
Differential Intensity Weighting. The addition of levels in the
response format, and the corresponding Differential Intensity
Weighting scoring, adds new information that improves the
precision of identifying the individual's natural preference.

Beacon
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The 4-Letter Type Code
T F The Majors Personality Type Inventory™ (PTI") is an instrument designed to
- e — — help your clients learn valuable information about how they direct their energy,

J P take in information, make decisions, and how they orient themselves to their
environment. The result is the popular 4-letter personality type code that is based
on Jungian Type Theory (16 Personality Types).

Very Clear Clear Slight Unclear Unclear Slight Clear Very Clear

Introversion

E

Extraversion

N

iNtuiting

S

Sensing

T F

Thinking Feeling
Judgment Perception

Personality type theory can help individuals understand why some situations are enjoyable and energizing, while
others are uncomfortable and draining. Developed by Dr. Mark Majors, the Majors PTI™ is intended to help individuals
in the process of self-understanding and continued personal and professional growth.

Leader'sBeacon
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Sensing s preferred when the focus of the perceptive
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ASSESSMENTS PTI

Personality Type Inventory

Type Precision Module

In addition to the unique scoring method, the Majors PTl introduced the Type Precision
Module—a clarification step, when necessary, to ensure the accuracy of the instrument
and to further help your clients get to best-fit-type. If a client's preferences are still unclear
as reported by the instrument, a second “also read” type will be created for the client to
explore.

Developed by Mark Majors, Ph.D.

Dr. Mark S. Majors is a counseling psychologist with extensive psychometric experience

that includes data analysis on the 1994 Strong Interest Inventory and the MBTI® Form M, as
well as the development of the IRT scoring. He was coauthor for the MBTI® Form Q Manual.
Mark is also the developer of the Majors Occupational Environment Measure (MajorsOEM).

* Less expensive than other psychological type instruments.
e Shorter, but more accurate, instrument with only 51 Questions

* Differential Intensity Weighting - this allows the individual to both choose
the response that is most natural for them and rate how similar the choice is to
them.

* The Neutral Response - the use of a neutral response removes the
measurement error that is found in other forced choice psychological type
assessments.

*  The Type Precision Module - is a form of Computer Adaptive Assessment
that adapts the scoring method based upon the individual's responses.

Beacon
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ASSESSMENTS

PTI

Personality Type Inventory

Comparing the Majors PTI" to the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator®

Characteristic
Version

Number of items
Time

Basic Report
Number of Scales

Reliability (ranges)

Validity (methods)

Administration System

Instrument Cost

Other

Majors PTI™

Personal Discovery Report
51 items

7-9 minutes

10 pages

4-letter type

Alpha: .89-.95

Test-Retest: .88-.92

Correlations with other tools such as
the MBTI® assessment.

Shift Platform: $99 annual license
fee plus per adminstration fee.

$15.49 (1-99)
$13.15 (100-499)
$10.84 (500+)

Professional receives scores for
eight mental processes.

MBTI®

Form M

93 items
15-25 minutes
3 pages
4-letter type

Alpha: .89-.93

Test-Retest: .83-.93

Correlations with other tools; factor
analytic studies; experimental studies.

Elevate®: $195 annual license fee,
plus per administration fee.

$21.95 (1-99)
$20.30 (100-499)
$18.66 (500+)

Interpretative Booklets available
from the publisher, The Myers-
Briggs Company

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, Myers Briggs, MBTI, the MBTI logo, Step |, Step II, Step lll and Introduction to Type are trademarks or registered trademarks of The Myers & Briggs

Foundation in the United States and other countries. Elevate is a registered trademark of The Myers-Briggs Company.
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Leader’s Beacon

Leader’s Beacon is a provider of software
for psychometric assessments and
experience management surveys for
human resource, career development, and
organizational development professionals.
Our suite of assessment solutions and experience
management tools enables our customers to
facilitate individual growth and development
through a deeper understanding of self and

others, adapt continuously to market needs, and
make a difference.

United States
27636 Ynez Road L7 #346
Temecula CA 92591

www.LeadersBeacon.com
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