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ABSTRACT

This paper examines data from 637 MBTI® Form K
(Step II™) profiles generated from Australian managers
and professionals and reflects on the interpretation and
use of the additional information from its facets (sub-
scales). Analyses of the intercorrelational patterns of
the facets with their main preferences indicate that the
results from this Australian sample show a remarkable
degree of correspondence with those from U.S. research.
A factor analysis of the facet scores shows patterns of 
a four-factor solution consistent with theoretical under-

pinnings of the Indicator. The frequency of out-of-
preference scores (OOPs) for the facets is shown to be
related to the degree of clarity of the main preferences.
Those with less clear preferences tend to report more
out-of-preference scores.

An interpretation method, based on type dynamics
theory, illustrates in three case studies how information
from out-of-preference scores can be used with respon-
dents. The patterns of these out-of-preference scores
appear in a person’s type development and functioning.
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Such information from the facets, and this method of
interpretation, gives a richer source for discussion with
clients than the more common forms of the MBTI
instrument in use. Form K appears to be a robust
measure of the facets and the preferences. This analysis
also demonstrates the strength of the instrument in a
replication in a different culture.
Note: For the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator® (MBTI®) instrument, the eight preference categories
are the following: Extraversion (E) versus Introversion (I), Sensing (S) versus Intuition (N), Thinking
(T)  versus Feeling (F), Judging (J) versus Perceiving (P). 

inTRoduCTion

MBTI Step II Form K. Since 1996, MBTI Forms have
been divided into Steps, for both explanatory and mar-
keting purposes. Step I™ Forms (G and M) provide the
basic four-letter code result (e.g. ENFP, ISTJ). Step II
Forms (K and Q) provide additional information on 20
components of the preferences.

Historically, all MBTI Forms have contained aspects
of what are now called Step II components. According to
McCaulley, Macdaid, and Granade (1993), Isabel Myers
generally referred to these components as clusters.
Myers herself was interested in ultimately providing
individual type reports (e.g., what sort of ENFP a person
might be). What is now known as the MBTI Step II
assessment is based on her ideas and assumptions.

MBTI Form K was created by David Saunders, a
psychometrician who had worked with Isabel Myers 
at Educational Testing Service (ETS). Following instruc-
tions from Peter B. Myers and Katharine D. Myers
(owners of the MBTI instrument after Isabel Myers’
death), Saunders applied factor analysis to 290 items
(nearly all of which were Myers’) to create the Type
Differential Indicator (TDI), or Form J, and Form K
(Saunders, 1987).

Form K contains 131 items from which Step II
facets (subscales) and the four preference scores are cal-
culated. The facets are empirically derived, first order,
bipolar scales. The items were from the original factor
analyses of Form J. These analyses yielded 27 scales,
which make up the Type Differentiation Indicator (TDI;
Saunders, 1987, 1989). Following a further analysis,
the four MBTI preference scores emerged as second-
order factors. The 20 scales presented in Step II Form 
K are a subset of the 27 TDI scales selected to provide
maximum symmetry and fit with the four preferences,
staying as close as possible to the original Jungian typol-
ogy, as interpreted by Isabel Myers.

A computer-generated report, the Expanded
Analysis Report (EAR), was produced from Form K

responses (Saunders, 1989). A subsequent revision of
Form K in 1996 replaced the EAR with an Expanded
Interpretive Report (EIR). No items were changed. The
EIR also included a revision of nomenclature and
descriptions of the 20 subscales and remains the stan-
dard output for Form K responses.

Form K is available in American and Australian
versions, and both were used in this study. The
Australian version provides slightly different language
for some of the items, which are presented in the same
order. The differences are not considered significant,
particularly as slight changes in words used in MBTI
phrase items are part of its long history. Many of the lan-
guage changes in the Australian Form K have in fact
returned an item to how it was presented in the much
earlier Form C, for instance, although this was not
intentional on the part of the Australian version’s devel-
opers (Freeman, 2006).

FiveiSSueSundeRConSideRATion

This paper:

1. Examines whether the previously discovered dif-
ferences related to gender (as found in research on
Form G) are reproduced with the Form K format.

2. Compares the patterns of relationships between
the facets and the preference scores, to see whether
the U.S. study of Form K patterns is replicated in
Australia.

3. Examines whether the facets are distinctive or
whether they correlate with preferences other than
those intended.

4. Examines to what extent clarity of preferences is
related to the out-of-preference scores found in
Form K, and how such scores might be explained.

5. Presents case studies about particular psychologi-
cal types and investigates the extent to which the
extra information found in Form K assists in gen-
erating better understanding about type dynamics.

dATASeTSFoRmingThePoolFoR

TheAnAlySeS

The pooled data are a combination of profiles from data
sets from a variety of sources. Because of the costs
involved in using the Step II assessment, the most 
frequent use comes from managerial and professional
groups undertaking the Step II assessment as a personal
and professional development tool. Some data came
from MBTI professionals undertaking professional
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TABLE 1 shows the distribution of types by gender
for 394 males and 243 females whose profiles were
examined in this study. It is clear that gender differences
were found in the distribution of types and also that
ESTJ and ISTJ are the most commonly reported types.

The comparison of the genders in TABLE 1 showed
that in this sampling, males and females differ signifi-
cantly on the two functional S–N and T–F preferences,
but not on the attitudes. On the S–N comparison, 53%
of males indicated a Sensing preference, compared with
40% of females. In females, 60% indicated an Intuition
preference compared with 47% of males. These percent-
ages were significantly different (p < .001).

On T–F preferences, 85% of males indicated a
Thinking preference, compared with 63% of females. In
respect to Feeling preferences, 15% of males indicated a
Feeling preference, compared with 37% of females. This
comparison was highly significant (p < .001).

For males, 50% preferred Extraversion, whereas
this was true for 58% of females. For Judging, 58% of
males and 52% of females expressed this preference,

development in Step II training courses. The pooled
data are not representative of the Australian population,
but they can be considered indicative of the typical Step
II respondent.

Since these data were collected, Form Q has
become available and is now also used in Australia as a
basis for Step II administration. A manual written by
Quenk, Hammer, and Majors (2001) compares and
contrasts the two Forms.

AnAlySeSoFTheTyPeSBygendeR

The following analyses of the Step II profiles were made
using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(SPSS). Individual preference scores were converted to
continuous scores such that the first preference (e.g., E)
had scores below 100, and the opposite preference (e.g.,
I) had scores above 100. Type tables were produced
using the Selection Ratio Type Table (SRTT) program
with Index scores calculated to show the statistical 
significance of comparisons between one gender and
the other.

Table 1. Type Distribution Comparisons of 394 Males and 234 Females.

*p <.05 **p <.01 ***p <.001

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ

Males 18.78% Males 3.30% Males 1.52% Males 7.87%

Females 10.29% Females 3.29% Females 2.06% Females 9.88%

I = 1.83** I = 1.00 I = 0.74 I = 0.80

ISTP ISFP INFP INTP

Males 6.85% Males 0.76% Males 3.81% Males 7.61%

Females 2.47% Females 0.82% Females 5.76% Females 7.82%

I = 2.78* I = 0.93 I = 0.66 I = 0.97

ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP

Males 5.58% Males 0.76% Males 4.06% Males 12.44%

Females 4.12% Females 2.47% Females 10.70% Females 13.99%

I = 1.36 I = 0.31 I = 0.38** I = 0.89

ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ

Males 16.24% Males 1.02% Males 0.25% Males 9.14%

Females 9.88% Females 6.17% Females 5.76% Females 4.53%

I = 1.64* I = 0.16*** I = 0.04*** I = 2.02*
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Table 2. Correlations of Step II™ E–I Facets With Each Other and With E–I Continuous Scores.

Correlations1 E–I Initiating– Expressive– Gregarious– Participative– Enthusiastic–
Score Receiving2 Contained3 Intimate4 Reflective5 Quiet6

E–I Score .85 .67 .56 .60 .70

Initiating–
Receiving .86 .50 .44 .44 .50

Expressive–
Contained .73 .58 .28 .33 .40

Gregarious–
Intimate .62 .46 .40 .39 .32

Participative–
Reflective .62 .45 .41 .43 .40

Enthusiastic–
Quiet .78 .60 .50 .42 .48 

and for Perceiving, 42% of males and 48% of females
expressed this preference. Neither the comparisons of
the E–I nor the J–P percentages were statistically signif-
icant.

These gender differences can also be observed in
TABLE 1, which showed a number of types with signifi-
cant SRTT index scores. ISTJ, ISTP, ESTJ, and ENTJ
were more favored by males, whereas ENFP, ESFJ, and
ENFJ had higher proportions of females in those types.

The subsample of MBTI practitioners doing Step II
training is strongly female, whereas the subsample of
managers is strongly male. So it is possible that the dif-
ferences found here reflect the career choices made by
the participants. It could also be argued that the nature
of females in these pooled data (those who are manage-
rially oriented and those who are involved in MBTI
practice) might reflect females who prefer Intuition and
Thinking rather than more typical female patterns (see
Ball, 2002). The high percentages of Thinking prefer-
ences in this sample are in line with established trends
found in management and leadership groups, e.g.,

those reported in Myers and McCaulley (1985).
The gender differences reported here are real and

significant. As Quenk et al. (2001) noted, “Being aware
of the operation of these gender differences should 
sensitize interpreters to possible distinctions in the 
way male and female clients express themselves typo-
logically. Insights forthcoming from these kinds of 
considerations can be particularly useful in the work-
place as a way of differentiating between personality 
differences and social expectations” (p. 78).

AnAlySeSoFTheFACeTS

We now examine the distinctive features of the Step II
assessment, which are the 20 facets, 5 for each of the
MBTI dichotomies. We wanted to compare the pat-
terns of relationships between the facets and the prefer-
ence scores, to see whether the U.S. study of Form K
patterns is replicated in Australia.

The relationships of the facets associated with 
particular preferences were investigated as were the
intercorrelations of related facets. The correlational data

NOTES:

1. Correlations in bold, above the diagonal, are those reported by Mitchell, Quenk, & Kummerow (1997). The correlations in normal font, below the 
diagonal, are from the current data.

2. Initiating–Receiving: the core facet of E–I preference. Broad and general, it describes a person’s basic orientation to communicating and 
connecting with others.

3. Expressive–Contained: The focus is on the communication of one’s emotional state, feelings, interests, and experiences to others.

4. Gregarious–Intimate: The focus is on the breadth and depth aspect of one’s connection to others.

5. Participative–Reflective: The focus is on how a person engages with his or her general environment for entertainment, socializing, and learning.

6. Enthusiastic–Quiet: The focus is on the level and kind of energy one brings to exchanges with others.
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were compared with data published by Mitchell,
Quenk, and Kummerow (1997). Although Quenk et al.
(2001) indicated that there were more than 16,000 par-
ticipants in the Mitchell et al. (1997) study, the study
was based on samples of convenience, as with this
Australian study.

TABLE 2 examining the E–I preferences, demon-
strates the remarkable degree of correspondence between
the findings of Mitchell et al. (1997) and the current
study. All correlations shown are statistically significant
at the .001 level. The correlation between E–I continu-
ous scores and Initiating–Receiving (.85 in the U.S.
study and .86 in this study) are the highest correlations
in both matrices. In addition, the general pattern of 
relationships between E–I continuous scores and 
the other facets shows a high degree of consistency
between both studies. In both cases, the E–I facets
strongly indicate the measurement of an orientation to
communicating and connecting with others and how
this orientation is manifested.

TABLE 3 also shows a high degree of correspon-

dence between the S–N continuous scores and the rele-
vant facets in both studies. However, it is the second
facet (Realistic–Imaginative) that shows the strongest
correlation (.86 in the U.S. study and .88 in the present
study). All facet correlations are of a high order except
for the Practical-Inferential, which is somewhat lower 
in both studies (.51 in the U. S. study and .52 in the
present study). The Practical–Inferential facet generally
shows consistently lower correlations with other facets
(around .40), perhaps suggesting that what one makes
of a perception is quite a distinctive facet of the S–N
preference.

The correlations between the T–F continuous
scores and facets shown in TABLE 4 show great consis-
tency between the two studies, and even the rank orders
of the correlations show a similar pattern. The Logical–
Empathetic and Reasonable–Compassionate facets
show highly similar relationships (.83 and .86 in the
U.S. study and .86 and .85 in the present study, respec-
tively), suggesting that both facets measure very similar
constructs. The Questioning–Accommodating facet

Table 3. Correlations of Step II™ S–N Facets With Each Other and With S–N Continuous Scores.

Correlations1 S–N Concrete– Realistic– Practical– Experiential– Traditional–
Score Abstract2 Imaginative3 Inferential4 Theoretical5 Original6

S–N Score .80 .86 .51 .74 .83

Concrete–
Abstract .82 .59 .41 .54 .57

Realistic–
Imaginative .88 .63 .44 .53 .61

Practical–
Inferential .52 .45 .43 .41 .40

Experiential–
Theoretical .76 .61 .58 .42 .54

Traditional–
Original .83 .60 .63 .41 .61

NOTES:

1. Correlations in bold, above the diagonal, are those reported by Mitchell, Quenk, & Kummerow (1997). The correlations in normal font, below the 
diagonal, are from the current data.

2. Concrete–Abstract: a core facet of S-N, which has a broad focus on general perceptions of the world and the kinds of things to which one directs
attention.

3. Realistic–Imaginative: describes the meanings one gives to or makes out of one’s basic perceptions, and the approach taken to tasks and 
problems.

4. Practical–Inferential: focuses on what one makes or creates based on immediate perceptions.

5. Experiential–Theoretical: The emphasis is on the process by which one constructs knowledge or meaning out of one’s perceptions.

6. Traditional–Original: emphasizes the social context as the background that confers meaning to one’s perceptions.
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Table 4. Correlations of Step II™ T–F Facets With Each Other and With T–F Continuous Scores.

Correlations1 T–F Logical– Reasonable– Questioning– Critical– Tough–
Score Empathetic2 Compassionate3 Accommodating4 Accepting5 Tender6

T–F Score .83 .86 .35 .54 .68

Logical–
Empathetic .86 .62 .22 .36 .51

Reasonable–
Compassionate .85 .63 .28 .37 .51

Questioning–
Accommodating .37 .22 .31 .22 .32

Critical–
Accepting .55 .37 .43 .21 .39

Tough–
Tender .72 .48 .57 .31 .41

NOTES:

1. Correlations in bold, above the diagonal, are those reported by Mitchell, Quenk, & Kummerow (1997). The correlations in normal font, below the 
diagonal, are from the current data.

2. Logical–Empathetic: a core facet of T–F that emphasizes the criteria used to reach a judgment.

3. Reasonable–Compassionate: emphasizes the standards by which one maintains relationships with other people when making Thinking or Feeling
judgments.

4. Questioning–Accommodating: focuses on what we tend to do as the first step in coming to a judgment about our perceptions.

5. Critical–Accepting: describes what one does once an initial judgment has been made.

6. Tough–Tender: focuses on the impact and implications of one’s judgment and on the style with which one stands by that judgment.

shows less correspondence with other facets in both
studies, with low correlations in the range of .21 to .32
in the U. S. study and .21 to .31 in the present study.
This facet focuses on how people deal with differences
in points of view.

The similarity in outcomes between both studies is
revealed again in TABLE 5, where the Planful–Open-
Ended facet shows the highest correlation with the J–P
continuous scores (.83 in the U.S. study and .85 in the
present study). There is a difference in the strength of
the correlation of Methodical–Emergent with the J–P
continuous score between the studies (.55 in the U. S.
study and .71 in the present study), but otherwise the
relative ordering of facet correlations follows the 
same pattern in both studies. In the U.S. study, the
Methodical–Emergent facet correlates at a lower level
with the others, but this facet is not as distinctive in this
study.

The general conclusion that seems warranted from
consideration of TABLES 2 to 5 is that there is a remark-

able degree of correspondence between the U.S. study
and the present study with respect to how the facets
relate to the relevant preference, and how the sets of
facets relate to each other. This correspondence is 
further illustrated in TABLE 6, where the patterns of
average intercorrelations with the relevant preference
continuous score and between the facets are depicted.
In each of the comparisons, the average correlations are
stronger in the present study compared to the U.S. study,
perhaps because of a more homogeneous Australian
sample. As might be expected, the average correlations
with the relevant preference continuous scores are
higher than those between the facets. The average S–N
preference correlations are very similar and the highest
of the sets in both studies.

FACToRSTRuCTuReoFTheFACeTS

The patterns of intercorrelations between the five facets
in each of the four preferences were examined by factor
analysis. The aim of an exploratory factor analysis is to
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Table 5. Correlations of Step II™ J–P Facets With Each Other and With J–P Continuous Scores.

Correlations1 J–P Systematic– Planful– Early Starting– Scheduled– Methodical–
Score Casual2 Open Ended3 Pressure Prompted4 Spontaneous5 Emergent6

J–P Score .75 .83 .58 .75 .55

Systematic–
Casual .76 .51 .33 .46 .26

Planful–
Open-Ended .85 .53 .43 .56 .35

Early Starting–
Pressure 
Prompted .66 .45 .49 .43 .32

Scheduled–
Spontaneous .78 .52 .57 .52 .29

Methodical–
Emergent .71 .42 .56 .46 .45

NOTES:

1. Correlations in bold, above the diagonal, are those reported by Mitchell, Quenk, & Kummerow (1997). The correlations in normal font, below the 
diagonal, are from the current data.

2. Systematic–Casual: reflects a broad orientation, the core facet of J–P; the emphasis is on the general pattern, not the specifics of the flow of
events, activities, tasks, and projects of narrower contexts.

3. Planful–Open-Ended: how one arranges leisure time activities relating to both daily plans and events in the future.

4. Early Starting–Pressure Prompted: primarily concerned with management of deadlines.

5. Scheduled–Spontaneous: focuses on the degree of structure in one’s daily activities.

6. Methodical–Emergent: focuses on the sequencing of smaller tasks that need to be done in order to finish larger projects.

determine the simple structure that best represents the
data. The number of factors to be extracted and rotated
is an important decision. The extraction of too few 
factors results in little explanatory power, and the
extraction of too many factors results in a bewildering
complexity. Knowledge of the MBTI instrument would
suggest four factors corresponding to the four prefer-
ences.

A principal components factor analysis was con-
ducted on the facet scores. There were four factors with
eigenvalues greater than 1.00, and the scree test con-
firmed that four extracted factors should be rotated to
ensure simple structure. These factors rotated to the
varimax criterion, explained 61.81% of total variance,
and had the following eigenvalues and percentages of
variance accounted for in the matrix: Factor I (S–N
mainly) eigenvalue of 3.39, 16.95% of total variance
explained; Factor II (J–P mainly), eigenvalue of 3.11,
15.57% of total variance explained; Factor III (E–I
mainly), eigenvalue of 3.03, 15.14% of total variance

explained; and, Factor IV (T–F mainly), eigenvalue of
2.83, 14.15% of total variance explained.

TABLE 7 shows the loadings greater than +/- 0.30
on each of the rotated factors. This table allows the
reader to identify those items that contribute most sig-
nificantly to the factor under consideration. Removal of
the low, insignificant loadings helps to focus attention
on what is more important.

The patterns of factor loadings shown in TABLE 7
clearly reproduce the sets of the five facets correspon-
ding to each of the main preferences. Thus, Factor I is
defined by the loadings associated with S–N, although
there is a negative loading on the Questioning pole of
one of the T–F facets, and a positive loading on the
Spontaneous pole on one of the J–P facets. Factor II is
defined by the set of J–P facets with loadings on the
Original pole on one of the S–N facets. Factor III is con-
cerned with the set of E–I facets. Factor IV has high
loadings on the T–F facet but also has a loading on the
Casual pole on one of the J–P facets. The four cross
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Table 6. Average Intercorrelations of Facets and Continuous Scores for the Four Dichotomies.

Average E–I Correlations With E–I Facets Average E–I Facet Intercorrelation

Mitchell et al., 1997 .68 .40
Australian data, 2007 .72 .47

Average S–N Correlations With S–N Facets Average S–N Facet Intercorrelation

Mitchell et al., 1997 .75 .50
Australian data, 2007 .76 .54

Average T–F Correlations With T–F Facets Average T–F Facet Intercorrelation

Mitchell et al., 1997 .65 .38
Australian data, 2007 .67 .50

Average J–P Correlations With J–P Facets Average J–P Facet Intercorrelation

Mitchell et al., 1997 .69 .39
Australian data, 2007 .75 .50

loadings in TABLE 7 are considered relatively minor.
Each of the factors in TABLE 7 shows substantial loadings
on the set of facets from one of the MBTI preferences.

The results in TABLE 7 also demonstrate quite con-
vincingly that apart from those four relatively minor
cross loadings, generally the facets relate to the expected
preference and not to any other. In other words, the
facets refer to facets of particular preferences and lack
generality to other dichotomies.

The results of the correlations shown in TABLES 2
to 6, and the factor structure shown in TABLE 7, lead to
the conclusion that the measurement of the four prefer-
ences and the 20 facets in Form K is psychometrically
robust. Robustness in this context implies a measure
having a strength or power greater than average or
expected. The degree of correspondence with other
data (e.g., Mitchell et al., 1997) shows a remarkable
degree of consistency and stability of this measure in a
different culture.

In the following section we attend to another 
distinctive Step II characteristic and examine to what
extent clarity of preference is related to the frequencies
of the “out-of-preference” scores found in Form K, and
how such scores might be explained.

ThenATuReoFouT-oF-PReFeRenCe

FACeTSCoReS

One of the characteristics of Step II profiles is the avail-
ability of information about “In-Preference” and “Out-
of-Preference” responses to the various facet scores.

However, there appears to be little published data about
the frequency and meaning of out-of-preference facet
scores, and this study contains useful information about
these aspects, using an innovative approach.

Out-of-preference scores are interesting for a 
number of reasons, including why they occur and what
they signify. Sim (2005) believed that they were of 
significance and hypothesized they might possibly be
associated with stress, heart problems, or chronic pain,
among others. However, perhaps more simple explana-
tions are available and in line with the theory of psycho-
logical types (Jung, 1990).

Hartzler (2005) has indicated that “often when
coaching, coach and client need to go beyond knowing
what a client’s preferences are: we need to know how
skillful the client is in using the skills that are associated
with a facet. It is best to do this in the context of the
client’s type, taking into consideration type dynamics”
(p. 1). Hartzler and Hartzler (2004) have more to say
about this in a booklet on activities to develop type
preferences.

The use of type dynamics (and type development)
provides important interpretative contexts. The notion
of skills associated with facets is problematic, however,
from both a cultural and theoretical perspective, given
that type preferences are content-free and that having 
a preference does not necessarily imply skill, but famil-
iarity. Performing a skill may also be biased towards
extraverted activity, with some cultural presumptions
attached.
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Table 7. Factor Loadings Greater Than +/- .30 on Form K Facets.

Facet Factor I Factor II Factor III Factor IV

E–I

Initiating–Receiving .82

Expressive–Contained .76

Gregarious–Intimate .68

Participative–Reflective .72

Enthusiastic–Quiet .80

S–N

Concrete–Abstract .76

Realistic–Imaginative .76

Practical–Inferential .70

Experiential–Theoretical .77

Traditional–Original .77 .31

T–F

Logical–Empathetic .75

Reasonable–Compassionate .84

Questioning–Accommodating -.42 .53

Critical–Accepting .65

Tough–Tender .79

J–P

Systematic–Casual .70 .31

Planful–Open-Ended .82

Early Starting–Pressure Prompted .73

Scheduled–Spontaneous .34 .72

Methodical–Emergent .76

Mitchell (2001) has stated that out-of-preference
scores “are not anomalies but rather natural conse-
quences of the fact that adequate adaptation to the 
environment requires the ability to use both attitudes,
as well as both modes of perception and judgment . . . .
The model suggests there will be a few of these charac-
teristics (compared to the more numerous and familiar
facets of a person’s favored domains) that will be predic-

tive of behavior in response to certain kinds of stimuli”
(p. 25). This statement seems consistent with the basic
principles of Jung’s theory and Myers’ interpretation.

AnAlySeSoFTheFACeTSByClARiTy

AndCATegoRy

TABLES 8 to 11 show the distribution of facet scores for
the four subdivisions of clarity of preference for each 
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Table 8. Percentage Distribution of Facet Category Scores, Compared With Clarity of Preference for
E–I.

E–I Facets Clarity 0–3 (E pole) 4–6 (Midzone) 7–10 (I pole)

Initiating–Receiving

High E 117 (26.9%) 34 (5.2%) 1 (0.2%)

Low E 47 (7.2%) 77 (11.7%) 8 (1.2%)

Low I 13 (2.0%) 69 (10.5%) 43 (6.5%)

High I 1 (0.2%) 33 (5.0%) 206 (23.4%)

Expressive–Contained

High E 00151 (23.0%) 53 (8.1%) 08 (1.2%)

Low E 0042 (6.4%) 072 (11.0%) 18 (2.7%)

Low I 0v18 (2.7%) 58 (8.8%) 49 (7.5%)

High I 006 (0.9%) 44 (6.7%) 138 (21.0%)

Gregarious–Intimate

High E 166 (25.3%) 33 (5.0%) 13 (2.0%)

Low E 53 (8.1%) 48 (7.3%) 31 (4.7%)

Low I 34 (5.2%) 44 (6.7%) 47 (7.2%)

High I 14 (2.1%) 44 (6.7%) 130 (19.8%)

Participative–Reflective

High E 148 (22.5%) 61 (9.3%) 03 (0.5%)

Low E 62 (9.4%) 60 (9.1%) 10 (1.5%)

Low I 41 (6.2%) 071 (10.8%) 13 (2.0%)

High I 16 (2.4%) 092 (14.0%) 080 (12.2%)

Enthusiastic–Quiet

High E 149 (22.7%) 57 (8.7%) 06 (0.9%)

Low E 50 (7.6%) 066 (10.0%) 16 (2.4%)

Low I 17 (2.6%) 56 (8.5%) 52 (7.9%)

High I 00 (0.0%) 51 (7.8%) 137 (20.9%)

NOTE: Figures in boldface indicate out-of-preference scores.
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of the preferences. These scores have been grouped in
accordance with the facet categories shown in the guide
(Mitchell et al., 1997) to facilitate the calculation of 
out-of-preference scores. The scores to establish the
categories were as follows:

■ 0 to 3 (closer to the first named facet on the left);

■ 4 to 6 (midrange reflecting situational use of both
poles of the facet, or no strong inclination towards
either pole); and, 

■ 7 to 10 (closer to the second named facet on the
right).

The clarity subdivisions were based on the infor-
mation in the MBTI® Manual for Form G (Myers &
McCaulley, 1985). In each preference, continuous
scores were divided at 100 to separate Es from Is, for
example, and then each group was split at either 81 or
119 to distinguish between lower and higher clarity
groups. The lower clarity groups are those defined in
the Manual as slight or moderate, whereas the higher
clarity groups are those described as clear or very clear.

In examining TABLES 8 to 11, note that all tables
are statistically significant (p < .001) and show a strong
relationship between clarity of preference and facet cat-
egories. In each of these tables, the out-of-preference
scores are shown in bold.

In TABLE 8, there is a pattern in which the higher
clarity preferences are associated with the relevant pole
of the facet. Generally, the higher clarity respondents
have scored relatively fewer out-of-preference scores
compared to respondents with lower clarity scores.

Two of the E–I facets show a different degree of
association than the other three. Gregarious–Intimate
and Participative–Reflective both show stronger out-
of-preference scores than the other facets, particularly
for high I respondents. For Participative–Reflective, the
higher E clarity group scored much the same percent-
ages for other facets, but the higher clarity I group dis-
played a higher percentage of out-of-preference scores.
As the facet descriptions relate to expression of type, it
may be that out-of-preference scores on the two facets
relate to the nature of the samples in these pooled data
in which the networking component of Gregarious and
the group nature of Participative learning are important
aspects of business and consulting life.

The S–N facet analyses shown in TABLE 9 show
strong relationships between clarity of S–N preference
and facet categories. The out-of-preference scores are
generally higher for the S scorers than for the N scorers,

but there is a strong trend for those with lower clarity
to report more out-of-preference scores than those with
higher preference. The Practical–Inferential facet shows
a higher number of out-of-preference scores for both
preferences than other facets, except the Experiential–
Theoretical facet, which shows a different pattern in
that more Ss report out-of-preference scores than do Ns.

The out-of-preference scores on Practical–
Inferential could indicate that people with either prefer-
ence have learned the utility of the opposite preference.
The S respondents seem to appreciate the meaning
underlying the facts, with access to and appreciation of
other ideas that might be useful; and the utility of facts
adding to the big picture has been appreciated by Ns.
Perhaps the high educational level is a reason for this
development for the Ss in the pooled data. It has been
found that higher education emphasizes N rather than
S in focus and delivery (e.g., see Chapter 15 in Myers,
McCaulley, Quenk, & Hammer, 1998). Certainly,
appreciation of theory rather than direct experience 
is indicated by the S out-of-preference results on
Experiential–Theoretical.

The data reported in TABLE 10 have the pattern of
a strong relationship between degree of clarity of T–F
preference and the facet categories. There is evidence of
the higher frequency of out-of-preference scores for
lower clarity persons compared to higher clarity per-
sons. However, TABLE 10 is different from other tables
in this series, probably because of the disproportionate
number of T scorers. In particular, the Critical–
Accepting facet produced a high number of out-of-
preference scores for Ts, and the trend for higher
reporting by lower clarity scorers is not found for this
facet. Here, the higher clarity T scorers have produced
a large number of out-of-preference scores. The
Questioning–Accommodating facet has produced the
highest number of out-of-preference scores for F scorers
in comparisons with other facets. Note that no higher-
clarity F scorers have out-of-preference scores except
for this facet. Quenk, et al (2001) has shown that these
T–F out-of-preference scores are also common in the U.S.

Quenk and Kummerow (1998) have suggested
that cultural imperatives, such as being more agreeable
in dealings with others, might be a reason for the out-
of-preference results for Ts on Critical–Accepting. They
have also suggested that F out-of preference results on
Questioning–Accommodating might relate to the orga-
nizational experience of Fs, particularly ENFPs. These
types may find that in order to have their values real-
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Table 9. Percentage Distribution of Facet Category Scores, Compared With Clarity of Preference for
S–N.

S–N Facets Clarity 0–3 (S pole) 4–6 (Midzone) 7–10 (N pole)

Concrete–Abstract

High S 160 (24.4%) 31 (4.7%) 01 (0.2%)

Low S 58 (8.8%) 52 (7.9%) 17 (2.6%)

Low N 28 (4.3%) 49 (7.5%) 40 (6.1%)

High N 6 (0.9%) 25 (3.8%) 190 (28.9%)

Realistic–Imaginative

High S 128 (19.5%) 63 (9.6%) 01 (0.2%)

Low S 26 (4.0%) 073 (11.1%) 28 (4.3%)

Low N 5 (0.8%) 52 (7.9%) 60 (9.1%)

High N 0 (0.0%) 15 (2.3%) 206 (31.4%)

Practical–Inferential

High S 073 (11.1%) 100 (15.2%) 19 (2.9%)

Low S 36 (5.5%) 076 (11.6%) 15 (2.3%)

Low N 23 (3.5%) 56 (8.5%) 38 (5.8%)

High N 10 (1.5%) 088 (13.4%) 123 (18.7%)

Experiential–Theoretical

High S 085 (12.9%) 072 (11.0%) 35 (5.3%)

Low S 17 (2.6%) 62 (9.4%) 48 (7.3%)

Low N 01 (0.2%) 31 (4.7%) 085 (12.9%)

High N 00 (0.0%) 19 (2.9%) 202 (30.7%)

Traditional–Original

High S 101 (15.4%) 081 (12.3%) 10 (1.5%)

Low S 18 (2.7%) 070 (10.7%) 39 (5.9%)

Low N 01 (0.2%) 051 (7.8%) 65 (9.9%)

High N 00 (0.0%) 019 (2.9%) 202 (30.7%)

NOTE: Figures in boldface indicate out-of-preference scores.
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Table 10. Percentage Distribution of Facet Category Scores, Compared With Clarity of Preference for
T–F.

T–F Facets Clarity 0–3 (T pole) 4–6 (Midzone) 7–10 (F pole)

Logical–Empathetic

High T 279 (42.5%) 71 (10.8%) 8 (1.2%)

Low T 34 (5.2%) 72 (11.0%) 34 (4.2%)

Low F 2 (0.3%) 21 (3.2%) 68 (10.4%)

High F 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 68 (10.4%)

Reasonable–Compassionate

High T 315 (47.9%) 42 (6.4%) 1 (0.2%)

Low T 61 (9.3%) 66 (10.0%) 13 (2.0%)

Low F 13 (2.0%) 59 (9.0%) 19 (2.9%)

High F 0 (0.0%) 12 (1.8%) 56 (13.5%)

Questioning–Accommodating

High T 0000000231 (35.2%) 109 (16.6%) 18 (2.7%)

Low T 68 (10.4%) 62 (9.4%) 10 (1.5%)

Low F 33 (5.0%) 41 (6.2%) 17 (2.6%)

High F 17 (2.6%) 33 (5.0%) 18 (2.7%)

Critical–Accepting

High T 20 (3.0%) 196 (29.8%) 142 (21.6%)

Low T 1 (0.2%) 37 (5.6%) 102 (15.5%)

Low F 4 (0.6%) 14 (2.1%) 73 (11.1%)

High F 0 (0.0%) 4 (0.6%) 64 (9.7%)

Tough–Tender

High T 165 (25.1%) 139 (21.2%) 54 (8.2%)

Low T 16 (2.4%) 39 (5.9%) 85 (12.9%)

Low F 2 (0.3%) 14 (2.1%) 75 (11.4%)

High F 0 (0.0%) 3 (0.5%) 65 (9.9%)

NOTE: Figures in boldface indicate out-of-preference scores.

123



Form K of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator® Instrument in Australia: Its Robustness, Interpretation, and Use

ized, they must ask questions to seek clarification,
rather than seeking the harmony implied by the
Accommodating preference.

Practice and experience in Step II interpretation
lend strength to Quenk and Kummerow’s (1998) view.
The majority of ENFPs were found to have Questioning
rather than Accommodating results. These ENFPs
reported and demonstrated varying levels of skill in
using the preference, and generally endorsed Quenk
and Kummerow’s point of view. Others referred to indi-
vidual experience, ranging from being a single mother
to being brought up in a tough environment, as reasons
for developing the facet. Many of these people also
reported a growing interest and development of the
facet preference over time, consistent with the notion of
Thinking as the tertiary function for the ENFP. This
interest seems to begin more in the person’s late 20s and
early 30s.

Kummerow and Quenk (2004) have developed
exercises showing the meaning of the scores on a par-
ticular facet, illustrating that each facet pole has both
positive and negative attributes and uses, and demon-
strating the importance of the overall preference in
interpreting out-of-preference scores.

Kummerow (1997) expressed a concern that “in
using the MBTI Step II, there is a danger that the facets
may take on a life of their own and replace the prefer-
ences and type in the mind of some participants” 
(p. 94). In her example, she illustrates how the T–F
preference changes the focus of the questions and the
questioning techniques used by Questioning Thinking
and Questioning Feeling types. The Interpretative
Report handles this type of difference by individualiz-
ing each facet description based on the overall type
preference. For example, a Questioning Thinking type
may ask questions to get the task done, which are not
meant to be personal attacks, but may acknowledge
that it may seem that way to others. By contrast, a
Questioning Feeling type may be criticized for asking
questions to bring out motivations and encourage dis-
cussion, at the same time acknowledging that some
others will want to get on with the task.

Note that for the last two facets in TABLE 10, this
sample showed noticeably significant percentages of 
Ts scoring out-of-preference scores at the F preference.
Kummerow (1997), in explaining “decision rules” for the
content of statements printed in the EIR opposite to facet
scores, outlined different rules for Critical–Accepting 
and Tough–Tender facets, based on population norms.

An alternative scoring of facet categories following
these decisions rules is shown in TABLE 11. This method
made no difference to the high percentages of out-of-
preference scores by Ts reporting as “Accepting” but a
minor increase in the number of Fs reporting as
“Critical”. It has produced a marked lowering of the per-
centage of out-of-preference scores by Ts reporting as
“Tender” and a minor increase in the number of Fs
reporting as “Tough”.

The pattern for the J–P facets, shown in TABLE 12,
follows the general trend discussed above, and for each
facet, the higher clarity group has produced fewer out-
of-preference scores than the lower clarity group. The
Planful–Open-Ended facet seem to be different from 
the others in that both J and P scorers have produced
relatively more out-of-preference scores than other
facets. This outcome may be the result of the questions
associated with the facet having to do with leisure activ-
ities, an opportunity for Js to be flexible, whereas for Ps,
it may be that leisure might involve family and children
and some sense of order.

There is a possibility that the findings relative to
TABLES 8–12 on out-of-preference scores might empha-
size the possible role of the dispositional characteristics
of this sample of Australians. Indeed, much of the current
literature and training in management and leadership
provides for managers and other leaders to develop 
and use both sides of the bipolar type facets (e.g.
Tough–Tender, Critical–Accepting). It is possible that
some of the out-of-preference score proportions might
reflect the development and value placed on these
trends in training.

The innovative approach used here has related
scoring facet categories with clarity of preference—we
believe for the first time. The data clearly indicate that
the frequency of out-of-preference scores for the facets
is related to the degree of clarity of the main preferences.
Those with less clear preferences tend to report more
out-of-preference scores. An additional observation is
that these scores are not evenly distributed across the
various facets.

APPRoACheSToinTeRPReTATionoF

ouT-oF-PReFeRenCeSCoReS

The validity of the Step II items has been examined
through an analysis of subordinate ratings of leader’s
behavior (i.e., from direct reports). Quast and Hansen
(1994) used the EAR in a study of managerial behavior
and found that scores on the EAR were correlated with
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Table 11. Alternative Scoring of Facet Categories: Percentage Distribution of Facet Category Scores,
Compared With Clarity of Preference for T–F.

T–F Facets Clarity 0–3 (T) 4–7 (T) 8–10 (T)
0–5 (F) 6–7 (F) 8 –10 (F)
(T pole) (Midzone) (F pole)

Critical–Accepting

High T 20 (3.0%) 196 (29.8%) 142 (21.6%)

Low T 1 (0.2%) 37 (5.6%) 102 (15.5%)

Low F 7 (1.1%) 11 (1.7%) 73 (11.1%)

High F 0 (0.0%) 4 (0.6%) 64 (9.7%)

Tough–Tender

High T 165 (25.1%) 174 (26.5%) 19 (2.9%)

Low T 16 (2.4%) 78 (11.9%) 46 (7.0%)

Low F 9 (1.4%) 44 (6.7%) 38 (5.8%)

High F 2 (0.3%) 21 (3.2%) 45 (6.8%)

NOTE: Figures in boldface indicate out-of-preference scores.

ratings of behavior on the PROFILOR instrument. 
The PROFILOR instrument measures 25 dimensions
describing a range of skills identified by managerial and
executive job analysis as critical to managerial effective-
ness. (See Muller and Gebelein (nd), cited in Quast and
Hansen.)

There were few significant relationships associated
with the main preference dichotomies, but a consider-
able number of linkages were demonstrated between
facets and the managerial skills reported by subordi-
nates. Sensing managers seemed to show more positive
leadership behaviors: For example, managers scoring
toward the Concrete pole were rated more effective in
establishing plans, influencing others, and using sound
judgment. Those toward the Realistic pole were
described as better at fostering teamwork and managing
disagreements.

Questioning–Accommodating had a number of
significant relationships with the managerial skills,
although there was no significant overall relationship
with the T–F preference. Managers scoring toward the
Accommodating pole showed a tendency for deference,
as well as a preference for consensus, both valued by
subordinates. Muller and Gebelein (cited in Quast &
Hansen, 1994) pointed out that the magnitudes of all

the observed correlations are probably underestimated
because of the internal consistency reliability of the
facets, associated by their relatively brief length.

Peek (1999) has also noted, “The Step II report
provides feedback rich in potential for helping leaders
better understand themselves and their leadership
endeavors” (p. 223). She demonstrated that integrating
this leadership feedback from a variety of sources, such
as those found in 360° measures, can help leaders iden-
tify their strengths and areas for development, leading
to deeper, more meaningful coaching sessions.

Very little work has been published on interpreting
the rich data that can be gleaned from Step II results.
Perhaps this is because of the seductive nature of
enhanced description and 24-page product. This may
distract attention from the core components of Jung’s
theory in type dynamics and development, a consistent
interpretation of which remains to be established, or at
least agreed upon (Geyer, 2004b).

Brownsword (1997) raised some claims about
issues of interpretation regarding the Step II assessment,
suggesting that its report obfuscated the core principles
of type dynamics and development. In acknowledging
the issues raised by Brownsword, Quenk (1997) and
Myers (1998) also responded with methods and sugges-
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Table 12. Percentage Distribution of Facet Category Scores, Compared With Clarity of Preference for
J–P.

J–P Facets Clarity 0–3 (J pole) 4–6 (Midzone) 7–10 (P pole)

Systematic–Casual

High J 175 (26.6%) 71 (10.8%) 1 (0.2%)

Low J 40 (6.1%) 68 (10.4%) 11 (1.7%)

Low P 32 (4.9%) 74 (11.3%) 25 (3.8%)

High P 3 (0.5%) 68 (10.4%) 89 (13.5%)

Planful–Open-Ended

High J 171 (26.0%) 50 (7.6%) 26 (4.0%)

Low J 43 (6.5%) 41 (6.2%) 35 (5.3%)

Low P 31 (4.7%) 41 (6.2%) 59 (9.0%)

High P 10 (1.5%) 29 (4.4%) 121 (18.4%)

Early Started–Pressure Prompted

High J 221 (33.6%) 25 (3.8%) 1 (0.2%)

Low J 62 (9.4%) 50 (7.6%) 7 (1.1%)

Low P 23 (3.5%) 62 (9.4%) 46 (7.0%)

High P 4 (0.6%) 20 (3.0%) 136 (20.7%)

Scheduled–Spontaneous

High J 192 (29.2%) 51 (7.8%) 4 (0.5%)

Low J 41 (6.2%) 56 (8.5%) 22 (3.3%)

Low P 21 (3.2%) 54 (8.2%) 56 (8.5%)

High P 4 (0.6%) 33 (5.0%) 123 (18.7%)

Methodical–Emergent

High J 188 (28.6%) 55 (8.4%) 4 (0.5%)

Low J 58 (8.8%) 50 (7.6%) 11 (1.7%)

Low P 45 (6.8%) 54 (8.2%) 32 (4.9%)

High P 9 (1.4%) 56 (8.5%) 95 (14.5%)

NOTE: Figures in boldface indicate out-of-preference scores.
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tions. Quenk, a co-developer of the EIR, has been insis-
tent that interpretations of Step II results be in the 
context of understanding the differences between type
and traits and emphasizing the dynamic nature of 
type theory (Quenk & Kummerow, 1998). Kummerow
(1999) has also pointed out, “the facets contain items
that are similar in content and thus each facet repre-
sents only one aspect or component of the overall
dichotomy. They do not equal the whole of the
dichotomy to which they belong. Each dichotomy is
more than the five facets or components of Step II, just
as one’s whole type is more than the sum of the four
preferences from which it is made” (p. 170).

It follows, then, that interpretation of Step II pro-
files is a complex business involving the results, the
underpinning theory, and individual experience. This is
particularly the case when out-of-preference scores
occur and a satisfactory explanation is required that
meets both fact and theory.

ATyPedynAmiCSinTeRPReTATionoF

ouT-oF-PReFeRenCeSCoReS

Even though Step II scales are independent of one
another, experience in giving Step II feedback indicates
that it is useful to ask respondents to provide context
and description for how they use any of the facets, in-
preference or out-of-preference. The proposition here
is that each facet result can be profitably interpreted
according to the respondent’s type dynamics. The 
principle is that out-of-preference results arise either in 
support of the dominant function or to defend the
dominant function. The particular use depends on
experience and circumstance.

Earlier, connections were suggested between
Questioning ENFPs and development of the tertiary
Thinking function. Using the approach suggested
above, an out-of-preference response on Introversion
for this type, for instance, might suggest expression of
auxiliary Feeling or inferior Sensing. The facility with
which the facet is expressed, for how long, and under
what circumstances can be useful for the client’s self-
understanding and management. Quenk (2000) pro-
vided useful descriptions of what might happen if a
person spends too much time in the inferior function.

In the final section, we present case studies about
particular psychological types and investigate to what
extent the extra information found in Form K assists in
generating better understanding about type dynamics.

CASeSTudieSilluSTRATingTheTyPe

dynAmiCSmeThod

Geyer (2004a) presented a type dynamics method,
which he recommended for giving feedback to clients
about their Step II results. The three case studies 
presented below were selected to demonstrate the appli-
cation of this method for interpretation of out-of-prefer-
ence responses. The method can be expressed in four
questions:

■ How is an out-of-preference facet used in the 
context of both the overall preferences and results
on the particular scale?

■ How might this anomaly fit into type dynamics?

■ How has the person used the facet in his or her
type development?

■ What happens if the person spends a large amount
of time in an out-of-preference facet?

Case Study One. A male ISFJ who worked in
Australian rural settings had clear Form G preferences
for I and S, slight for F, and moderate for J. He had 
validated these preferences at an earlier session. Facet
results on the EIR showed out-of-preference preferences
on the E–I scale for Gregarious and Participative, rather
than for the Introversion poles of Intimate and Reflective.
There was also a mixed or midzone preference on the
Enthusiastic–Quiet facet.

As the facets were explained, a picture of the person
emerged, and how the results fit together was explored.
This client felt that Receiving and Contained were gen-
eral perspectives on life. He preferred not to put himself
forward in an obtrusive manner and to keep feelings/
emotions to himself.

This did not mean that groups were avoided. The
Gregarious preference was interpreted as liking to be in
groups in a social sense, but not leading them, and with
Participative, preferring personal discussion to imper-
sonal reading and writing. The social value of group
harmony was recognized as important here, and it sug-
gests that this was how this person expressed his auxil-
iary extraverted Feeling. This was also how he adapted
to the rural and outback environments he worked and
lived in, where friendship and stoic (i.e., not emotion-
ally expressive) behavior were congenial and expected
behavior for males. Finally, his enthusiasm was tem-
pered by the level of familiarity with the situation or
group, or whether things had personally been too quiet
or too hectic for him in recent times.



Form K of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator® Instrument in Australia: Its Robustness, Interpretation, and Use

128

The discussion of this facet helped the client to
understand more about his overall preference for
Introversion, in particular that it didn’t exclude his
extraverted behaviors, but rather explained how he was
social in his own, introverted way.

Case Study Two. The Function scales and their
facets can be similarly interpreted. A male ENTP con-
sultant had clear Form G results for E and N, very clear
for T, and moderate for P. EIR results revealed an out-of-
preference for Practical in the S–N dichotomy.

Although otherwise presenting as a typical ENTP,
he was interested in knowledge that was useful, so he
was less interested in what the meaning of the idea
might be or to what extent it was compatible with oth-
ers in his field. He related part of this approach to a
leisure pursuit (motorcycle racing) in which he had
been very successful and where getting something that
worked was more important than the purity of an idea.
In his field he was also considered a good salesman, and
the Practical aspect of his information gathering would
have contributed to that reputation.

As this out-of-preference for Practical was a com-
ponent of Sensing, it was part of his inferior function,
which he had developed in order to support his domi-
nant extraverted Intuition, which was concerned with
external possibilities. A question here is to what extent
the rest of the inferior function was developed, or
whether it was on this narrow focus. Perhaps spending
too much time in this facet had limited his access to and
appreciation of other ideas that might be useful. Such a
process requires a depth of research in order to test such
propositions. Unfortunately these questions weren’t
asked of this person at the time.

Case Study Three. A female strategic planner in
her mid-30s reported and validated a moderate prefer-
ence clarity for Introversion, very clear for Intuition 
and Perceiving, and slight for Feeling (INFP). Her
Thinking–Feeling results included an out-of-preference
score for Questioning rather than the Feeling pole of
Accommodating.

It emerged that she had developed Thinking 
as part of the requirements of her chosen profession.
Although this had worked well up to a point, she felt

her values (associated with her dominant introverted
Feeling) were not being met in her work and conse-
quently felt under some stress. Her managerial col-
leagues preferred extraverted Thinking as either
dominant or auxiliary; meetings and discussions
tended to go along those lines with little space for her
to access her Feeling. In any case, her overuse of her
inferior extraverted Thinking led her to argue and ques-
tion the logic of organizational policies and decisions
from the beginning as a matter of course, leading to
substantial disharmony. The suggested remedy was for
her to practice using her auxiliary extraverted Intuition
in asking open-ended questions as a means of getting
away from her inferior function towards her natural
preferences, which she had been neglecting for some
time.

ConCluSion

This paper has presented statistical and interpretive
data concerning the MBTI Form K from a significant
Australian data set. Previously discovered differences
relating to gender (as found in research on Form G)
were replicated in the Form K format. By comparing
the patterns of relationships between the facets and the
preference scores, we found that the U.S. study of Form
K patterns was replicated in Australian data in the pres-
ent study. Comparisons showed a close correspondence
to data reported from the U.S. The facets are distinctive
and generally do not correlate with preferences other
than those intended. The extent to which clarity of
preference is related to out-of-preference scores was
also investigated, with lower clarities showing more
out-of-preference scores. Suggestions were made about
how such scores might be explained in the context of
theory underpinning the MBTI instrument. Three case
studies were presented to illustrate the extent to which
the extra information found in Form K assists in gener-
ating a better understanding about type dynamics and
development for individuals.

Overall, the utility of Form K is supported from a
psychometric point of view, and, as has been previously
asserted, it appears to be a robust measure.
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