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Team Management Profile Questionnaire: Reliability

What is Reliability?

If an individual completing the Team Management Profile Questionnaire scores E:20 one day and E:2 two
weeks later, we may begin to question how accurately the Team Management Profile Questionnaire
measures Extroversion-Introversion.  Knowing that a score can vary from I:30 to E:30 (consisting of 61
points including 0), a difference of 18 points seems quite large.  Of course such a difference is not so
significant as if a respondent has scored E:20 on one occasion and I:20 on the next.  One day we would
be saying that he/she is an Extrovert and the next day that he/she is an Introvert.  Considering that the
instrument is meant to measure consistent and relatively enduring predispositions, we would rightly claim
that the Team Management Profile Questionnaire is doing a poor job of measurement.

Let us approach this measurement error problem from another angle.  During construction of the Team
Management Profile Questionnaire, many more items than were actually needed for the profile
questionnaire were collected and assessed on their ability to measure each scale.  Suppose that, of
these, 30 reached acceptable standards, but only 15 were needed because retaining the whole 30 would
make the Team Management Profile Questionnaire too lengthy.

Suppose also that the final 15 E-I items were selected randomly and now comprise the E-I scale.  What
of the other 15?  We know they would do just as good a job as the 15 randomly selected items.  Going a
step further then, we should expect an individual to attain the same or similar scores on both sets of
items.  If, however, he/she scored E:20 on one set and I:5 on the other, we would have real reason for
concern.  How could one make important decisions on an employee’s placement or career development if
such was the case?

The reliability of a scale is a measure of the extent to which an individual would get similar scores on
parallel forms of the same test.  In the language of psychometrics, when we measure a group of
individuals at different times and compare the scores, we are assessing ‘test-retest reliability’.  When we
compare the scores of individuals taking different forms of the same test we assess ‘parallel forms
reliability’.

The above methods of estimating reliability involve giving the same or a similar test more than once to
the same subjects.  However, it is possible to estimate reliability on just one administration of the test
using what is called ‘domain sampling theory’.  Such estimates measure reliability by assessing the
similarity between items in the scale.  The logic is that, if a scale is to be reliable, the items must have
some degree of similarity to each other and that, the more items present, the closer we should get to the
true score.  Such methods assess a special form of reliability - that of internal consistency.  The Team
Management Profile Questionnaire has been assessed by two types of consistency measures.  When the
scale is divided randomly into two, and the two subsequent sets of items related to each other, we
estimate ‘split-half reliability’.  It is a special case of ‘coefficient alpha’ (Cronbach, 1951) where all
possible splits of items are taken into consideration.

What all four estimates of reliability described above have in common is to address the problem of ‘error’
in measurement.  The classic formulation of reliability (Spearman, 1904) holds that any individual’s
observed score is a combination of both the true score and an error score.

In mathematical terms, it can be expressed as:

X = T + E

where X is the observed score (as, in this case, provided by the computer program), T is the true score,
and E is an error score.  We never know for sure an individual’s true score, but in theory it can be
estimated by the average of all possible attempts at a test, given that previous administrations of the
test would have no effect on later trials.  One can see, therefore, that it would be impossible to arrive at
an individual’s true score empirically, as it would require an infinite number of trials, and the unfortunate
test-taker’s later scores would be influenced by such factors as memory, fatigue, and (sooner or later)
mounting anger!

A primary objective in measurement, either of work preferences or physical objects (such as the length of
a swimming pool or height of an individual) is to reduce the size of the error (E) component of the above
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equation.  Therefore, the smaller the E score, the closer the observed score (X) to the true score (T), and
the more reliable the instrument in making consistent measurements.

There are many sources of measurement error.  Sources of error shared by both physical and
psychological measurement include instrument error (the calibrations on a ruler may get smudged; the
reading on a police radar may confuse signals that bounce off large objects) and recording error
(measurements are noted down wrongly or entered in the wrong columns).  Measures of psychological
phenomena (where the ‘things’ we are measuring are often less concrete and therefore less defined) are
especially subject to measurement error.  Possible sources of error in the Team Management Profile
Questionnaire would include:

• Motivation (is the Team Management Profile Questionnaire being taken as part of a selection test,
training course, or just out of interest?);

• Misunderstanding instructions;
• Emotional state;
• Poor health;
• Missing questions or marking the wrong spaces;
• Immediate experiences prior to test-taking;
• Social desirability;
• Completing the Team Management Profile Questionnaire too quickly as there are other more urgent

things to do;
• Ambiguity in item wording;
• Inadequate sampling of the domain of items; and
• Incorrect analyses of item scores (this source of error is minimized by use of the computer program).

All of the above would tend to increase the error component of our equation (E), making it harder to
estimate the true score from an individual’s observed score.  The four estimates of reliability referred to
earlier estimate the error component of our measures, but in differing ways.

Coefficient alpha and split-half reliability estimate error owing to those errors occurring within a test.
Inadequate sampling of the domain of items, missing questions, misstating by placing a ‘2’ in Column A
rather than B, and ambiguity in item wording, are errors that are picked up by the above consistency
measures.

Test-retest reliability can tap sources of error external to the actual test such as emotional, health and
motivational factors, recording errors, etc.  The length of time between testings is crucial here as well.
Short periods will be subject to bias from ‘remembering’ effects and longer periods will be subject to the
fact that people do change.  A change in scores may in fact reflect legitimate change in the true score
rather than random error.  However, as it has been stated earlier that the instrument measures fairly
permanent phenomena, we would expect this ‘coefficient of stability’ to be fairly high.

There are a variety of ways in which reliability can be reported.  Most common is the reliability
coefficient.  More will be said about interpretation of reliability coefficients later but, for now, suffice to
say that coefficients range from 0 to 1 with a reliability of 1 indicating total lack of measurement error (a
perfectly reliable measure), and 0 indicating a completely unreliable measure (all variance in scores is
due to error).  Test-retest reliability (the estimate of stability) will also be reported as the percentage of
cases in which Profiles change from one administration to the other.

Before we leave this discussion of reliability, it is timely to examine the special case of the Team
Management Profile Questionnaire.  First, a reported reliability should not be seen as the reliability of the
instrument per se.  Reliabilities vary between samples of people who complete the Team Management
Profile Questionnaire.  For instance, in a situation where respondents are not clear about the instructions,
or where there is a high level of anxiety among test-takers, reliabilities would be adversely affected.
Furthermore, reliabilities would not be so high among non-managers who were unfamiliar with the terms,
language and situations of the item content.  For this reason, reliabilities are valid only to the extent that
conditions and respondents are similar to the situation in which the Team Management Profile
Questionnaire was tested.

Secondly, it must be remembered that the four preference scores are used primarily for identification of
role preferences.  We therefore treat the scales as dichotomous rather than continuous.  For applied
purposes, the magnitude of the scores is not so important as the end of the scale in which respondents
are placed.  In other words, whether an individual scores S:1 or S:30, for the purposes of role preference
assignment he/she is scored as Structured (S) only.  The magnitude is useful in telling us how confident
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we should be that the individual is classified correctly.  For instance, one would be more confident in
placing an individual with score P:15 in the ‘Practical’ category than if the score was P:2.

In summary then, reliability tells us how confident we are that an individual Profile or observed score
reflects the true Profile/score.  We estimate this correspondence by methods that estimate random
measurement error owing to a variety of factors that affect the instrument’s consistency and stability.
Reliability is therefore an essential quality of any test from which important decisions and inferences are
to be drawn.

Because the role preference is the end result of the measure, and is used more than the continuous
preference scores, the main thrust in assessing the Team Management Profile Questionnaire is to assess
the reliability of the role preference categories rather than the continuous scores.  However, where
possible, the reliability of both the role preference categories and preference scores will be reported.

Internal Consistency of the Team Management Profile Questionnaire

Two estimates of internal consistency (split-half and alpha coefficients) are presented in Table 1 for each
of the four continuous subscales of the Team Management Profile Questionnaire.

KR-20 coefficients, which reduce the continuous scales to dichotomous scales, are also supplied.  These
estimates are usually smaller as they take into account less information, but are more appropriate when
we focus on the scales as dichotomous rather than continuous.  These were computed using a sample of
275 middle-to-high level managers who had completed the Team Management Profile Questionnaire
mainly during their participation in various management development programs.  Full details of the
sample are provided in the TMPQ: Development section of this manual.

Alpha coefficients have also been computed using other samples.  Table 2 provides this information for
samples of male and female MBA students and aircrew (Davies, McCann, and Margerison, 1986;
Connolly, 1986).  Table 3 presents alpha coefficients for age groups (Corcoran, 1987).

Table 1. Reliabilities of the Team Management Profile Questionnaire scales

Internal consistency

Subscale Alpha Split-half KR-20

E-I 0.83 0.81 0.81

P-C 0.85 0.88 0.83

A-B 0.86 0.86 0.85

S-F 0.80 0.84 0.77

Table 2. Internal consistency of Team Management Profile Questionnaire scales for male and
female MBA students and aircrew

Subscale Males*

(n=296)

Females*

(n=40)

Aircrew+

(n=68)

E-I 0.81 0.77 0.82

P-C 0.84 0.82 0.78

A-B 0.84 0.91 0.77

S-F 0.75 0.81 0.71
* From Davies, McCann and Margerison, 1986; + from Connolly, 1986
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Table 3. Internal consistency of Team Management Profile Questionnaire scales for age groups

Subscale 21 – 30

(n=56)

31 – 40

(n=185)

41 – 50

(n=83)

51 – 64

(n=33)

E-I 0.77 0.77 0.80 0.86

P-C 0.76 0.77 0.80 0.86

A-B 0.72 0.75 0.75 0.68

S-F 0.71 0.67 0.80 0.77

Coefficients of these magnitudes are usually viewed as more than adequate for a test from the affective
domain, given the length of the scales (Anastasia, 1976).

Confidence limits for the estimation of respondents’ true scores were calculated using alpha coefficients.
Two confidence limits were used - the 66% limit, which nominates the score span where we can be
approximately 2:1 sure that the respondent’s true score lies within, and the 95% limit, which nominates
the score span where we can be 19:1 sure that the respondent’s true score lies within.

Table 4 presents the lowest observed score at each confidence level which does not cross over into the
opposing pole.  For instance, the lowest E score where we can be 2:1 sure that the respondent is an
Extrovert and not an Introvert is E:7.  However, if we needed to be 95% sure, a respondent would need
to obtain a score of E:13.  Note that the limits are not always symmetrical.  A respondent would need to
score A:4 for us to be 66% sure that he/she is Analytical, but B:7 if we are to be 66% sure that he/she is
Beliefs-based.

Table 4. Minimum observed scores for determination of Profiles at 66% and 95% confidence levels

2:1 Confidence level (66%) 19:1 Confidence level (95%)

Extroversion E:7 E:13

Introversion I:7 I:13

Practical P:6 P:11

Creative C:6 C:12

Analytical A:4 A:9

Beliefs B:7 B:12

Structured S:6 S:12

Flexible F:8 F:14

As stated earlier, the reliability of the subscales is only secondary to the reliability of the final role
preference.  However, knowledge of the reliability of the four subscales and appropriate confidence limits
can give an indication of the confidence we can have in the final major role preference.

Consider the case of a participant in one management development course who scored the following and
was assigned the major role preference of Controller-Inspector:

I:4 P:1 B:3 S:8

We know from Table 4 that the only scale where we can be at least 2:1 sure that the respondent’s true
score lies in the specified end of the scale is the Structured/Flexible.  For the other scales, we would not
be very confident.  As low preference scores are more subject to change, it can be appreciated that it is
vital to stress the related role preferences when providing feedback on the Team Management Profile
Questionnaire.  In this case, these are Upholder-Maintainer and Concluder-Producer.



TMPQ:  Reliability           Page 5 of 11

This document is an extract from Team Management Systems Research Manual: Third Edition
Copyright © Team Management Systems 2003

On the other hand, another person on our files scored as follows, and was assigned the major role
preference of Thruster-Organizer:

E:18 P:13 A:22 S:14

In this case, we would be very confident that the person’s Profile is correct, as each of the scores is
outside the appropriate 95% confidence limit.  The related role preferences are Assessor-Developer and
Concluder-Producer.

Item Analysis of the Team Management Profile Questionnaire

Some items do a better job of measuring a particular preference than others.  If we know the items that
have been proven as the best indicators of a particular preference, it may be possible to pick a person’s
preferences by glancing quickly through their responses to a few well-chosen questions.

One way of measuring how well an item does this is to estimate the association between the item and
the total scale score.  To the extent that high scores on a particular item are associated with high scores
on the scale and low scores are associated with low scores on the scale, we can say there is a degree of
association between the item and the scale.  Such a statistic is Spearman’s rank-order coefficient (rho).
Values for rho can vary between -1 to 0 to +1, with 0 representing no association, and -1 indicating a
perfect negative association.  Since all the reversed items on the original Team Management Profile
Questionnaire have been re-reversed for this purpose, we would expect therefore that no items should
return a negative value.  Such items would not be contributing to measurement of the scale under
consideration.

Table 5 provides Spearman rank-order item-scale correlations for each of the four scales of the Team
Management Profile Questionnaire (Hotelling and Pabst, 1936).  As can be seen, items recording the
highest association with the Extrovert/Introvert scale are:

Item 9: On balance I am more outgoing and gregarious. / On balance I am more quiet and reflective.
Item 23: I’m easy to get to know as I like meeting lots of people. / I’m fairly quiet and people don’t always

know the real me.
Item 50: Talkative / Quiet

The best items for measuring the Practical/Creative scale are:

Item 44: Imagination / Common Sense
Item 53: Creative / Practical

The Analytical/Beliefs scale is best measured by:

Item 27: I usually let my heart rule my head. / I usually let my head rule my heart.
Item 47: Belief / Reason
Item 52: Feelings / Analysis

Finally, the items that are most highly associated with the Structured/Flexible scale are:

Item 4: I prefer to work with as much information as possible and will not always be orderly. / I put a lot of
emphasis on working an orderly way so I know where things are.

Item 35: I prefer to take things as they come. / I prefer to work to a clear schedule and system.
Item 51: Unplanned / Planned
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Table 5. Spearman rank-order correlations between items and continuous scales

Extrovert–Introvert

(n=275)

Practical–Creative

(n=274)

Analytical–Beliefs

(n=272)

Structured–Flexible

(n=273)

Item r Item r Item r Item r

06 0.35 05 0.43 01 0.52 02 0.40

09 0.74 07 0.64 03 0.51 04 0.62

14 0.56 15 0.62 10 0.66 08 0.38

16 0.56 17 0.67 12 0.51 11 0.57

20 0.66 22 0.50 18 0.52 13 0.36

23 0.69 26 0.59 27 0.58 19 0.57

25 0.39 28 0.61 29 0.50 21 0.60

30 0.45 33 0.37 31 0.53 24 0.43

34 0.41 37 0.22 36 0.69 32 0.53

38 0.62 40 0.64 39 0.52 35 0.67

41 0.55 42 0.42 43 0.48 45 0.54

48 0.51 44 0.77 47 0.69 51 0.69

50 0.78 46 0.59 49 0.37 54 0.36

55 0.19* 53 0.78 52 0.73 56 0.48

59 0.46 58 0.60 57 0.37 60 0.35
NOTE: All coefficients significant at p < 0.001 excepting those marked *, for which p < 0.01.

From this table it can be seen that Questions 50 to 53 are the best single question predictors of each of
the four work preference measures.

Spearman’s rank-order coefficient gives us an idea of the association between scales and the items that
are meant to represent them, but the prime purpose for using continuous scale scores of the Team
Management Profile Questionnaire is to determine role preferences.  For this purpose we are not
interested so much in the magnitude of the person’s score but in the direction.

As you will recall, when we, or the computer program, determine a person’s role preference, it utilizes
only the letter and not the number of the four scale scores.  A score of E:28 is treated no differently from
a score of E:2.  A score of I:2, however, is scored differently (as Introvert rather than Extrovert) from a
score of E:2 even though only three points exist between them.  For this reason we need to assess not
only how well an item is associated with the full range of scale scores, but also how well it discriminates
between the two opposites of the scale.

One way we can do this is to calculate the mid-point of all who were classified at one end of the scale, do
the same for all who were classified at the other end, and compare the two median scores to see if they
are significantly different.  Various procedures are available to estimate statistical significance.  All of
them ask basically the same question - How sure can we be that the differences in midpoints are ‘real’
differences and not just a result of random error?  We can never be absolutely sure, of course, but it has
become the tradition in social science to nominate 5% as the level of probability at which we accept the
proposition that there is a significant difference.

The Mann-Whitney U test was used in this case to test for the significance of the difference in medians for
each subscale at the 0.05 confidence level.  Specifically, each E-I item was tested for its ability to
discriminate between people scoring Extrovert scores and those scoring Introvert scores.  Each P-C item
was tested for its ability to discriminate between Practicals and Creatives, and so on.

As Table 6 shows, all items were able to discriminate between the respective polarities except for Item 55
from the E-I scale, which was unable to discriminate at the 0.05 level of confidence.
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Table 6. Discriminating ability of Team Management Profile Questionnaire items indexed by Mann-
Whitney U transformed to Z scores

Extrovert–Introvert Practical–Creative Analytical–Beliefs Structured–Flexible

Item Z Item Z Item Z Item Z

06 4.01 05 6.02 01 7.13 02 5.09

09 10.48 07 9.20 03 6.94 04 8.40

14 7.50 15 7.70 10 8.36 08 5.01

16 7.53 17 9.37 12 7.04 11 8.22

20 9.69 22 5.76 18 7.56 13 4.43

23 9.67 26 7.38 27 7.36 19 8.03

25 4.96 28 8.48 29 5.08 21 9.01

30 6.59 33 5.76 31 6.00 24 5.44

34 4.73 37 2.54* 36 9.19 32 7.45

38 9.13 40 8.51 39 5.80 35 8.77

41 7.35 42 4.59 43 5.45 45 7.53

48 6.52 44 11.05 47 8.38 51 10.32

50 11.42 46 8.37 49 2.41* 54 3.57

55 1.80** 53 11.72 52 8.55 56 5.24

59 5.88 58 8.77 57 5.07 60 4.83
NOTE:  All Z values significant at p < 0.001 except those marked *, for which p < 0.05 and **, for which p > 0.05.

A final way in which to assess the contribution of each item to measurement is by computing the
proportion of each group who scored in the appropriate direction on each item.  For instance, we would
expect that if a person obtained a high Structured score he/she would answer 0,2 or 1,2 to question 2 (I
like to explore many different avenues even if it means delaying action / I like to make sure that action is
implemented quickly to resolve problems) and not 2,0 or 2,1 which would suggest such a person is a
Flexible type.

For the purposes of this exercise, high scorers were defined as those people who scored higher than 7 on
the relevant scale.  The proportion of ‘high scorers’ who indicated the appropriate preference for each
item was then calculated.  Table 7 reports these proportions for each item of each subscale.  Proportions
below 50% are bolded.

A quick perusal of the table shows that most items are adequate in discriminating between high scores on
each subscale.  On no occasion does an item fail to discriminate at least one of the polarities, while in
more than 90% of items the appropriate group scores most heavily.  Note that some items are good at
identifying one function, but not the opposing.  For example, item 6 correctly placed 96% of Extroverts
but only 35% of Introverts.

Table 7 is an easy table to interpret.  For example, in our sample, item 38 correctly classified 99% of the
88 Introverts while item 51 correctly classified 99% of Structured people and 76% of Flexible people.  In
other words, 99% of the high Extrovert-scorers scored item 38 2,0 or 2,1.  In contrast, only 76% scored
item 51 2,0 or 2,1.  Table 7 can therefore be used as a quick guide to double check the computer
printout.  For example, we would expect high-scoring Introverts (I:7 to I:30) to place a ‘2' in the
‘Introvert’ response side of items 38, 50 and 59 more than 90% of the time.
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Table 7. Responses of high scorers to Team Management Profile Questionnaire items

Percentage of respondents scoring in correct category for each item

Item Int. Ext. Item Cre. Prac. Item Bel. Anal. Item Flex. Struc.

06 35 96 05 82 56 01 71 95 02 57 84

09 85 88 07 73 93 03 87 82 04 96 66

14 74 82 15 77 87 10 97 79 08 57 79

16 76 73 17 60 97 12 84 75 11 76 92

20 86 87 22 82 73 18 84 78 13 61 82

23 83 88 26 80 86 27 71 91 19 77 73

25 60 72 28 88 79 29 58 89 21 78 90

30 75 68 33 80 57 31 68 87 24 72 71

34 78 64 37 91 25 36 84 96 32 87 73

38 99 66 40 91 78 39 74 88 35 80 90

41 83 83 42 90 47 43 70 89 45 94 51

48 70 80 44 87 97 47 90 94 51 76 99

50 92 97 46 74 97 49 84 63 54 54 86

55 72 50 53 88 98 52 97 84 56 81 69

59 93 55 58 84 84 57 52 93 60 50 87

n 88 106 82 118 31 302 54 134

Test-Retest Study

Test-retest reliability measures the temporal stability of a measure.  Time intervals vary from short-term
reliabilities, usually involving two-to-four-week intervals, and long-term reliability utilizing longer periods.
Choice of time interval hinges on the type of instrument being assessed and the task which it is expected
to achieve, as well as administrative constraints.  Short-term reliabilities are susceptible to memory
effects, artificially inflating coefficients, while long-term reliabilities are susceptible to the fact that ‘real’
changes may occur in that time-scale, therefore over-estimating the random error component.  Long-
term estimates also pose an administrative problem of subject attrition.

Test-Retest Analysis: Six to seven months

The initial test-retest (Davies, 1988) was completed on 44 participants with time periods ranging from six
to seven months.  All participants in two general management development programs who had
completed the Team Management Profile Questionnaire as part of the program were contacted by letter
five months after the completion of their respective courses.  In this they were asked to fill in another
questionnaire which was enclosed, and return it as soon as possible.  After a follow-up letter the final
response was 44 Team Management Profile Questionnaires out of 61 – a response rate of 72%.  The time
interval between completions ranged from six to seven months.

The scores of these 44 subjects on the second administration were compared with their scores the first
time they filled in the Team Management Profile Questionnaire.  The resultant test-retest coefficients
were 0.85 (Extroversion-Introversion), 0.76 (Practical-Creative), 0.70 (Analytical-Beliefs), and 0.67
(Structured-Flexible).  Median reliability was 0.73.  Retest coefficients of the continuous scales therefore
demonstrate that the Team Management Profile Questionnaire has adequate stability over a six-month
period.

Table 8 represents how major role preferences changed over a six to seven month period.  As can be
seen, 55% of respondents returned the same role preference.  Only 5% of respondents recorded two or
more changes in their preference, demonstrating the considerable stability of Team Management Profile
Questionnaire role preferences over this time period for this sample.  These results are even more
encouraging, given the nature of the sample where job preferences were still very much in the formative
state and subjective to rapid change.
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The results show that respondents can be fairly sure of the stability of role preferences.  Role preferences
do not seem subject to wild fluctuations within such time spans.  Where role preferences did change, only
once did the person’s role preference move to a non-adjacent sector on the Team Management Wheel
and this was caused by two scores changing to their opposite poles.  These scales returned low numeric
scores on both administrations.

More commonly we would expect a change in one of the preferences to cause a slight shift to an adjacent
sector on the Team Management Wheel.  This is certainly the case for the outer roles.  However, for the
inner roles, it is possible for a change in only one of the preferences to cause a shift to a non-adjacent
role.  This would be the case with a shift in the ‘F’ score for a person with an ICAF (Creator-Innovator)
role.  A shift to an ‘S’ score would result in the Thruster-Organizer role.  Indeed, there are certain
similarities between standard Creator-Innovator and Thruster-Organizer roles, particularly the preference
for developing one’s own ideas and not always taking sufficient time in communicating them to others.
However people with an ‘S’ score will be far more concerned in pushing forward their ideas, not always
keeping others informed.

Table 8. Stability of role preferences over six to seven months

n %

No change in overall Profile 24 55

No change in E-I preference 38 86

No change in P-C preference 36 82

No change in A-B preference 43 98

No change in S-F preference 36 82

One preference change 18 41

Two preference changes 2 5

Three preference changes 0 0

Four preference changes 0 0

Test-Retest Analysis: One to six years

In this study we aimed to provide data on a minimum sized sample of 100 respondents.  All participants
were randomly selected from the Team Management Systems network of members.  The participants
were contacted by mail in late 1994 and asked to complete a complimentary Team Management Profile
Questionnaire that was enclosed.  All those contacted were aware that the enclosed questionnaire was for
the test-retest study being conducted.  After follow-up in April 1995 the final response was 100 out of
approximately 280, thus giving a response rate of 35%.  The sample of participants consisted of 56
males and 44 females.  All participants were Australian.

The time period between testing was:

• 1 year  4%
• 2 years 39%
• 3 years 20%
• 4 years 23%
• 5 years 13%
• 6 years  1%

It should be noted that the time periods between testing were calculated on year dates and not on
months, for instance June 1994 - April 1995 has been scored as a one-year interval.

The descriptive breakdown for the continuous scales on first and second administration follows in Table 9.
While the means in Table 9 have changed between administrations of the profile questionnaire, the
variation is slight.
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It should also be noted that the means in both administrations indicate an average Profile of ECAF,
characteristic of the human resource profession that was strongly represented in the sample.

Table 9. Descriptive breakdown for Administration 1 and 2: Continuous scales

Min Max Mean SD

Administration #1

E-I -23 27 6.85 13.03

P-C -30 19 -6.10 12.54

A-B -30 29 0.89 13.61

S-F -30 22 -1.66 11.84

Administration #2

E-I -26 29 7.43 13.74

P-C -30 26 -7.15 13.37

A-B -28 29 2.39 14.10

S-F -30 22 -2.81 13.24

Table 10 below represents the correlations of the individual scales for both administrations of the profile
questionnaire.  As can be seen all correlations are above the acceptable level of 0.70 to 0.75.

Table 10. Correlation table of Administration 1 and Administration 2: Individual scales

Administration #1

E-I P-C A-B S-F

Administration #2

E-I 0.850

P-C 0.871

A-B 0.776

S-F 0.762

Table 11 below shows the correlation matrix of all 4 scales from both administrations.  All correlations are
as would be expected.

Table 12 shows how major role preferences have changed over the one to six year period. As can be
seen, 64% of participants returned the same overall Profile.  Only 9% returned two or more changes in
their preferences, demonstrating strong stability of Team Management Profile Questionnaire role
preferences over this time.

Table 11. Correlation table of Administration 1 and Administration 2

E-I 1 P-C 1 A-B 1 S-F 1 E-I 2 P-C 2 A-B 2 S-F 2

E-I 1 -0.33 -0.06 -0.24 0.85 -0.44 -0.09 -0.20

P-C 1 0.32 0.59 -0.28 0.87 0.21 0.47

A-B 1 0.42 -0.09 0.23 0.78 0.41

S-F 1 -0.14 0.48 0.32 0.76

E-I 2 -0.41 -0.12 -0.19

P-C 2 0.20 0.51

A-B 2 0.39

S-F 2
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Table 12. Stability of role preferences over one to six years

n %

No change in overall Profile 64 64

No change in E-I preference 92 92

No change in P-C preference 89 89

No change in A-B preference 86 86

No change in S-F preference 87 87

One preference change 27 27

Two preference changes 8 8

Three preference changes 1 1

Four preference changes 0 0

This study shows that the Team Management Profile Questionnaire demonstrates adequate stability over
the time period of one to six years.

Conclusion

The test-retest conducted in 1988 and the more recent study in 1995 both have shown that users can be
confident in the stability of the Team Management Profile Questionnaire over time.  Two-thirds of the
respondents did not change their major role.  Of the one-third whose major role did change, most of the
respondents recorded a change in only one preference.  This change is most likely to be associated with a
career journey, either through personal choice or through the demands of the job exerting an influence
on preference.
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