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ABSTRACT 

Regression equations were developed to predict Myers-briggs Type Indicator 
(MBTI) scores from the Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (16PF) scores. 
The equations were derived from intercorrelations given in the handbooks for the 
two instruments, and were cross-validated using data from two samples of 
varying populations (students and managers). Results were evaluated with 
respect to the ability to predict both single preference scores and the 4-letter 
"type". Accuracy was found to approximate the short-term test-re.test reliability 
of the MBTI. It appears that scores from one general personality inventory (the 
16PF) can provide access to constructs from a different theoretical context. 
Applied and theoretical implications wer~ discussed. 

Jungian Types from Cattellian Variables 

As Goldberg (1977) pointed out, there is considerable utility in relating 
different personality inventories to one another in a purely predictive sense. To 
the extent one inventory can "stand for" another, the research findings for either 
become more generalizable, a user's facility with one can be extended to the other 
via the commonalities among them, and perhaps more important, he or she can 
gradually begin to imagine the universality and pervasiveness of personality 
constructs, however arrived at. The purpose of this study is to show that one 
personality inventory (in this case, the Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire, 
or 16PF) can predict scores on another (the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, or 
MBTI) within the limits of accuracy generally conceded to be within the bounds 
of alternate-forms reliability. taken together, the 16PF and the MBTI serve as 
representatives of approaches to the description of personality which have had 
an historical tension between them: a relatively small number of types versu~ a 
much larger number of traits (Guilford, 1959). This seeming distinction between 
the MBTI with Jungian "types" and the 16PF with Cattellian "traits" proved to 
be no impediment to the questions addressed. 

The MBTI is not just of historical interest; it is still being used in a variety of 
counseling and industrial settings. The Center for Applications of Psychological 
Type, Inc. alone has computer-scored more than 250,000 MBTI protocols since 
1971 (Manual, Myers and McCaulley, 1985). Based on an individual's scores on 
four dimensions, he or she can be classified as a member of one of sixteen groups 
(types), each of which carries some differential expectation of behavior. For 
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example, a person who is classified ENFP (Extraverted, iNtuitive, Feeling, 
Perceiving) would be expected to behave quite differently than one who is 
classified ISFJ (Introverted, Sensing, Feeling, Judging). In the Myers-Briggs 
classification scheme, individuals are assigned group membership based on the 
pattern of their responses to the inventory; the group to which an individual 
"belongs" is the vehicle which carries the information which predicts the 
individual's behavior. 

The 16PF organizes its pattern of responses into "traits", or things a person 
can be thought to have more or less of. For example, an individual who scores low 
on "Warmth" (-A), high on "Dominance" (+E), and high on "Self-Sufficiency" 
( +Q2) likely behaves differently than someone with the reverse pattern. The 16PF 
creates a profile based upon the magnitude of scores along each of sixteen 
dimensions; the shape of the profile is the vehicle which carries the information 
predicting the individual's behavior. (Schuerger, Watterson, & Croom, 1983). 

Efforts at relating one inventory to another abound; Goldberg (1977) notes 
· that perhaps the most useful of this type of study uses multiple regression 
technique to arrive at a prediction equation. Cattell, Eber, and Tatsuoka (1970) 
provided equations which predict G-Z Temperament Survey and MMPI scales 
from the 16PF; Megargee (1966) related the MMPI to the CPI; johnson and 
Flammer (1975) related the occupational scales of the SVIB with five personality 
inventories; this list is potentially a long one. As of 1986, Schuerger and Allen 
(1986), without claiming an exhaustive review, identified 29 cross-instrument 
studies in this area . • ~n an effort to keep as close as possible to the way actual 
MBTI scores are generated (i.e., from continuous to types), the present study uses 
multiple regression to arrive at prediction equations as well. Since the intent is 
purely predictive (as opposed to analysis of structure), the question of multi
colinearity among variables is not an important issue. 

PROCEDURE 

The first task was to construct a matrix of 16PF and MBTi' intercorrelations 
from which to generate reference prediction equations. Data gathered from local 
sources comprised the cross-validation sample. In every case, each MBTI 
continuous "type" score was predicted by all 16 factors of the 16PF simul-
taneously. We addressed three main issues: To what accuracy can 16PF scores 
predict MBTI continuous scores and preferences; to what accuracy can the 16PF 
correctly predict any single element of a person's MBTI type; and finally, to what 
accuracy can the 16PF correctly predict all four elements which comprise a 
"type"? The last two questions are clinical in emphasis, since they deal with what 
is really a form of "alternate-forms" reliability, or "If I were given MBTI types 
generated from a 16PF profile, how often would I make the same decision I would 
from 'real' MBTI scores?". 1 

Data from the 16PF Handbook (Cattell, Eber, and Tatsuoka, 1970) provided 
the 16PF intercorrelations; these were averaged across gender (N = 958). The 
Manual (Myers and McCaulley, 1985) of the MBTI provided both MBTI and 16PF 
- MBTI intercorrelations. The latter were averaged across the five studies 
reported (N = 1466) as a best estimate of real population values. The average in 
both cases was a simple arithmetic one; the samples were relatively large and the 
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differences among groups being averaged were not extreme. Cross-validation 
data were collected from student volunteers at a large university and from a local 
consulting firm which routinely administers both the 16PF and the MBTI. Data 
from the consulting firm was substantially weighted toward the "T" and "J" 
preferences, since almost all of the sample was drawn from mid-to upper
managers, which reflects the actual population the firm serves. To simplify the 
classification rule, the 16PF scales were assumed to have a mean of 5.5 and a SD 
of2 (the actual 16PF population values), and the MBTI scales a mean ofO and a 
SD of 1. Thus, if the regression equation predicted an EI score of, say, .4, the 
individual was classified as an "I" type. An EI predicted score of-.4 resulted in a 
classification of "E". This scheme was used for the "SN", "'DF" and "JP" 
dimensions as well. Following the custom of the MBTI scoring manual, a 
predicted score of zero was taken to mean a positive value. Accuracy of prediction 
was assessed two ways; first, how accurately (hit or miss) could we predict each 
preference score taken one at a time, and second, how often could we predict all 
four elements for an individual? That is, what is the likelihood that any given 
single preference can be correctly estimated, and how likely is the complete 
4-element MBTI "type" predicted correctly for any given case? 

RESULTS 

"Reference" regression equations were constructed froni the Handbook data 
and compared to those generated froJ? the validation sample (both groups 
separately and in combination) in order to see whether the amount of variance 
accounted for in each MBTI dimension by the 16PF remained approximately the 
same and to determine the relative stability of the resulting regression 
coefficients. The reference equations also yielded estimated continuous scores for 
each of the four MBTI dimensions; these estimated scores were correlated against 
the actual continuous scores to provide a basis for cross-validation. Table 1 (A) 
shows the MBTI/16PF reference regression weights, and (B), just below, the 
appropriate Betas; for comparison, the table also shows Beta weights (C and D) 
independently derived from the validation sample. Table 2 shows the actual 
MBTI continuous score (e.g., El) correlated against the score estimated from the 
equations in Table 1 (e.g., Elest>• 

Patterns of Predictability 

Using the regression equations constructed from Handbook data, each 
person's EI, SN, TF, or JP preferences were predicted and compared to their 
actual preferences. Table 3 shows the percentage correct for each of three ranges 
of actual continuous preference scores in each of the local validation groups. The 
"low" range includes actual continuous preference scor~s less than approxi
mately 3/ 4 SD below the mean of a particular scale; the "mid" group includes 
scores from 5/ 4 SD below to 3/ 4 SD above the mean; the "high" group, those 
scores higher than 3/ 4 SD above the mean. In general, the more extreme an 
individual's score, the more confidence one can have in accurate preference 
prediction. · 
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TABLE 1 
(A) 

Unstandardized Regression Weights and Multiple R 
Handbook Data (Decimals Omitted, Except Const.) 

A B C E F G H I L M N O Q Q2 Q3 Q4Const. R 
EI -01 -03 -02 00 -08 -11 -29 -05 00 12 -02 -10 00 03 15 19 1.22 78 
SN -08 04 -15 ~04 07 -14 03 15 -02 07 -03 -09 05 00 00 -05 .96 59 
TF 03 00 -02 -12 05 -08 -06 15 00 07 -12 -06 -17 03 00 03 1.15 58 
JP -08 -03 00 -02 14 -21 -06 14 04 02 -01 -04 -03 04 -07 -09 1.45 64 

(B) 
Standardized Regression Weights (Beta) 

MBTl/16PF Handbook Data (Decimals Omitted) 

El -02 -05 -04 00 -16 -23 -58 -11 01 23 -04 -18 00 05 30 37 
SN -17 09 -30 -07 14 -28 07 30 -03 13 -06 -18 10 00 01 -10 
TF 06 00 -04 -24 30 -17 -13 30 -02 13 -25 -13 -35 06 -02 06 
JP -16 -05 00 -04 28 -42 -12 29 08 03 -03 -08 -05 07 -14 -18 

(C) 
Stam!lard regression Weights (Beta) and Multiple R 

Consulting Sample (Decimals Omitted) 

El 03 00 03 00 -22 -59 02 00 06 -08 -03 03 12 11 04 
SN 09 16 07 09 14 -01 06 17 07 08 -09 -19 21 11 02 
TF 00 14 04 -20 19 -05 -13 24 00 -08 04 07 -10 06 -13 
JP 01 06 17 02 02 -17 -02 01 04 .14 00 -03 07 -27 01 

- (D) 
Stimdardized Regression Weights (Beta) and Multiple R 

Student Sample (Decimals Omitted) 

76 
69 
45 
47 

El -05 04 -10 06 -35 -04 -49 -05 05 ·-03 07 05 00 10 12 -24 82 
SN -07 04 05 22 33 -24 -16 16 19 17 -20 02 -33 06 07 -22 67 
TF 09 -15 06 Ii 06 11 -18 22 -06 -05 12 14 -35 -05 -37 -15 66 
JP -14 -04 01 02 49 -33 -06 00 03 00 -15 02 -20 01 -04 -10 66 
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TABLE2 

Correlations of Actual MBTI Continuous Scores with Estimated Scores 
Student and Consulting Groups Combined. N = 248 

Eiest SNest TFest JP est 

EI .68 -.03 -.07 -.01 
SN -.23 .31 .16 .31 
TF .07 .19 .42 .39 
JP -.05 .34 .27 .49 

TABLE3 

Predictions of Type Preferences from Variable Data: 
Percent Correct 

low mid high combined 
range range range ranges 

Student Sample (N = 92) 

EI 82 61 79 75 
SN 28 45 75 42 
TF 63 57 82 64 
JP 59 50 91 63 

Consulting Sample (N = 156) 
EI 95 69 77 81 
SN 74 55 61 63 
TF 71 65 50 68 
JP 69 71 33 67 

Concerning the "typological" hit rate, out of a total of 245 four-element type 
predictions, 57 were totally correct and 87 were correct in at least three of the four, 
or approximately 58% accuracy across two widely-differing samples. 

DISCUSSION 

Relating one psychometric instrument to another is not new. This study 
extends such efforts in two important ways. First, from a theoretical point of 
view, it illustrates concretely how decisions based on typologies arrived at from 
an instrument of specific scope can be approximated by variables from another 
instrument of totally different origin. This gives encouragement to workers 
engaged in the mapping of a uniform structure for general personality. Second, 
from a practical point of view, this study has demonstrated that even a "cobbled-
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up" equation can provide a means for practitioners to access more than one 
theoretical structure from a single instrument. 

How do these results compare to those one would get across forms of the same 
personality inventory? Upon retesting, the MBTI shows approximately 40% of 
the four- element types and 30% of the three-element matches unchanged, for a 
total of about 70%- that is, within a few months, about 70% of persons get at least 
the same three of four elements of the Jungian type. By comparison, the 16PF 
(here conceptualized as an alternate form of Type Indicator) yields approximately 
58% of persons obtaining at least the same three elements. Parenthetically, one 
may wish to compare either of these with the figures for the stability of the 
two-point codes of the MMPl,for which about 25% of persons have the same 
two-point code after a short time. In sum: 

1. We have demonstrated that typologies (group membership) can be predicted 
from variable data. 

2. This prediction replicates across two strikingly different samples. 

3. Type estimation is accurate almost at the level of test-retest reliability for the 
type instrument. 

4. Results indicate that a practitioner may conveniently use one instrument to 
access alternate conceptual patterns. 

5. Researchers are encouraged to extend the generalizability of these results to 
other data sets. 

H 
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