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Previous studies concerning the effects of similar-
ity in psychological type have used as the measure of
similarity the number of MBTI scales on which two people
have the same preferences. A different way of measuring
type similarity was suggested by this writer in a 1982
RPT article. A brief review of material presented in
that article is needed as an introduction to the present
study.

In studies of interpersonal relationships, the im-
portant thing about the 16 psychological types is how
they are expressed in communication style preference pat-
terns. People use all four of the communication styles--
sensing, intuition, thinking, and feeling--but not with
equal preference, skill or effectiveness. Each of the 16
psychological types has a unique pattern of primary,
secondary, tertiary, and least preferred communication
styles. Two people must use the same communication style
at the same time in order to communicate effectively.
This often requires some communication adjustment on the
part of one or both of the individuals involved. One or
both dyad members may have to shift from their primary
to their secondary, their tertiary, or even their least
preferred communication style so that both dyad members
will be using the same communication style.

The relative level of communication adjustment that
is needed for a sender to communicate effectively with a
receiver can be represented by a one-way communication
adjustment index. This index is a four-digit number in
which the four places reflect descending levels of im-
portance for the sender's use of each of the recejver's
four communication styles (the thousands place for the
primary, the hundreds place for the secondary, the tens
place for the tertiary, and the ones place for the least
preferred style of the receiver). The numbers that go
into the four places reflect the sender's preferences (1
= the primary, 2 = the secondary, 3 = the tertiary, and
L = the least preferred style of the sender). There are
24 one-way communication adjustment indices ranging from
1234 to 4321. When two people have identical communication




style preference patterns, the one-way communication
adjustment index is 1234 for each dyad member. When

two people have opposite communication style preference
patterns, the one-way communication adjustment index is
4321 for each dyad member. The higher the .index the

more difficult communication should be--all other things
being equal. When these one-way communication adjustment
indices are converted into rank scores representing rel-
ative levels of expressed type similarity, an index of
4321 yields a rank score of 1 indicating minimum expressed
type similarity and maximum difficulty in one-way com-
munication and an index of 1234 yields a rank score of

24k indicating maximum expressed type similarity and min-
imum difficulty in one-way communication.

Two-way communication adjustment indices are con-
structed by adding the one-way communication adjustment
indices for both dyad members. A study of all 136 pos-
sible combinations of type reveals that there are 17
possible two-way communication adjustment indices. Seven
of these indices occur in dyads with different one-way
communication adjustment indices and thus one-way com-
munication adjustment is more difficult for one member
of the dyad than it is for the other. The other 10
indices for two-way communication adjustment occur in
balanced dyads where one-way communication adjustment
indices are the same for both members of the dyad. When
two-way communication adjustment indices are converted
into rank scores representing relative levels of expressed
type similarity, an index of 8642 yields a rank score of
1 indicating minimum expressed type similarity and maxi-
mum difficulty in two-way communication and an index of
2468 yields a rank score of 17 indicating maximum ex-
pressed type similarity and minimum difficulty in two-
way communication.

For review, Table 1 shows the primary, secondary,
tertiary, and least preferred communication styles of
each of the 16 types, along with the rules for deter-
mining them. Table 2 shows the communication rank scores
for all possible one-way communication dyads (where only
one person sends and only one person receives the com-
munication) and two-way communication dyads (where each
person both sends and receives communication), according
to the types of the persons comprising the dyad. Remem-
ber that higher numbers (scores) indicate greater simi-
larity of communication styles and thus greater predicted
ease and effectiveness of communication. (A careful
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Table 1

Communication Style Preferences
of the 16 Psychological Types

TYPE?  CcHolcE®:® TYPE  cHolce®d
1230 1234
STd: =T's FiN ESTI " oS il F
ISFJs "< F S TN ESEJ™ & Fas Nt
ISTP. 'S T NiF ESTPE S SHT BN
ISFP  SFNT ESFP SFTN
INFOE ™~ FN TS ENFJ  FNST
INT) TNFS ENTU TNSF
INFP- NF ST ENFP NFTS
INTP  NTSF ENTP  NTFS

aDominant function is underlined. v
Auxiliary function is the one of the middle
two letters that is not underlined.

bChoice 1 = primary communication style

Choice 2 = secondary communication style
Choice 3 = tertiary communication style

Choice 4 = least preferred communication style
c

For I's:

Primary communication style is the auxiliary.

Secondary communication style is the dominant.

Tertiary communication style is the opposite
of the auxiliary.

Least preferred communication style is the
opposite of the dominant.

For E's:
Primary communication style is the dominant.
Secondary communication style is the auxiliary.
Tertiary communication style is the opposite
of the auxiliary.
Least preferred communication style is the
opposite of the dominant.
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reading of the original 1982 RPT article is highly recom-
mended for a thorough understanding of this material.)

The 1982 RPT article by this writer suggested that
a 17-point ordinal scale for two-way communication and a
24-point ordinal scale for one-way communication should
provide a more powerful statistical tool than the five-
point similarity measure based on counting the number of
MBTI scales on which two people have the same preferences.
That article presented the results of six studies using
communication adjustment rank scores as the measure of
expressed type similarity. These six studies examined
the relation of expressed type similarity to various in-
dicators of communication effectiveness. The purpose of
that article, however, was simply to explain this new
approach.and demonstrate its use. Results of the six
studies reported in that article were presented only in
terms of communication adjustment rank scores as the
measure of expressed type similarity. Similarity scores
were not calculated using the MBTI scale counting method.

Several researchers who are now using communication
adjustment rank scores in studying effects of expressed
type similarity have asked that the six studies reported
in that 1982 RPT article be examined again--this time
using the MBTI scale counting method. Such an approach
would make possible a more direct comparison of these
different ways of measuring type similarity. Results of
this examination are presented below--along with a brief
review of the earlier studies.

Direct Comparisons of Similarity Scales

In the first study reported in the 1982 RPT article
by this writer, marriage counselors selected 90 couples
who had been involved in marriage counseling for the pre-
vious six months: 30 couples judged by the counselors
to have a worse relationship than they had six months
earlier; 30 couples judged to have experienced no change
in their relationship; and 30 couples judged to have a
better relationship than they had six months earlier.
These groups were assumed to reflect levels of communi-
cation effectiveness since the marriage counseling situ-
ation demands effective communication between marital
partners. The prediction was that the greater the type
similarity between marital partners the more likely they
would be in the group with the improved relationships.
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In the second study, manager-subordinate dyads in a
large corporation were asked to rate the communication
of that dyad as being ''successful'' or ''unsuccessful.!
There were 10 dyads in which both rated their communica-
tion as being '"'unsuccessful,' 10 dyads in which one rated
their communication as being "'unsuccessful' and the other
rated it as being '"'successful,'" and 10 dyads in which
both rated their communication as being ''successful.!
The prediction was that the greater the type similarity
between manager and subordinate the more likely their
dyad would be in the group where both rated their com-
munication as being ''successful."

The third study involved 12 teachers and 266 students
in discussion classes. Each student's final grade in
that class was recorded and that student's over-all grade
point average was subtracted from the final course grade
resulting in an adjusted course grade. The prediction
was that the greater the type similarity between teacher
and student the higher that student's adjusted course
grade would be.

A fourth study- involved 12 teachers and 661 students
in lecture classes. Adjusted course grades were calcu-
lated in the same manner as outlined above in a study
with the same prediction: the greater the similarity in
type between teacher and student the higher the student's
adjusted course grade would be.

The fifth study involved ten sales representatives
of a life insurance company who identified 20 prospects
who had recently purchased life insurance and 20 prospects
who had been exposed to a sales presentation but who had
not purchased life insurance. The prediction was that
the greater the type similarity between sales represen-
tative and prospect the more likely the prospect would
be in the group that had purchased life insurance.

The final study was done in 16 local churches with
ministers selected for the study such that all 16 psy-
chological types were represented. In each of these
local congregations, this study also involved a random
sample of 50 adult members who had affiliated with that
congregation during the tenure of that pulpit minister.
The prediction was that in each congregation there would
be an over-representation of new members similar to the
minister in psychological type and an under-representa-
tion of new members who were very different from the
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pulpit minister in psychological type.

Table 3 presents a comparison of significance levels
obtained in these six studies using the two different
methods of measuring similarity. In all six of these
studies, the differences were always in the predicted
direction regardless of which similarity measure was used.
In each case, however, the similarity measure based on
the number of MBTI scales on which dyad members had the
same preferences produced non-significant results. Those
same comparisons produced relatively high levels of sta-
tistical significance when expressed type similarity was
measured by the 24-point one-way communication adjustment
scale or the 17-point two-way communication adjustment
scale.

Effects of the Less Preferred Communication Styles

Similarity scales based on communication adjustment
rank scores reflect the assumption of descending levels
of importance for the sender's use of the receiver's four
communication styles. Presumably, a large part of the
observed differences in communication effectiveness
scores in the studies reported in the 1982 RPT article
by this writer may have been due to the relative level
of difficulty senders had in shifting into the primary
style of the receivers. The theory behind this approach,
however, suggests that some of the observed differences
in communication effectiveness scores should be attribu-
table to the relative level of difficulty senders had in
using the secondary, tertiary, and least preferred styles
of the receiver.

To test the effects of relative levels of difficulty
in using the less preferred communication styles, it is
necessary to focus on a narrow range of possible scores.
The six studies reported in this writer's previous RPT
article are not appropriate for studying effects of the
less preferred styles. The samples were too small or
the communication effectiveness scores were too limited
for this kind of study. The classroom studies were in-
appropriate because they involved a communication context
in which the use of a particular communication style may
have been influenced more by the nature of the subject
being studied than by the communication style preferences
of either the teacher or the student.

The ideal context for this kind of study would be
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requirements. Some leader-member dyads in churches,
community organizations, or other voluntary associations
would also fit the criteria. A randomly selected sample
of subjects involved in such communication situations
could be tested with the MBTI and asked to rate the com-
munication effectiveness of their dyad partners. It
would then be possible to compare average communication
effectiveness ratings for groups of dyads with relative-
ly similar communication adjustment rank scores.

- The only data presently available to this writer
that come close to meeting the criteria for such a study
are the results of a rather large sample of subjects
who have been tested for psychological type and who have
rated the communication effectiveness of their dyad
partners--but for purposes other than this kind of re-
search. The one area in which these data fail to meet
the criteria for such a study is that these subjects
were not selected randomly. The subjects include:
couples who attended marriage seminars conducted by this
writer; supervisors and subordinates in corporations
where this writer was involved as a consultant; and in-
dividuals in churches, community organizations, and
other voluntary associations where this writer did some
kind of consulting or training. This non-random sample
probably represents groups with more serious communica-
tion problems than those that would be found in a random
sample of the general population. Communication effec-
tiveness ratings in this body of data may have been more
extreme than those that would be observed in a random
sample. Because of these limitations, the following
discussion is offered only as a tentative indication of
what one might expect to find in a more rigorous study.

As a measure of communication effectiveness, sub-
jects were asked to compare their dyad partner with
everyone else they knew and rate that dyad partner as a
communicator. They were specifically asked how good
their dyad partners were at being flexible and adjusting
their messages so as to talk to these individuals in a
way that was easy for them to understand. Ratings were
given on a seven-point scale in which 1 = Very Poor,

2 = Poor, 3 = Slightly Below Average, 4 = Average, 5 =
Slightly Above Average, 6 = Good, and 7 = Excellent.

These ratings were averaged for all cases at each of the
communication adjustment rank scores. The average ratings
associated with the various communication adjustment

rank scores were then compared. Results of this com-
parison are presented in Table 4.
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// Table l}

Significance of Comparisons of Mean Communication
Effectiveness Ratings Made by Subjects at Similar
Communication Adjustment Rank Scores (See text.)

e

Significance lev-
els for observed
differences in

One-way communication adjustment average communi-
ranks and indices cation effective-
for dyads being compared ness ratings

Comparisons of different levels of difficulty in sender's
adjusting to use receiver's primary communication style

19-24(1432...1234) vs. 13-18(2431...2134) .005
13-18(2431...2134) vs. 7-17(3421...3124) .01
7-12(3421...3124) vs. 1--6(4321...4123) .025

Comparisons of different levels of difficulty in sender's
adjusting to use receiver's secondary communication style,
when levels of difficulty of sender's adjusting to use
receiver's primary communication style are the same for
the two groups compared

23-24(1243 & 1234) vs. 21-22(1342 & 1324) NS
21-22(1342 € 1324) vs. 19-20(1432 & 1423) NS
17-18(2143 & 2134) vs. 15-16(2341 & 2314) .05
15-16(2341 & 2314) vs. 13-14(2431 & 2413) .06%
11-12(3142 & 3124) vs. 9-10(3241 & 3214) .07%
9-10(3241 & 3214) vs. 7--8(3421 & 3412) .05
5--6(4132 & 4123) vs. 3--4(L4231 & 4213) .05
3--4(L4231 & 4213) vs. 1--2(4321 & 4312) .05

Comparisons of different levels of difficulty in sender's
adjusting to use receiver's two least preferred communica-
tion styles, when levels of difficulty of sender's adjusting
to use both receiver's primary and secondary communication
styles are the same for the two levels compared

24 (1234) VS. 23(1243) NS
22(1324 Vs 21(1342) NS
20(1423) Vs. 19(1432) NS
18(2134) VSs. 17(2143) .08
16 (2314) VS ; 15(2341) .01
14(2413) Vs. 13(2431) .05
12(3124) Vs, 11(3142) .07%
10(3214) Vs. 9(3241) .01
8(3412) Vst 7(3421) .05
6(4123) Vs . 5(4132) .05
L(4213) Vs 3(4231) .01
2(4312) VS. 1(4321) : .01
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In all 24 cases in this study, the average communi-
cation effectiveness ratings associated with the various
communication adjustment rank scores were in the pre-
dicted direction. Furthermore, there was a strong posi-
tive correlation between the communication adjustment
rank scores for these message senders and the communica-
tion effectiveness ratings assigned to them by the mes-
sage receivers in these dyads (Spearman's rho = .76,
p< .001).

The first three rows in Table 4 focus on differ-
ences in the communication style senders must use to
communicate in the primary communication style of the
receivers (primary vs. secondary, secondary vs. tertiary,
and tertiary vs. least preferred). All three of these
comparisons were associated with statistically signifi-
cant differences in communication effectiveness ratings.

The next eight rows of Table 4 compare dyads with
identical patterns in regard to the adjustment that is
needed for the senders to use the receivers' primary
style, but different patterns in regard to the use of
the receivers' secondary style. In those dyads where
senders and receivers have the same primary communi-
cation style, differences in the secondary style were
not associated with statistically significant differences
in communication effectiveness ratings--perhaps because
little style shifting is done in these dyads. In the
other cases, however, the differences were statistically
significant in four of the comparisons and approached
significance in the other two comparisons.

The last 12 rows of Table 4 compare dyads with
identical patterns in regard to the adjustment required
for senders to use both the receivers' primary and sec-
ondary styles, but different patterns ‘in regard to the
use of the receivers' two least preferred styles. In
the three comparisons involving dyads where senders and
receivers have the same primary communication style,
differences in the two least preferred styles were not
associated with statistically significant differences in
communication effectiveness ratings. In the three cases
where the primary style of the sender matched the secon-
dary style of the receiver in both of the comparison
groups, differences in the two least preferred styles
were associated with statistically significant differ-
ences in communication effectiveness ratings only once
and in the two other cases only approached significance.




16

In seven out of these 12 comparisons, however, differences
in the two least preferred styles were associated with
communication effectiveness ratings that were signifi-
cantly different.

These results should not be accepted uncritically. Commun-—
This kind of analysis should be done with a large random ication
sample before the indications of this study could be adjust-
accepted with any degree of confidence. As a preliminary ment
indication, however, results of this study with a non- ranks &
random sample add at least some support to the belief indices
that differences in the less preferred styles account
for some of the observed results associating communica- Two-way
tion adjustment rank scores with communication effec- One-wa
tiveness ratings.
, 17-2468
The Relative Importance of the Four MBTI Scales 24-123
in Studying EBxpressed Type Similarit 24-123
ying LXp yp Y T
There are implications for psychological type theory 23-124
in the results of the research reported in this writer's 23-124
1982 RPT article as elaborated and clarified in the pre-
vious sections of this present article. The first of
these implications is that the four MBTI scales are not 15-268¢
equally important in studying type similarity as it is 22-13:
expressed in interpersonal communication. Differences 25-13:
on some of the MBTI scales result in much lower similar- 14-276"
ity scores than is the case with differences on other ‘ 21-13¢
scales. Table 5 outlines the relative importance of the 20-14:
four MBTI scales in studying expressed type similarity.
This table displays the characteristics of dyads with
the various communication adjustment rank scores. 13-286!
: 19-1<.
When dyad members differ only on the E-| scale, . 19-14.
their two-way communication adjustment rank score is 16 12-426
and that is next to the highest similarity score on this 18-21
17-point scale. When dyad members differ only in regard 18-21
to their secondary communication style (S-N for J's or
T-F for P's), their two-way communication adjustment rank
score is 15 if both dyad members are extraverts and 13 11-428
if both are introverts. When dyad members differ only 17-21
on the J-P scale, their communication adjustment rank 17-21
score is 11. When dyad members differ only in regard to
their primary communication style (S-N for P's or T-F
for J-s), their ‘two-way communication adjustment rank 10-543
score is 8 when both are introverts and 2 when both are 16-23

extraverts. On this basis we may conclude that: 12-31
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Table 5

Characteristics of Dyads with the Various
Communication Adjustment Rank Scores

Commun- Number

ication of

adjust- Num- MBTI

ment ber scales

ranks & of on MBTI scales on which

indices dyads which dyad members differ

at mem- plus

Two-way each bers a list of all dyads

One-way rank differ at each rank

17-2468 16 0 identical dyads for all 16 types

24-1234

24-1234

16-2486 8 1 E-I

23-1243 EST=1IST) ESIFRSiSTP

28-12483 ESFJ-I1SFJ ESFP-1SFP
ENTJ-INTJ ENTP-INTP
ENFJ-INFJ ENFP-INFP

15-2684 I 1 S=N for J's or T-F for P's#*%

22-1324 ESTJ-ENTJ ESTP-ESFP

28-1324 ESFJ-ENFJ ENTP-ENFP

14-2765% 8 2 E-1, & S-N for J's or T-F for P's

21-1342 ESTJ-INTJ ESTP-I1SFP

20-1423 ESFJ-INFJ ESFP-ISTP
ENTJ-ISTJ ENTP-INFP
ENFJ-ISFJ ENFP-INTP

13-2864 L 1 S-N for J's or T-F for P's*%

19-1432 ISTJ-INTJ ISTP-ISFP

19-1432 ISFJ-INFJ INTP-INFP

12-4268 8 2 E-1, and J-P

18-2134 ESTJ-ISTP ESTP-ISTJ

18-2134 ESFJ-ISFP ESFP-1SFJ
ENTJ=-INTP ENTP-INTJ
ENFJ-INFP ENFP-INFJ

11-4286 8 1 J-P

17-2148 ESTJ-ESTP ISTJ-ISTP

17-2143 ESFJ-ESFP ISFJ-ISFP
ENTJ-ENTP INTJ-INTP
ENFJ-ENFP INFJ-INFP

10-5438+* 8 3 E-1, S-N or T-F, and J-P**

16-2314 ESTJ-INTP ESTP-1SFJ

12-3124 ESFJ-INFP ESFP-1STJ
ENTJ-ISTP ENTP-INFJ

ENTJ-ISFP ENFP-INTJ
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Table 5 (continued)

Commun- Number
ication of
adjust- Num- MBTI
ment ber scales
ranks & of on MBT! scales on which
indices dyads which dyad members differ
at mem-
Two-way each bers a list of all dyads
One-way rank differ at each rank
9-5555% 8 2 S=N or T-F, and J-P*%
14-2413 ESTJ-ESFP ESTJ-ENTP
11-3142 ESTP-ESFJ ESTP-ENTJ
ESFJ-ENTP ESFP-ENFJ
ENTJ-ENFP ENTP-ENFJ
8-6428 L 1 S-N for P's or T-F for J's**
10-3214 ISTJ-ISFJ ISTP-INTP
10-3214 ISFP-INFP INTJ-INFJ
7-6L464%* 8 2 S-N or T-F, .and J-P#*
15-2341 ISTJ-ISFP ISTJ-INTP
6-4128 ISTP-1SFJ ISTP-INTJ
ISFJ-INFP ISFP-INFJ
INTJ-INFP INTP-INFJ
6-6563 8 3 E-1, S-N or T-F, and J-P*%*
13-2431 ESTJ-ISFP ESTP-INTJ
65-4132 ESFJ-ISTP ESFP-INFJ
ENFJ-INFP ENTP-ISTJ
ENFJ-INTP ENFP-ISFJ
5-6824 I 7 S-N, and T-F**
8-3412 ISTJ-INFJ ISTP~-INFP
8-3412 ISFJ-INTJ ISFP-|NTP
4 3 S-N, T-F, and J-P*%*
ESTJ-ENFP ESTP-ENFJ
ESFJ-ENTP ESFP-ENTJ
L4-7h5L% 8 2 E-1, and S-N for P's or T-F for J's
9-3241 ESTJ-1SFJ ESTP-INTP
4-4213 ESFJ-1STJ ESFP-INFP
ENTJ-INFJ ENTP-ISTP
ENFJ-INTJ ENFP-ISFP
3-7733* 8 3 E-I, S-N, and T-F
7-3421 ESTJ-INFJ ESTP-INFP
2-4312 ESFJ-I1SFJ ESFP-ISFP
ENTJ-1SFJ ENTP-ISFP
ENFJ=-I1STJ ENFP-1STP

(Entry continued on following page.)

Commun-—
ication
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Table 5 (continued)

Commun- Number

ication of

adjust- Num- MBT I

ment ber scales

ranks & of on MBTI scales on which
indices dyads which dyad members differ

at mem- plus

Two-way . each bers a list of all dyads ‘
One-way rank differ at each rank
(entry 8 b E-ISSS=NosleE . any J-P

continued ESTJ-INFP ESTP-INFJ

from ESFJ-INTP ESFP-INTJ

preceding ENTJ-1SFP ENTP-1SFJ

page) ENFJ-1STP ENFP-ISTJ
2-8L462 4 1 S-N for P's or T-F for J's**
3-4231 ESTJ-ESFJ ESTP-ENTP
3-4231 ESFP-ENFP ENTJ-ENFJ
1-8642 I 2 S-N, and T-F&**
1-4321 ESTJ-ENFJ ESTP-ENFP
1-4321 ESFJ-ENTJ ESFP-ENTP

b 3 S-N, T-F, and J-P*%
[STJ-INFP ISTP-INFJ
ISFJ-INTP ISFP-INTJ

*unbalanced dyads in which one-way communication adjustment
is easier for one dyad member than it is for the other.

**Dyads with the following pairs of communication adjustment
rank scores have identical patterns in regard to MBTI scale
differences, but they have different patterns in other ways:

Rank 16 includes only E-E dyads, while rank 13 includes
only I-I dyads.

Rank 9 includes only E-E dyads, while rank 7 includes
only I-I dyads.

Rank 8 includes only I-I dyads, while rank 2 includes
only E-E dyads.

Rank ba includes only I-I dyads, while rank 2 includes
only E-E dyads.

Rank 6b includes only E-E dyads, while rank 1b includes
only I-I dyads.

Rank 10 includes only dyads with the same tertiary
communication style, while rank 6 includes only dyads
with the same least preferred style.
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1)

2)

3)

Differences in regard to the primary communi-
cation styles are more important than differ-
ences on the J-P scale;

Differences on the J-P scale are more important
than differences in regard to the secondary
communication styles; and,

Differences in regard to the secondary communi-
cation styles are more important than differ-
ences on the E-1 scale.

A similar pattern is revealed in a study of dyads
that differ on two or three of the MBTI scales. In
these cases it is possible to rank the relative impor-
tance of an MBTI scale or pattern by holding constant
all other differences and comparing the related simi-
larity scores. Such an examination reveals the following
pattern in regard to the relative importance of the MBTI
scales and combinations.

1)

2)

3)

A difference on both the primary and secondary
communication styles of dyad members is the most
important difference.

A difference in regard to the primary communi-
cation styles alone is the second most important
difference.

A difference involving the primary communication
style of one and the secondary communication
style of the other dyad member is the third most
important difference.

A difference on the J-P scale is the fourth most
important difference.

A difference involving only the secondary com-
munication style of the dyad members is the
fifth most important difference.

A difference on the E-1 scale is the least im-
portant difference.

Measuring similarity by simply counting the number
of MBTI scales on which two people have the same pref-
erence fails to take into consideration the relative im-
portance of the various scales and scale patterns. That
is why previous studies using the MBTI scale counting
method in similarity studies have typically produced re-
sults that are not statistically significant.

There is one final implication of communication style

research for psychological type theory that should be

discussed.

That implication has to do with the definition

of "op
posite
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of "opposites. Lawrence (1979, pp. 8-9) defines '‘op-
posites' as being individuals with different preferences
on all four of the MBT! scales as outlined below. :

ESTJ--INFP ESFJ==INTP ENTJ--ISFP ENFJ--1STP
ESTP--INFJ ESEP==INES ENTP--|SFJ ENFP--1STJ

Communication style research, however, suggests a dif-
ferent definition of "'opposites'--a definition based
on how psychological type is expressed in interpersonal
communication, as outlined below.

ESTJ--ENFJ  ESFJ--ENTJ  ISTJ--INFP  ISFJ--INTP
ESTP--ENFP ~ ESFP--ENTP  ISTP--INFJ  ISFP--INTJ

Material displayed near the end of Table 5 demon-
strates the difference in the two definitions of "op-
posites.' Out of the 136 possible combinations of type,
there are eight dyads in which dyad members have differ-
ent preferences on all four of the MBTI scales. These
dyads have a communication adjustment rank score of 3.
Eight other dyads, however, those that differ on E-1I,
S-N, and T-F) have exactly the same score. Furthermore,
there are 12 other dyads that have lower similarity
scores when similarity is measured by the communication
adjustment rank scores method. There are four dyads in
which both persons are extraverts and in which they
differ only in regard to their primary communication
styles (S-N for P's or T-F for J's) and their communica-
tion adjustment rank score is 2. There are four dyads
in which both individuals are extraverts and in which
they differ on S-N and T-F and their communication
adjustment rank score is 1. Finally, there are four
dyads in which both are introverts and they differ on
S-N, T-F, and J-P and their communication adjustment rank
score is also 1. Almost 15 percent of all the possible
combinations of type have communication adjustment rank
scores as low or lower than those dyads with different
preferences on all four of the MBTI scales and yet 12 of
these dyads differ on three of the MBTI scales, four
differ on two of the scales, and four differ on only
one of the scales.

Conclusion
The six studies reported in the 1982 RPT article

by this writer--along with the additional studies,
clarifications, and elaborations presented in this
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present article--providé strong support for the conclu-
sion that similarity in:psychological type should be
measured by the communication adjustment rank scores
method rather than by the MBTI scale counting method.
That conclusion, of course, is valid only if the assump-
tions on which that method is based are correct.

The most fundamental assumption of the communication
adjustment rank scores method is that two people must
use the same communication style at the same time in
order to communicate effectively. Several researchers
who have corresponded with this writer have questioned
this assumption. One of these researchers argued by
analogy from the example of a couple he knew with a
husband who always spoke German and a wife who always
spoke French--and yet they managed to communicate ef-
fectively. | would argue, however, that for such a
couple to communicate at all, each would have to know
the language spoken by the other and each would have to
listen in the language the other used. In a similar
way, communication would be possible in a marital dyad
involving a husband who always spoke in the thinking
style and a wife who always spoke in the feeling style--
but only if the wife listened in the thinking style
and the husband listened in the feeling style. The four
communication styles are not just reflected in different
ways of speaking, they are also reflected in different
ways of listening--as outlined below.

Listening in the sensing style means interpreting at
a very practical level and asking such questions as:

What is the speaker saying?

How should the words be decoded?

How should the message be perceived?

Listening in the intuitive style means understanding

at a much deeper level and asking such questions as:
What does the speaker really mean?
What are the assumptions underlying the message?
What are the implications of the message?
What are the possibilities suggested by the message?

Listening in the thinking style means analyzing and
organizing while asking such questions as:
What is the structure of the message?
What is the central idea?
What are the main points?
What are the sub-points?
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How are the various p%inté related?
Is there adequate evidehce to justify each claim?
Is the reasoning logical?
Are the claims true or false?

Listening in the feeling style means evaluating and
appreciating while asking such questions as:

What values are suggested by the message?

Should these values be accepted or rejected?

How do I feel about the message? ;

How do I feel about the speaker?

Communication is the process of creating an accept-
able degree of shared meaning between people. For this
process to work, it is absolutely essential for people
to use the same communication style at the same time.

If they do not, they cannot have a genuine dialogue.
All that they could have would be what Kaplan (1961,
p.39) called a '""duologue'' and that is just two mono-
logues that go on at the same time without ever meeting.
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