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ABOUT THIS HANDBOOK

This handbook is designed to provide users of Saville Consulting Wave® Styles
assessments with technical information regarding design, development and validation.
The handbook also provides guidance on the applications and recommended use of the
Saville Consulting Wave Styles assessments.
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PART 1 

OVERVIEW

This manual has been generated electronically. Saville Consulting do not guarantee that it has
not been changed or edited. We can accept no liability for the consequences of the use of this
manual, howsoever arising.
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1.0 Introducing Saville Consulting Wave® Styles

Saville Consulting Wave Styles assessments are built around one integrated model based
on a rich understanding of personal motives, talents, competency potential and preferred
culture.  The concepts of motive and talent are central to the structure and have real
implications for selection, individual development, career planning and performance
management.

Saville Consulting Wave Styles are part of the multidimensional assessment suite.  The
styles assessments measure motivation, talent, competency potential and preferred
culture in one questionnaire.  They provide value in both recruitment and development,
transforming the quality of the assessment process through the use of technology and
well researched, performance-driven models of effectiveness in the workplace.

The Saville Consulting Wave Professional Styles questionnaires have 216 questions
measuring 108 behavioral facets.  The Professional Styles questionnaire takes about 40
minutes to complete.  The ultra-compact Saville Consulting Wave Focus Styles
questionnaires have 72 items measuring 36 behavioral facets that were selected for their
strong validity.  Focus Styles is typically completed in 13 minutes.

Professional Styles have been developed from first principles as work relevant, high
validity, international tools available in many languages and suitable for a range of job roles
across different industry sectors.

Saville Consulting Wave Styles questionnaires were designed specifically for the internet.
Rather than taking a paper questionnaire and putting it on the internet, Wave Styles
assessments form an innovative suite of self-report measures developed with the
opportunities and challenges of the internet at the heart of their design.  They operate as
both trait and type instruments and rely on a new hierarchical model of work performance
developed by Saville Consulting.  The model is aligned to the Big Five personality factors
and the Great Eight competencies but provides more information than either of these
models.

The development of the questionnaires has benefited from a performance-driven
methodology we call “validation-centric.”  The methodology maximizes the validity of the
questionnaires by selecting the most valid items from our item pools so only the best
predictors were included in the final questionnaires.

A new dynamic online format integrates rating and ranking responses and results in a
combined profile that highlights differences between the ipsative and normative scores on
the profile.  This new scaling technology also allows unprecedented levels of detail to be
tapped, yet with radically reduced completion times.

The research matching the questionnaire to the preferred culture, environment and job
demands allows individuals (and their managers) to gain new perspectives on what they
can take from their job and what will motivate them.
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Saville Consulting Wave Styles Approach

Saville Consulting Wave Styles are based on a unique perspective which makes it different
from many other popular assessments.  Some of these unique properties and features of
Wave Professional Styles are outlined below.

1.1 Performance Driven

Saville Consulting Wave Styles questionnaires have been developed (and continue to be
developed) using a variety of development strategies, but at the core is a performance
driven, validation-centric strategy.

This strategy is based on starting with what a questionnaire is designed to predict, i.e., the
criteria.  This is to take a criterion centric rather than predictor centric perspective on
measurement.  To be performance driven is to adopt a validation-centric strategy which
selects items with the best criterion-related validity into the questionnaire (i.e., selects the
best predictors of the criteria and removes the weaker predictors in order to maximize
prediction of the criteria).

Critically, Saville Consulting Styles assessments are designed to comprise items chosen
because of their strong association with overall effectiveness at work, both in terms of
proficiency and potential.  While overall performance is sometimes dismissed as a criterion
in personality assessment in favor of individual behavior criteria, the Saville Consulting
Wave approach seeks to maximise validity and achieve the best of both worlds in producing
a questionnaire with enhanced validity in forecasting overall effectiveness and individual
behavioral competencies.

For the initial development of the Professional Styles questionnaires, 214 work constructs
were written (each with separate motive and talent components, 428 work constructs in
total).  108 of these constructs (facets) made it into the final questionnaire with item/facet
selection based first and foremost on criterion validity.  Items were correlated with
external ratings on relevant work behavior competencies as well as overall job proficiency
and potential for promotion.

Saville Consulting Wave Styles are therefore based on the work constructs which are the
best indicators of performance and underpin not only effectiveness in terms of key
behaviors but also in terms of overall performance.

The Criterion Centric and Performance Driven foundation is a central feature of the Wave
Styles model.  Wave Styles is not like other questionnaires that are based on parsimonious
factor structures of self-report variables or solely measuring a particular deductive or
theoretical model.

This approach is designed to have the impact of not only making the validity clearer and
more transparent to the assessment user but also maximizing the validity and the return
on investment from Wave Styles assessments.

Further discussion on the rationale for performance driven, criterion centric development
is given in the Validity chapter.
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1.2 The Saville Consulting Wave® Performance Culture
Framework

At the heart of Saville Consulting Wave assessment tools is the Wave Performance Culture
Framework model.  The Saville Consulting Wave Performance Culture Framework is an
extensively researched model of the key characteristics that underpin success at work
across different occupations.  It is the starting point for Saville Consulting’s new product
development, because validation evidence has demonstrated its elements are important
correlates of work performance.

The Saville Consulting Wave Performance Culture Framework is made up of Behavior,
Ability and Global areas (see Figure 1.1).

Figure 1.1  An Overview of the Structure of the Wave Performance Culture Framework

‘Behavior’ refers to work behavioral styles and competencies.  The Saville Consulting Wave
model has a hierarchical structure consisting of four clusters, 12 sections, 36 dimensions
and 108 facets.  These behavioral areas can be directly assessed using Saville Consulting
Wave Performance 360.  Saville Consulting Wave Professional and Focus Styles have been
developed to indicate individuals’ potential to perform in these behavioral areas.

B
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‘Ability’ assesses a person’s abilities to perform certain intellectual or cognitive tasks.
Many areas of cognitive ability can be assessed such as verbal comprehension, numerical
reasoning or strengths in working with designs or systems.  These abilities can be
assessed using the Saville Consulting portfolio of Aptitude Assessments (for more
information see www.savilleconsulting.com).  These abilities can also be assessed in
practice in the workplace, with a 360 degree approach using the Saville Consulting Wave
Performance 360.

‘Global’ describes broad overall effectiveness characteristics of performance at work.
These refer to a person’s overall performance at work in key areas such as Applying
Expertise, Accomplishing Objectives and Demonstrating Potential.  The Saville Consulting
Wave Performance Culture Framework includes a hierarchical model of Global work
performance consisting of three sections and nine dimensions.  These can also be
assessed with Saville Consulting Wave Performance 360.

The importance of work requirements for individuals or teams to demonstrate superior
performance on these behavior, ability and global elements of effectiveness can be
assessed in a small group using a deck of cards from the Saville Consulting Wave
Performance Culture Framework.  They can also be rated online with Saville Consulting
Wave Job Profiler.

For more information on the Saville Consulting Wave Performance Culture Framework
please refer to the User Guide provided with the Saville Consulting Performance Culture
Card Deck.

1.3 Aligned Model of Potential and Performance

The Saville Consulting Wave model of potential and performance consists of two models
that are aligned with each other.  Work performance criteria are aligned with the Styles
predictors that best measure them.  Figure 1.2 shows the Saville Consulting Wave Aligned
Criterion and Predictor Model.
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Figure 1.2  Saville Consulting Aligned Model of Performance (Criteria) and Potential
(Predictors)

The final model therefore clearly aligns each predictor with a matched criterion.  Every
component at every level in the criterion (or competency) model has a corresponding
component in the predictor (or styles) model.  However, the matched components in the
two models are not identical.  For example, Inventive is one of the 36 Styles dimensions
with items selected that specifically predict effectiveness on the competency/criterion of
Generating Ideas.  Hence, Inventive and Generating Ideas are aligned in the model.

The aligned model is designed to increase the empirical validity available to the user by
providing a direct link between the motive and talent components measured in the Wave
Styles questionnaires and effective performance at work.  This link is explicitly shown in
the Wave Styles report.

Cross validated prediction equations of Competency Potential are also provided.  This was
accomplished using empirical validation evidence and the aligned performance model.  The
creation of these prediction equations maximizes the validity in predicting a person’s
competency potential from the Wave Professional Styles assessments.  For more
information about validity refer to the Validity chapter and for more information about
predicting competency potential, refer to the Construction chapter section on
‘Development of Competency Potential Equations.'
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The aligned model is also designed to help individuals realize and develop their potential.
This can be done by contrasting results from the self-report Professional Styles or Focus
assessments with the assessment of performance using the Saville Consulting Wave
Performance 360.

In addition, the aligned model allows for Job Profiling in organizational competency
language down to the 108 facet level using tools such as the Saville Consulting Wave
Performance Culture Framework and the Saville Consulting Wave Job Profiler.

1.4 Integrated Model and Application
The Saville Consulting Wave Performance Culture Framework is assessed using a variety of
tools for a range of human resource applications.  Figure 1.3 gives an overview of what is
measured by each of the assessment tools.

Figure 1.3  Integrated Saville Consulting Wave Assessments
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The Applications chapter of this handbook and the Saville Consulting Performance Culture
Framework User Guide give more information on the integrated model and its application.

From this point on, this handbook will focus on the Behavior segment of the Wave
Performance Culture Framework as predicted by Wave Professional Styles and Wave Focus
Styles.

1.5 New Levels – New Insights

The Wave Behavioral Model is hierarchical in that there are four levels that, starting from
the highest level, include: Clusters (4), Sections (12), Dimensions (36) and Facets (108).
The levels and the number of components at each level are the same in both the Styles and
the aligned Competency model.  Users can focus on the cluster level for a quick and simple
view of a profile or dig for deeper insights by focusing on the facet level of a profile.

The hierarchical approach allows for a broad measurement and understanding of how each
of the four clusters in the predictor domain (measured by Wave Styles) is directly linked to
the criterion domain.  For example,  Thought is a Styles cluster and Solving Problems is its
aligned Competency cluster.  This matching applies to every component at all the levels in
the hierarchy.  Colors are associated with the four sections to aid differentiation and ease
interpretation.

Styles Cluster Competency Cluster Associated Color

Thought Solving Problems Blue

Influence Influencing People Red

Adaptability Adapting Approaches Gold

Delivery Delivering Results Green

The hierarchy allows the user the opportunity to have a broad overview of an individual.  It
may indicate, for example, that the person profiled is strong on ‘Delivering Results’ (Green)
and ‘Influencing People’ (Red), but less strong on ‘Solving Problems’ (Blue) and ‘Adapting
Approaches’ (Gold).  These four clusters provide a simple overview of an individual that
relies on the aggregated validity of the Wave scales.
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Figure 1.4  The Saville Consulting Wave Types Report

This forms the basis of the Types report.

Figure 1.5  The four ‘People’ types and four ‘Task’ types combine to create 16
overall Saville Consulting Wave Types

Saville Consulting Wave Overview of the 16 Types
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This level is also particularly useful when comparing and contrasting individuals in
exercises such as Team Profiling or Relationship Management.  The Types chapter of this
handbook provides more information on the Types reports and model.

Figure 1.6  Multi Graph Types

The next level in the hierarchy is the twelve sections which provide more detail and form
the basis of the Saville Consulting Wave Wheel.

Figure 1.7  The Wave Wheel
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The “Wave Wheel” provides a mechanism for understanding how Wave compares with
other major models of personality and performance in its structure (Musek’s Big One,
Digman’s Alpha and Beta, The Great Eight Competencies, The Big Five).

Refer to the Construction chapter for further discussion on the Wave Wheel and how it
integrates previous research and models of both personality and performance at work (and
see Kurz et al. (2008) for a discussion on the use of the Wave Wheel in coaching).

Each of the four clusters then breaks down into three sections to create 12 sections (four
clusters x three sections) as follows:

Figure 1.8  The Saville Consulting Wave Work Hierarchy

Clusters:

•  Thought encompasses the sections Evaluative, Investigative and Imaginative.  This
cluster is focused on developing ideas, from analyzing problems and showing
interest in underlying principles through to being more expansive and divergent in
thought by being creative and strategic.

•  Influence encompasses the sections Sociable, Impactful and Assertive.  This cluster
relates to communication and working with others.  It is concerned with
establishing positive relationships with people and demonstrating positive
leadership behaviors.

•  Adaptability encompasses the sections Resilient, Flexible and Supportive.  This
cluster covers areas of emotional, behavioral and social adaptability, respectively.

•  Delivery encompasses the sections Conscientious, Structured and Driven.  This
cluster is focused on implementation and delivery of results, from ensuring high
standards of delivery through to proactively making things happen.
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The 12 sections then break down into the more detailed level of 36 dimensions.  This is
the level of fidelity that would be expected from a trait instrument that typically takes 40
minutes to complete.  However, the new form of scaling developed with Wave’s dynamic
online format allows for a further level of detail to be assessed.  Both the styles predictor
and the criterion models finish at the most detailed level of 108 facets.

In Wave Styles, these 108 facets are measured with two item scales to allow for narrow,
clearly defined specific behaviors to be assessed.  While these short facet scales of two
items do not give sufficient coverage of a broader trait, this is overcome by building short
precise scales (facets) that measure each concept specifically that group together to form
larger, broader scales higher up the hierarchy - Wave Professional Styles dimensions (six
items from three facet scales), sections (18 items from nine facet scales) and clusters (54
items from 27 facet scales).

A benefit of this approach is that it avoids extremely similar or tautologous items being
repeated to cover a trait.  At the dimension level and higher, this approach leads to scales
which have a degree of breadth and are multifaceted and are not just similar items repeated
again and again with no unique contribution to improved prediction.

This 108 level enables a richer degree of insight and understanding of where an
individual’s strengths and weaknesses lie within the context of the overall Wave hierarchy.

Figure 1.9  Example of Wave Cluster to Facet Structure

For an example, see Figure 1.9 highlighting one small part of the four level Wave hierarchy.
The cluster ‘Influence’ breaks down into sections ‘Assertive’, ‘Impactful’ and ‘Sociable.'  If we
follow the section ‘Impactful’ further down the hierarchy, it can be seen that it is composed
of the dimensions ‘Convincing', ‘Challenging’ and ‘Articulate.'  At the lowest level of the
hierarchy, the 108 facet level, the dimension ‘Articulate’ is made up of the facets
‘Presentation Oriented,' ‘Eloquent’ and ‘Socially Confident.'

Scale descriptions of the 36 Dimensions of Wave Professional Styles can be found in the
Scale Descriptions chapter of this handbook.

Influence

Impactful

Articulate

Assertive

Challenging

Eloquent

4 CLUSTERS

12 SECTIONS

36 DIMENSIONS

108 FACETSPresentation Oriented Socially Confident

Sociable

Convincing
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1.6 Aiding Interpretation with Dynamic Scores
Description

The Psychometric Profile of the Wave report is also designed to aid interpretation by
providing a narrative description of each of the 108 facets that varies according to the
score the individual received on each facet.  The description varies according to the sten
score.  There are five categories which give different statements (based on sten 1-2, 3-4,
5-6, 7-8, 9-10).

Fig 1.10  Example of Dynamic Facet Score Description

Articulate Styles dimension scale from Psychometric Profile of Wave Professional Styles
Expert Report

In the excerpt from the profile above the individual has a sten score of three on
Presentation Oriented, four on Eloquent and five on Socially Confident.  The examples that
will be presented for the other features of the Wave assessment will demonstrate how the
narrative text changes according to the level of the three facets within the Articulate
dimension.

1.7 Facet Range

Rather than profiling every score of the 108 facets on the Styles Psychometric Profile, only
non-alignment of the facet scores is highlighted to the Wave user in the Wave report.  When
the facets are not aligned, and there is a difference between the facet scores of three or
more stens, this constitutes a facet range and allows the user to delve deeper into the
scores.  The facet range is indicated by a series of horizontal lines on the profile running
from the lowest to highest facet score.

Fig 1.11  Example of a Facet Range

In the facet range above, the individual’s score of four on the Articulate dimension is the
same as in the previous example, but the large facet range provides a very different picture
for the Wave user to investigate.  In this case, while the profile indicates the individual is

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Articulate Sten 4 

dislikes giving presentations (3); sometimes has difficulty 
explaining things clearly (4); reasonably confident with 
new people (5)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Articulate Sten 4 

strongly dislikes giving presentations (2); explains things 
well (8); feels less confident meeting new people than 
most (2)
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more eloquent than others (8) it also indicates that the individual has less confidence in
social situations (2) and feel  much less positive than others about giving presentations (2).

Facet ranges are common on profiles with an average profile of 36 dimensions possessing
17 dimensions with facet ranges.

1.8 Motive - Talent Splits

Saville Consulting Wave Styles questionnaires have been developed to separate out
talents from underlying predispositions or motives.  For every Styles section or dimension
measured there is a motive component and a talent component underlying it.  At the lowest
level of the hierarchy each facet is composed of one motive item and one talent item.

e.g., wants to give others encouragement – (motive)
is good at encouraging others – (talent)

Items were created to specifically measure Motive (will do) and Talent (can do).  When
differences between these exist they are indicated on the profile chart making it easy for
a user to spot when Motive may be greater than Talent, or vice versa.  Hence, a report may
indicate that a person is higher on Motive than on Talent, which may indicate a
development opportunity for this person.  Alternatively, the report may show a person to
be higher on Talent than on Motive, indicating that the person “can do” the task, but may
not want to.

The motive-talent concept is designed to provide additional information which has
important implications for selection, development and talent management.  The model
matches every talent component with a motive component, making it easy for the user to
understand the impact of motivation on work performance.

The Expert Report Psychometric Profile indicates where ‘Motive-Talent splits’ occur.  Where
there is a difference of three stens or more between the three normed motive items within
a dimension and the three normed talent items within a dimension this is shown with M
and T symbols on the profile.

Fig 1.12  Example of a Motive-Talent Split

The above example indicates that the individual is higher on motive than talent, potentially
opening up the prospect that this is an area for development – i.e., the individual is
motivated to develop this area of strength.

Motive-Talent Splits are rarer on profiles than Facet Ranges with the average profile of
thirty-six dimensions typically having three or four Motive-Talent splits.  The presence of
many Motive-Talent Splits may indicate that there is a mismatch between the individual’s
motives, talents and the demands of the work environment.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Articulate Sten 8 

very comfortable giving presentations (9); explains things 
well (8); confident with new people (7)
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1.9 Dynamic Normative-Ipsative “Ra-Ra” Response
Format

Saville Consulting Wave Styles assessments use a new dynamic response format that
combines a free choice rating response format with a forced-choice ranking response
format (our new rate-rank or “ra-ra” format).  This can help to identify where on a profile a
person’s behavior may be underestimated or where a person may be responding in a
socially desirable manner.

The online Saville Consulting Wave Styles questionnaires present a page of six statements
(see figure 1.13).

Figure 1.13  Screenshot of Online Normative Rating Task of Professional Styles

After the six statements are rated by the respondent, the system records the normative
ratings and then calculates the ipsative rankings automatically.  If a respondent has tied
certain ratings, the system immediately re-presents the tied items to be placed in rank
order by the respondent using a forced-choice response format.  If there are no tied items,
then a new page of six items is presented.

Figure 1.14  Screenshot of Online Ipsative Ranking Task of Professional Styles

N.B.  The ipsative score comes from both the order of the normative rating and the ranking
task.24
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Where there are differences of three stens or more between the normative and ipsative
scores within a dimension these are highlighted on the profile to allow the user to explore
the reasons for this, perhaps during a feedback session or during an interview.  Unlike a
scale of social desirability, this feature can help to quickly spot the specific dimensions
where socially desirable responding (or overly self-critical responding) may have occurred
to allow for verification.

There are benefits and weaknesses to both ipsative and normative scaling.  At the
practitioner level, however, it is often useful to have both sources of information.

Figure 1.15  Example of Normative - Ipsative Split

In the example, the individual has an overall sten score of six on the Articulate dimension,
but their Normative score is eight and the Ipsative is four.  The reason for the difference is
not immediately clear without further investigation.  One hypothesis is that the normative
score is more a reflection of how they like to present themselves and the ipsative is more
a reflection of their behavior when they have to choose between competing commitments
at work or when under pressure.

1.10 Clear Interpretation

A criticism that can be fairly leveled at many self-report questionnaires is that, despite
their reliability and validity, there is still a degree of subjectivity in their interpretation.

Even with proper training subject matter experts in assessment believe that poor
interpretation is a significant source of error in the use of personality questionnaires
(Smith & Foley, 2006).  A lack of consistency between interpreters is much more likely
where an aspect of work performance is predicted by a complex combination of predictor
scales, which is the situation with many multi-scale self-report personality instruments.

Is inconsistency a given?  Can we do anything about it?  With the performance driven
approach, the work constructs that best predict a work competency are brought together
to form a scale.  This largely removes the need to look around the profile for what scales
relate to a particular competency (i.e., we move from predictor centric models to criterion
centric models of work performance so users have to work less hard to “join-the-dots.”)

Better interpretation inevitably leads to improved validity in decision-making based on
questionnaire data.  Clearer interpretation means fewer selection errors and better
identification of talent in selection processes.  In career development situations, it means
clearer feedback and finer understanding of development needs.  Ultimately, the higher
the validity, the greater the return on investment from using psychometric assessments.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Articulate Sten 6 

enjoys giving presentations as much as most people (6); 
explains things reasonably well (6); confident with new 
people (7)
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1.11 Configurable Competency Reporting

The level of detail that Saville Consulting Wave Styles achieves also enables a more
detailed match with client models of performance (such as competency, capability or value
frameworks) allowing for fast configuration of output reports to predict organizational
client models.

This detailed configuration has enabled Saville Consulting Wave to partner with
Entrecode®, the model of successful entrepreneurs developed by Professor David Hall and
his associates.  The Entrepreneurial Potential Report is available to all qualified Wave
Styles users following completion of Professional Styles or Focus Styles questionnaires.
The configuration of Wave Professional Styles scales to Entrecode is an example of the
precision and flexibility of the Wave model in mapping onto other competency models.

More information about configurable competency reporting is available from any Saville
Consulting office.

1.12 Culture Match

The Saville Consulting Wave development program has also developed measures of work
culture that are parallel to the Saville Consulting Wave Styles model.  This empirical
research allows a prediction of the preferred culture/environment and job demands that
would suit an individual based on completion of Saville Consulting Wave Styles
questionnaires.

From the perspective of Positive Psychology, Dr. Seligman, the author of Learned
Optimism, has argued that work can be changed to suit the employee (rather than just
finding an employee that fits the job or trying to develop the individual to better
match/meet job demands).  Assessment can be constructed to support this approach.

With our unique model which ties together motive, talent, competency and culture, we can
help individuals understand what work demands (culture, job and environment) they are
most likely to favor.

Figure 1.16  The Saville Consulting Model of Work Performance Effectiveness

Work 
Competency

Individual
Motives

Performance Enhancers
(Culture, Job & Environment)

Performance Inhibitors
(Culture, Job & Environment)

Individual
Talents
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Armed with this understanding it becomes easier to discuss what enhances or inhibits
individuals’ performance at work.  It also facilitates constructive discussions about how a
job could better reflect a person’s motives and talents.

This approach can help managers think about how to tailor work to suit individual
employees in order to retain staff by keeping them satisfied and motivated.

1.13 Enhanced Security

Wave Styles questionnaires are available in two parallel forms:  Invited Access and
Supervised Access.  Invited Access means the Wave Styles questionnaire is completed
remotely on the internet without supervision.  Supervised Access is an online version
completed on-site under the supervision of a test administrator.

The internet offers great convenience in allowing individuals to respond at great
geographical distance (without an administrator present) by sending a link to the
questionnaire directly to an email address.  This so called “controlled” mode does present
security concerns, for example, not being certain that the questionnaire is completed by
the person you emailed it to (and not by a group of the person’s friends one evening).  We
believe that as well as “controlled” (or “Invited Access” forms) a self-report questionnaire
(particularly questionnaires that can be used for selection or other decision-making
processes) can benefit from having a separate supervised secure form.

The need for separate versions of online ability tests is essential, and Saville Consulting
offers both Invited Access and Supervised Access versions of our Aptitude Assessment
tests.
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2.0 Applications of Saville Consulting Wave®
Styles

Saville Consulting Wave® Styles have been designed to be used throughout the employee
life-cycle.  Below are some of the applications of Saville Consulting Wave Styles, along
with suggested Wave reports (presented in suggested order of use) giving an insight into
where they can make a difference.  The advanced features and models that aid
interpretation and decision making are critical to Wave Styles’ success in these
applications, as well as the enhanced validity offered by the measure (see Validity
chapter).

Selection 

Saville Consulting Wave Styles are designed to create a platform for much better decision
making from a self-report questionnaire, leading to an increase in the calibre of
employees.  Saville Consulting Wave provides more valid data in less time and can be
administered before conducting an interview or as a source of information to cross
reference with other data.

•  Self-selection: selection is a two-way process and culture fit data provided by Saville
Consulting Wave Styles can be helpful to candidates in their decision making.

•  On-boarding: Saville Consulting Wave Styles can be used after hire to accelerate
induction and development.  Despite new hires reporting to be satisfied in general, their
satisfaction ratings are relatively weak when they are asked about the feedback (or
lack of feedback) of assessment data collected during the selection process (Miles,
2006).  In the first 100 days of an individual’s employment, Saville Consulting Wave can
help provide a platform from which to discuss the individual’s preferred culture.  This
can then inform and help drive further on-boarding discussions, from which the job can
be tailored to better fit the new employee, as well as the new employee being provided
with the opportunity to consider how best to approach their new role.

Individual Development

Saville Consulting Wave Styles provide insights into where an individual is intrinsically
motivated to develop and where they are not (through motive-talent splits).  Saville
Consulting Wave reports also provide a platform from which discussion in appraisals and
developmental reviews can stem.

Coaching

Saville Consulting Wave Styles provide a clear link to understanding the impact of
personal style on performance at work.  Facet splits provide greater detail and interesting
contrasts that lead to precise understanding of the individual’s approach to work.  The
Reflections report highlights potential positive and negative behavioral outcomes of
combinations of particular workplace styles.
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Leadership Assessment

Saville Consulting Wave Styles can help identify and serve as a platform for the
assessment and development of leadership potential.  Saville Consulting Wave provides
insight into style, motivation and underlying talent, exploring the potential strengths and
limitations of different approaches.  It presents in-depth information that can be used to
structure discussion at interview stages of selection processes and as a platform for
leadership coaching and developmental processes.

Team Development

The Saville Consulting Team Roles Model provides clear feedback on the role preferences
of an individual, and highlights how these preferences might work alongside each other
to the potential benefit or detriment of the individual or team’s performance.  Saville
Consulting Team Roles allows for the identification of gaps within the team and helps
team members see how they might interact with one another.

Organizational Talent Audit

Saville Consulting Wave provides a vehicle for benchmarking groups in terms of their
perceived motives, talents and competencies.  This information can be combined with
information from the Saville Consulting Performance Culture Framework and can be used
as a basis for the development of new performance driven frameworks for a client
organization (e.g. Competency, Capability, Values).  The combination of a matched
individual style assessment and matched measures of requirement and performance from
the Performance Culture Framework allows for the development of empirical validation
based competency frameworks which identify threshold competencies which
differentiate on the key behaviors underpinning enhanced performance.

Business Growth

Saville Consulting Wave Styles provides a means to identify and develop individual’s
within an organization who are likely to contribute significantly to business growth.  By
first identifying and then investing development in such individuals, businesses are more
likely to retain those that have the potential to bring the most to their organization –
Saville Consulting Wave provides a mechanism for this to be put into practise.

Self-awareness

For individuals who wish to gain an awareness of what they are most and least likely to
have an impact on at work, Saville Consulting Wave provides a high level summary of an
individual’s key performance areas which underpin work performance.
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Career Planning

Self-insight is important when career planning.  It is therefore useful for the individual to
understand what things they like to do and what things they are good at.  It is also helpful
to identify characteristics in a work culture that will help bring out their full potential and
boost job satisfaction.  Saville Consulting Wave Styles provides that insight.

2.1 Applying Wave with Clients own Frameworks

Saville Consulting clients can choose to measure their own assessment framework using
Professional Styles.  Where assessments are being used in volume, a bespoke report
which is branded to and assesses clients’ own frameworks can be developed.  This is
achieved by mapping to the 108 facets and 36 dimensions of Wave.  Contact Saville
Consulting for further information.

2.2 Misuse of Saville Consulting Wave Styles

Saville Consulting Wave Styles questionnaires provide a wealth of information about job
applicants and employees to the user for a wide range of applications, but there are uses
and target populations for which Wave Styles assessments are not appropriate.  A sample
of these include the following:

Mental Health, Clinical or Forensic Assessment

Wave Styles questionnaires are not designed as an assessment or diagnostic for mental
health disorders.  This could include assessment for emotional or psychological stability,
substance abuse, eating disorders, physiological disorders, depression, or for creating a
treatment program.  In these cases a clinical assessment should be used.

Intelligence Testing

The Wave Styles questionnaires are a measure of work behaviors and personality, not
cognitive or mental ability.  While the Wave Styles questionnaires measure aspects of
behavior related to cognitive performance (i.e., Evaluation), it is an indirect measure only
and does not provide an IQ score or similar index of intellectual capacity.  We recommend
Saville Consulting Aptitude tests for measuring work-related aptitudes.  These aptitude
tests are frequently used with a Wave Styles questionnaire for a more comprehensive
assessment of a person’s style and aptitudes.
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Parenting Advice or School Eligibility

Wave Styles questionnaires are useful tools for working adults to think about the
occupations and work settings that they may be best suited for (career counseling.)
However, the questionnaires were not designed or intended for use with children to
determine if they qualify to attend a particular school, are eligible for a particular
curriculum or can be assigned to a specific classroom, e.g., whether a child be put into a
special school, program or class.  Likewise, Wave Styles questionnaires are not designed
to be used by parents for advice on parenting behavior.  The questionnaires were
designed for use by individuals who are 16 years or older.

Relationship Compatibility

The Wave Styles questionnaires measure behaviors important for success at work for
many different occupations, and as such measure many “normal personality” traits that
are important for compatibility in nonwork settings.  However, the Wave Styles
questionnaires have not been designed or validated for use in assessing compatibility
between persons for dating, marriage or other non-work oriented relationships.

Workforce Reductions or Firing a Problem Employee

Some line managers prefer to use a tool to help them identify which employees to let go
during a staff reduction initiative.  Likewise, they may want a tool to decide that a person
should be fired – providing a “pass or fail” score to make the decision for them.  These are
inappropriate uses of a personality questionnaire and will not provide an optimum
business outcome from a workforce planning viewpoint.  There are other more effective
methods that yield better results (contact Saville Consulting for information).

Workforce reduction decisions should be based on appropriate organizational criteria with
appropriate consultation, and not based primarily on the results of a personality
questionnaire, especially if the job itself remains unchanged.  If there is a redesign of a
job, then a Wave Styles questionnaire may be appropriate to help inform decision makers
about an employee’s potential to succeed in the newly designed job along with other
known information about the employee.
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3.0 Target Users

Saville Consulting Wave® Professional Styles and Focus Styles were developed to assess
styles of individuals across different jobs and levels.

The questionnaire was designed specifically for the age of 16 and over and for use in a
work context.

To give an appreciation of the range of job levels for which Wave Styles are appropriate,
Wave Styles can be used with the following:

•  Enterprise/Corporate Manager
(Board member of large, multinational enterprise, e.g., Chairperson, Corporate Chief
Executive Officer of multinational corporation or enterprise)

•  Group Manager
(Regional Managing Director or President/Vice President with a portfolio of
businesses/geographies/product lines, e.g., Managing Director of Eastern Europe,
Managing Director of Energy Division, President of Global Software Company, Vice
President of Americas Region)

•  Business Manager
(Managing Director or President of a single country or product line or owner of
small to mid-size organization, e.g., Managing Director of Poland, President Solar
Power Division, Executive Chair/Principal Shareholder Power Trends)

•  Functional Manager
(Manages a business function such as finance or sales, e.g., Information
Technology Director, Chief Financial Officer, Vice President of Sales)

•  Senior Manager
(Manages a number of business units or sub functions, e.g., Regional Sales
Director, Marketing Brand Director - Product Division, Head of Information
Technology - Commercial Systems)

•  Manager
(Manages a business unit, e.g., Bank Branch Manager, Store Manager, Sales
Manager, Marketing Product Manager, Shipping Manager)

•  Team Leader
(Manages a small team of individual contributors, e.g., Supervisor, Team Controller,
Charge Hand, Customer Service Supervisor, Shift Supervisor)

•  Individual Contributor - Professional
(Manages own work with professional qualification, e.g., Accountant, Electrical
Engineer, Research Scientist, Sales Executive)

•  Individual Contributor - Non-Professional
(Manages own work with no professional qualification, e.g., Retail Sales Associate,
Customer Service Representative, Machine Operator)
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4.0 Available Versions of Saville Consulting
Wave® Styles

Version Administration Format Items Average 
Mode Time*

Professional Styles (IA) Invited Access Online 216
40 minutes

Professional Styles (SA) Supervised Access Online 216

Focus Styles (IA) Invited Access Online 72
13 minutes

Focus Styles (SA) Supervised Access Online 72

* This is based on the average (modal) completion time for 35,626 completions of
Professional Styles (IA) and 33,262 completions of Focus Styles (IA).

Invited Access versions are for use on the internet by individuals who are invited to
complete the questionnaire unsupervised.  The standard process is that participants
receive an "invitation email" to log into the Saville Consulting Oasys site and complete the
assessment in their own time and from any location where they have internet access.
This is a very convenient and efficient method of administration.  However, it is also
important that the administrator is aware of the potential risk of identity deception, e.g.,
there is a risk that the person who received the invitation asks someone else to complete
the questionnaire.

Supervised Access versions are also administered online, but only under supervised
conditions.  No invitation email is sent to the participant.  Instead, a test administrator is
assigned the task of supervising the assessment at a secure location.  This requires that
the supervisor logs into the Saville Consulting Oasys site to start the administration of
Wave.  This is not the same Invited Access version of Wave Styles, but rather an
alternative Supervised Access form.  This is a more secure and controlled mode of
administration.

Both Invited Access and Supervised Access forms measure the same Wave sections,
dimension and facets and the same reports can be generated.
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5.0 Administration and Security

5.1 A Note on Security for Administrators

Saville Consulting Wave Styles were built from first principles to be internet assessment
tools.  There are two modes of administration available for Wave Styles assessment which
represent two different levels of security.

Invited Access mode is where an individual has been prequalified to be assessed.  This
prequalification could take many forms.  For example, it may be that the individual is an
existing member of staff attending an internal development event or a candidate having
passed previous qualification stages of a selection procedure.  The typical form of
administration in Invited Access mode is the individuals receive a link and username and
password to their email address and then complete Wave Styles online with no supervision.

Supervised Access mode is a more secure form of administration, with an administrator
present and the individual being assessed online.  Supervised Administration offers greater
safeguards over identity deception (i.e., getting someone else to complete).

In practice, the Supervised Access mode is used much more rarely than the Invited Access
mode, but it provides the reassurance of a separate version where there is any concern
over misrepresentation.

A second form is also useful as it provides evidence of Wave Styles Alternate Form
Reliability.  When a separate supervised alternative form of a self-report assessment is not
available it may be appropriate to complete the invited access form under supervised
conditions.

We recommend that Saville Consulting Wave® should be supported by an analysis of the
components of the job critical to job success from sources such as local validation studies,
formal job analysis, competency models, role profiles, person specifications and job
descriptions.

The Saville Consulting Wave Job Profiler can be completed by appropriate stakeholders and
subject matter experts to indicate the relevance or importance of different characteristics
for the job.  Alternatively, a parallel process can be accomplished person-to-person or in
focus groups with Saville Consulting Wave Performance Culture Framework.

A local validation study can also be commissioned and completed using our short online
performance rating tools to establish criterion-related validity job relevance.  Wave Job
Profiler typically takes 15 minutes to complete per stakeholder/subject matter expert and
is a quick and efficient way to establish job relevance.



5.2 Administration

Saville Consulting Wave Styles questionnaires are online questionnaires with instructions
and examples given as part of the administration.  This means that in both Supervised
Access and Invited Access administration modes the questionnaires do not require the
support of an administration card.

We do advise that prior to administration assessees are sent a Professional Styles
Preparation Guide.  The preparation guide provides a short description of the assessment
process, along with example screen shots and tips for proper preparation.  Digital versions
of the preparation guides are available as complimentary downloads on the Saville
Consulting Website www.savilleconsulting.com.

Assessees are not allowed to go back to previous items that have already been answered.
In the event that an assessee notices that the response scale has been used incorrectly,
the questionnaire may be reset and the assessee can start over.  A reset can only be done
by an Oasys Project Administrator (e.g., client project administrator or Saville Consulting
Bureau Services).

Supervised Access Administration 

This should be completed under the direction of a Saville Consulting Wave qualified user.
During supervision, the supervisor should check the speed of completion of each assessee.
We recommend aiming to get every assessee to complete the questionnaire within one
hour.  As a rule of thumb, if someone has completed six blocks of six items within the first
10 minutes they are on course for completion in approximately 60 minutes.  If someone
has not reached this point, it is worth encouraging them to work faster.

5.3 A Note on Completion Time for Administrators

Saville Consulting Wave Styles have no time limit.  We recommend that they are completed
in 35 minutes for Professional Styles and 15 minutes for Focus Styles.

When allowing time for completion of Wave Styles questionnaires on a timed event such as
an Assessment or Development Center it is worth bearing in mind that there can be a wide
range of completion times.  We would recommend that you allow an hour to complete Wave
Professional Styles and 30 minutes for Wave Focus on a timed event, and that individuals
are scheduled to complete the assessment before a coffee or meal break.

38
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5.4 Administration to Accommodate Disabilities

If you have established that an individual who will be completing a Wave Styles
questionnaire has a disability that you may need to accommodate in the administration,
then you can make contact with your local Saville Consulting contact to go through issues
and considerations in making any necessary accommodations to an administration.

Some of the common accommodations you have to make in three areas are given below to
help Wave Users have an understanding of some of the common accommodations for
disability.

Visual

While some people with visual disabilities may be able to complete Wave Styles without
the need for accommodation, others may wish to have the support of additional
accessibility software or hardware they have been set up to use.  In other cases, it may be
appropriate to have a trained reader to read the questions and note the answers for an
individual assessee.  Often this can be successfully accomplished on the telephone rather
than needing to have the individual present in person.  Clearly, this raises issues of
confidentiality for the reader who should be given clear instructions not to disclose the
individual’s responses from the administration session and be suitably trained in test and
questionnaire administration.  It may be that an administration will be longer than usual, so
typically no instruction is given on the speed of completion to individuals with visual
impairments.  Ask the assessee what accommodation would be effective.

Auditory

Individuals with hearing impairments are unlikely to need accommodation in an invited
access administration (although if they require technical support this may need to be
accommodated).  In a supervised administration, accommodation may be needed to ensure
that the hearing impaired individual gets any initial instruction on logging in and using the
computer.  It may be that an individual signing in the appropriate language or the
administrator taking care to allow the hearing impaired individual to lip read are appropriate
accommodations.  Communicate with the assessee on what accommodation would be
effective.

Movement

Individuals with disabilities that are related to movement and coordination may have their own
devices and software to allow them to use the computer and as a result this may require no
accommodation when using Saville Consulting Wave Styles in Invited Access format.  In other
cases, in either Invited or Supervised Access modes a suitable accommodation may include
providing an administrator to record the responses to the assessment.  Ask the assessee what
accommodation would be effective.
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5.5 Online Administration Instructions
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5.6 Preparation Guides

The preparation guide is available for download at www.savilleconsulting.com.
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PART 2 

INTERPRETATION

This manual has been generated electronically. Saville Consulting do not guarantee that it has
not been changed or edited. We can accept no liability for the consequences of the use of this
manual, howsoever arising.
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6.0 Scale Descriptions

Cluster Section Dimension Page no

Thought Evaluative Analytical 50
Factual 52
Rational 54

Investigative Learning Oriented 56
Practically Minded 58
Insightful 60

Imaginative Inventive 62
Abstract 64
Strategic 66

Influence Sociable Interactive 68
Engaging 70
Self-promoting 72

Impactful Convincing 74
Articulate 76
Challenging 78

Assertive Purposeful 80
Directing 82
Empowering 84

Adaptability Resilient Self-assured 86
Composed 88
Resolving 90

Flexible Positive 92
Change Oriented 94
Receptive 96

Supportive Attentive 98
Involving 100
Accepting 102

Delivery Conscientious Reliable 104
Meticulous 106
Conforming 108

Structured Organized 110
Principled 112
Activity Oriented 114

Driven Dynamic 116
Enterprising 118
Striving 120

Response Style Summary Scales Ratings Acquiescence 122
Consistency of Rankings 123
Normative-Ipsative Agreement 124
Motive-Talent Agreement 125
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6.1 Scale Descriptions – Notes for Interpretation

The likelihood is given of having a significant Facet Range, Motive-Talent Split or
Normative-Ipsative Split on each dimension.  This is based on the percentage of the
Professional Styles comparison group who had a significant Facet range, Motive-Talent or
Normative-Ipsative split.

Interpreting Trends

The Trends section on each page provides information on gender and age differences.
(Please note that as this is based on cross sectional data, ‘age’ refers to the age of
participants at the time of completing the questionnaire).  Those participants who were
39 years of age or less were categorized into the ‘younger’ group and those over 40 years
in the ‘older’ group.  Moderate effect sizes (Cohen, 1988) of .50 of a standard deviation
(SD) are shown to indicate differences in terms of gender and age.  This section also
highlights whether the dimension has a relatively high or low distribution, for example,
the Principled dimension has a particularly high mean – people rate themselves highly in
this area because being principled is generally considered desirable.  Consequently,
because the results are relative people may find that they have scored lower than they
might have expected, which should be taken into account when giving feedback.

With regards to age group trends, where there is a stated trend in favor of younger or
older participants, care must be taken in how this is interpreted.  We can say that there is
a difference between how younger people and older people respond, but we cannot
account for why this difference exists.  It is difficult to separate out ‘cohort’ effects from
‘maturational’ effects.  In other words, do older people respond differently as a product of
growing up in a certain generation (cohort effects) or whether people’s personalities
show certain changes as they get older.  These differences in interpretation must be
taken account of when considering age group trends.  Group differences and fairness are
dealt with in greater detail in the Fairness chapter.

Normative-Ipsative Splits

Where between 10% and 13% of the group had a split on a given dimension, having a split
is categorized as a ‘moderately common’ occurrence, less than 10% as ‘less common’ and
over 13% as ‘more common.'

Motive-Talent Splits 

Where between 10% and 13% of the group had a split on a given dimension, having a split
is categorized as a ‘moderately common’ occurrence, less than 10% as ‘less common’ and
over 13% as ‘more common.'

Facet Range

Where below 40% of the group had a significant facet range on a given dimension, having
a facet range is classified as a ‘less usual’ occurrence.  Where 40% to 50% of the group had
a facet range, this is categorized as ‘common,' and where over 50% of the group had a
significant facet range, this is classified as a ‘frequent’ occurrence.
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6.2 How to Use the Scale Descriptions Section
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Years

Stens

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Analytical

Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

More common More common Frequent

USAGE OF ANALYTICAL IN REPORTS

Types: Task; Thought

Team Roles: Analyst

Leadership: Intellectual

Reflections: Skeptical

Entrepreneurial: Creating Superior Opportunities

Sales: Expert Analyst

© 2011 

Stens

AAn

Mot

More

UUSA

CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets
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Analytical

HIGH SCORERS: see problem solving as one of their strengths; enjoy, and consider
themselves good at, analyzing information; see themselves as having a great deal of
curiosity; are good at asking probing questions

LOW SCORERS: are not particularly concerned with solving problems; are unlikely to
regard themselves as very analytical; have little curiosity; rarely ask probing questions

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Analytical

Thought

Evaluative

Analytical

Focused on Information   
Analysis

Probing

Solution Focused

> Solving Problems

> Evaluating Problems

> Examining Information

> Processing Information

> Asking Probing 
Questions

> Finding Solutions

Very likely to be high on

Rational r= .44

Moderately likely to be high on

Abstract r= .39
Factual r= .38
Learning Oriented r= .34
Insightful r= .32

Fairly likely to be high on

Inventive r= .26
Challenging r= .24
Meticulous r= .23
Convincing r= .23

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

None

Wave Styles Dimension 
Scale Name

Styles dimensions which 
correlate positively are 
shown (>=.40).  So, in this 
example, an individual who 
scores highly on Analytical is 
very likely to also be high on 
the dimensions “Abstract, 
Rational and Insightful"

The left hand side of the pyramid 
Wave Professional Styles 
hierarchy displays from top to 
bottom: cluster, section, 
dimension, facets

Possible interpretations of high, 
low and mid-scorers on the 
Styles dimension are given

Styles dimensions which correlate 
negatively are shown (<=-.40).  
So, in this example, there are no 
other dimensions which are 
commonly negatively related to 
Analytical.  “Moderately likely to 
be low on...” is based on 
correlations between -.30 and -.40

Note. This is based on N=10,953.
See appendix F - Matrix 9.Styles dimensions which 

correlate positively are 
shown (>=.30 and <.40).  
So, in this example, 
individuals who score highly 
on Analytical are also 
moderately likely to be high 
on the dimensions “Learning 
Oriented, Factual and 
Inventive”

Motive-Talent Splits indicates 
whether it is a common or 
relatively rare occurrence for a 
person to have a Motive-
Talent split on this dimension

So, in this example, it is more 
common for individuals to get a 
motive-talent split on 
Analytical

Normative-Ipsative Splits 
indicates whether it is a common 
or relatively rare occurrence for a 
person to have a Normative- 
Ipsative split on this dimension

So, in this example, it is common 
for individuals to get a 
normative-ipsative split on 
Analytical

          When a scale appears here 
          it indicates, for example, 
that an individual high on 
Analytical is likely to be low 
on this other scale identified

The right hand side of the pyramid displays
the competency criterion that the styles 
scales have been built to predict 

This displays from top to bottom: cluster, 
section, dimension, facets

How Wave dimensions align to various 
Wave models 

The scales to which the dimension is 
mapped are displayed here

Facet Range indicates how common it is for an individual to show a 
facet range on this dimension  

Facet ranges occur when a person’s scores on the three facets which 
make up the dimension show more than three stens’ difference.  In this 
example, for an individual to have scores varying by more than 3 stens 
on ‘Focused on Information Analysis,' ‘Probing’ and ‘Solution Focused’ 
(the three facets making up Analytical) is a relatively frequent 
occurrence

This graph shows the Mean Sten Scores 
for gender across age groups.  Note. This 
is based on international data (N=10,783)



CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets
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Analytical

HIGH SCORERS: see problem solving as one of their strengths; enjoy, and consider
themselves good at, analyzing information; see themselves as having a great deal of
curiosity; are good at asking probing questions

LOW SCORERS: are not particularly concerned with solving problems; are unlikely to
regard themselves as very analytical; have little curiosity; rarely ask probing questions

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Analytical

Thought

Evaluative

Analytical

Focused on Information   
Analysis
Probing

Solution Focused

> Solving Problems

> Evaluating Problems

> Examining Information

> Processing Information

> Asking Probing 
Questions

> Finding Solutions

Very likely to be high on

Rational r= .44

Moderately likely to be high on

Abstract r= .39
Factual r= .38
Learning Oriented r= .34
Insightful r= .32

Fairly likely to be high on

Inventive r= .26
Challenging r= .24
Meticulous r= .23
Convincing r= .23

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

None
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Years

Stens

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Analytical

Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

More common More common Frequent

USAGE OF ANALYTICAL IN REPORTS

Types: Task; Thought

Team Roles: Analyst

Leadership: Intellectual

Reflections: Skeptical (- Impressionable)

Entrepreneurial: Creating Superior Opportunities

Sales: Expert Analyst



CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets
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Factual

HIGH SCORERS: consider that they communicate well in writing; readily understand the
logic behind an argument; go to some lengths to ensure that they have all the relevant
facts

LOW SCORERS: tend not to communicate well in writing; show less need than most
people to understand the logic behind an argument; are happy to work without full
information

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Factual

Thought

Evaluative

Factual

Focused on Written 
Communication
Logical

Fact Finding

> Solving Problems

> Evaluating Problems

> Documenting Facts

> Writing Fluently

> Understanding 
Logical Arguments

> Finding Facts

Very likely to be high on

None

Moderately likely to be high on

Analytical r= .38
Meticulous r= .35
Abstract r= .33

Fairly likely to be high on

Learning Oriented r= .27
Rational r= .25
Organized r= .22

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

None
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Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens

Factual

Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

More common More common Frequent

USAGE OF FACTUAL IN REPORTS

Types: Task; Thought

Team Roles: Analyst

Leadership: Intellectual

Reflections: Skeptical (- Impressionable); Particular (- Broadminded)

Entrepreneurial: None

Sales: Expert Analyst



CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets
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Rational

HIGH SCORERS: are very comfortable working with numerical data; are interested, and
regard themselves as well versed in information technology; rely heavily on facts and
hard, objective data in making decisions

LOW SCORERS: are less comfortable working with numerical data; do not consider using
information technology to be one of their strengths; recognize that their decisions are
seldom based solely on hard, objective facts

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Rational

Thought

Evaluative

Rational

Data Oriented

Technology Aware

Objective

> Solving Problems

> Evaluating Problems

> Interpreting Data

> Quantifying Issues

> Applying Technology

> Evaluating Information 
Objectively

Very likely to be high on

Analytical r = .44

Moderately likely to be high on

None

Fairly likely to be high on

Abstract r= .26
Meticulous r= .26
Factual r= .25
Practically Minded r= .22
Reliable r= .22
Conforming r= .22
Learning Oriented r= .21

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

Empowering r= -.24
Attentive r= -.24
Interactive r= -.20
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Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens

Rational

Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

Less common Less common Frequent

USAGE OF RATIONAL IN REPORTS

Types: Task; Thought

Team Roles: Analyst

Leadership: Intellectual

Reflections: Skeptical (- Impressionable); Cautious (- Daring)

Entrepreneurial: Creating Superior Opportunities

Sales: Expert Analyst



CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets
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Learning Oriented

HIGH SCORERS: are motivated by, and actively seek opportunities for learning new
things; enjoy, and believe they learn a great deal through reading; consider themselves to
be very quick learners

LOW SCORERS: are less motivated by, and are unlikely to actively seek, opportunities for
learning; consider that they learn relatively little through reading; take time to learn

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Learning Oriented

Thought

Investigative

Learning Oriented

Open to Learning

Quick Learning

Prefers Learning by Reading

> Solving Problems

> Investigating Issues

> Developing Expertise

> Taking up Learning 
Opportunities

> Acquiring Knowledge 
and Skills

> Updating Specialist Knowledge

Very likely to be high on

Abstract r= .43

Moderately likely to be high on

Analytical r= .34

Fairly likely to be high on

Factual r= .27
Rational r= .21
Change Oriented r= .20

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

None
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Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens

Learning Oriented

Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

Less common Less common Frequent

USAGE OF LEARNING ORIENTED IN REPORTS

Types: Task; Thought

Team Roles: None

Leadership: Technical

Reflections: Reflective (- Impulsive)

Entrepreneurial: Building Capability

Sales: Expert Analyst



CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets
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Practically Minded

HIGH SCORERS: are very oriented towards practical work; enjoy, and consider themselves
good at, practical tasks; much prefer to learn by doing; like to apply common sense

LOW SCORERS: avoid practical work where possible; tend not to favor learning by doing;
recognize that they do not always show common sense

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Practically Minded

Thought

Investigative

Practically Minded

Practical

Prefers Learning 
by Doing
Common Sense Focused

> Solving Problems

> Investigating Issues

> Adopting Practical Approaches

> Applying Practical Skills

> Learning by Doing

> Applying Common Sense

Very likely to be high on

None

Moderately likely to be high on

None

Fairly likely to be high on

Conforming r= .26
Rational r= .22
Reliable r= .21
Meticulous r= .20

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

Strategic r= -.24



© 2012 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.0.

59

Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens

Practically Minded

Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

Moderately common Moderately common Frequent

USAGE OF PRACTICALLY MINDED IN REPORTS

Types: Task; Thought

Team Roles: Analyst

Leadership: Technical

Reflections: Task-Immersed (- Socially-Immersed)

Entrepreneurial: Seeking Possibilities; Building Capabilites

Sales: None



CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets
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Insightful

HIGH SCORERS: consider themselves very quick at getting to the core of a problem; have
a constant need to improve things and believe they are good at identifying ways in which
things can be improved; very much trust their intuition about whether things will work

LOW SCORERS: take time to get to the core of a problem; seldom identify ways in which
things can be improved; tend to accept things as they are; rarely rely on intuition to guide
their judgments 

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Insightful

Thought

Investigative

Insightful

Focused on Improving 
Things
Discerning

Intuitive

> Solving Problems

> Investigating Issues

> Providing Insights

> Continuously Improving 
Things

> Identifying Key Issues

> Making Intuitive Judgements

Very likely to be high on

None

Moderately likely to be high on

Dynamic r= .35
Purposeful r= .33
Strategic r= .32
Inventive r= .32
Analytical r= .32

Fairly likely to be high on

Change Oriented r= .22
Convincing r= .21
Directing r= .21
Striving r= .21

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

None
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Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens

Insightful

There is a high average self-rating on Insightful.  This indicates that in general this is seen
as a particularly desirable characteristic.  As the results are relative, please bear in mind
that that some people may be surprised at scoring as low in this area as their profile
indicates as many people consider themselves to be highly Insightful.

Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

More common More common Frequent

USAGE OF INSIGHTFUL IN REPORTS

Types: Task; Thought

Team Roles: Innovator

Leadership: Intellectual

Reflections: Broadminded (- Particular)

Entrepreneurial: Building Capability; Seeking Possibilities

Sales: Strategist



CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets
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Inventive

HIGH SCORERS: are fluent in generating ideas, produce lots of ideas; are confident in their
ability to generate unusual ideas; favor radical solutions to problems; very much enjoy the
creative process

LOW SCORERS: do not regard themselves as creative; generate few ideas; seldom come
up with original ideas; favor conventional solutions to problems; are less likely to enjoy
the creative process

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Inventive

Thought

Imaginative

Inventive

Creative

Original

Radical

> Solving Problems

> Creating Innovation

> Generating Ideas

> Producing Ideas

> Inventing Approaches

> Adopting Radical Solutions

Very likely to be high on

Strategic r= .50

Moderately likely to be high on

Abstract r= .39
Change Oriented r= .36
Dynamic r= .33
Insightful r= .32
Purposeful r= .31

Fairly likely to be high on

Empowering r= .29
Convincing r= .29
Enterprising r= .29
Analytical r= .26
Striving r= .24
Challenging r= .21

Very likely to be low on

Conforming r= -.43

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

Organized r= -.24
Reliable r= -.23
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Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens

Inventive

Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

Less common Less common Less usual

USAGE OF INVENTIVE IN REPORTS

Types: Task; Thought

Team Roles: Innovator

Leadership: Visionary

Reflections: Daring (- Cautious)

Entrepreneurial: Seeking Possibilities

Sales: Strategist



CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets
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Abstract

HIGH SCORERS: enjoy thinking about and developing concepts; develop concepts well;
apply theories a lot; like applying theories and believe they do this effectively; need to
understand the underlying principles to learn effectively

LOW SCORERS: have little interest in thinking about or developing concepts; are not
interested in applying theories; do not need to understand the underlying principles to
learn effectively

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Abstract

Thought

Imaginative

Abstract

Conceptual

Theoretical

Prefers Learning by Thinking

> Solving Problems

> Creating Innovation

> Exploring Possibilities

> Developing Concepts

> Applying Theories

> Identifying Underlying 
Principles

Very likely to be high on

Learning Oriented r=.43

Moderately likely to be high on

Analytical r= .39
Inventive r= .39
Strategic r= .35
Factual r= .33

Fairly likely to be high on

Rational r= .26

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

Engaging r= -.21
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Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens

Abstract

Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

Moderately common Moderately common Common

USAGE OF ABSTRACT IN REPORTS

Types: Task; Thought

Team Roles: Analyst

Leadership: None

Reflections: Reflective (- Impulsive)

Entrepreneurial: Creating Superior Opportunities

Sales: Strategist



CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets
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Strategic

HIGH SCORERS: are good at developing effective strategies and derive real satisfaction
from this; need to have, and feel able to create, an inspiring vision for the future; think
long term; are likely to be seen as visionary

LOW SCORERS: show limited interest in developing strategies and do not regard this as
their strong point; have some difficulty creating an inspiring vision for the future; take a
relatively short term view and prefer to concentrate on the here and now

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Strategic

Thought

Imaginative

Strategic

Focused on Strategy

Forward Thinking

Visionary

> Solving Problems

> Creating Innovation

> Developing Strategies

> Forming Strategies

> Anticipating Trends

> Envisaging the Future

Very likely to be high on

Inventive r= .50
Empowering r= .44

Moderately likely to be high on

Change Oriented r= .39
Dynamic r= .36
Abstract r= .35
Striving r= .33
Directing r= .33
Enterprising r= .33
Insightful r= .32
Convincing r= .31

Fairly likely to be high on

Purposeful r= .28
Articulate r= .23
Composed r= .20

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

Conforming r= -.35

Fairly likely to be low on

Practically Minded r= -.24
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Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens

Strategic

Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

More common Moderately common Common

USAGE OF STRATEGIC IN REPORTS

Types: Task; Thought

Team Roles: Innovator

Leadership: Strategic Planner; Visionary

Reflections: Reflective (- Impulsive); Broadminded (- Particular)

Entrepreneurial: Seeking Possibilites; Getting in the Zone

Sales: Straegist
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CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets

Interactive

HIGH SCORERS: attach a high degree of importance to networking and believe they
network very well; are extremely talkative; consider themselves to be very lively

LOW SCORERS: attach little importance to networking; spend little time networking; are
very quiet; see themselves as less lively than most people

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Interactive

Influence

Sociable

Interactive

Lively

Talkative

Focused on Networking

> Influencing People

> Building Relationships

> Interacting with People

> Projecting Enthusiasm

> Making Contact

> Networking

Very likely to be high on

Engaging r= .51

Moderately likely to be high on

Self-promoting r= .39
Articulate r= .38

Fairly likely to be high on

Dynamic r= .29
Positive r= .28
Enterprising r= .27
Empowering r= .24
Directing r= .20
Convincing r= .20

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

Rational r= -.20



Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens
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INTERACTIVE

Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

Less common Less common Frequent

USAGE OF INTERACTIVE IN REPORTS

Types: People; Influence

Team Roles: Relator

Leadership: Networker

Reflections: Socially-Immersed (- Task-Immersed)

Entrepreneurial: Opening up to the World

Sales: Relationship Builder
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CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets

Engaging

HIGH SCORERS: very quickly establish rapport with people; like making new friends and
find making friends easy; attach importance to, and believe they are effective in making
a good first impression

LOW SCORERS: can take considerable time to establish rapport with people; have limited
interest in making new friends; are unlikely to make strong first impression 

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Engaging

Influence

Sociable

Engaging

Rapport Focused

Initial Impression 
Oriented
Friendship Seeking

> Influencing People

> Building Relationships

> Establishing Rapport

> Putting People at Ease

> Welcoming People

> Making Friends

Very likely to be high on

Interactive r= .51

Moderately likely to be high on

Articulate r= .37
Positive r= .30

Fairly likely to be high on

Self-promoting r= .24
Resolving r= .23
Attentive r= .23
Involving r= .23
Accepting r= .20

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

Abstract r= -.21



Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens
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Engaging

Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

More common Less common Common

USAGE OF ENGAGING IN REPORTS

Types: People; Influence

Team Roles: Supporter

Leadership: Networker

Reflections: Socially-Immersed (- Task-Immersed)

Entrepreneurial: None

Sales: Negotiator
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CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets

Self-promoting

HIGH SCORERS: want people to know about their successes and go to some lengths to
bring their achievements to others’ attention; like to be, and often find themselves, the
center of attention; have a strong need for praise and seek praise when they have done
well

LOW SCORERS: are reserved about their achievements and rarely bring them to people’s
attention; dislike and avoid, becoming the center of attention; seldom look for praise, even
when they have done very well

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Self-promoting

Influence

Sociable

Self-promoting

Attention Seeking

Immodest

Praise Seeking

> Influencing People

> Building Relationships

> Impressing People

> Attracting Attention

> Promoting Personal 
Achievements

> Gaining Recognition 

Very likely to be high on

None

Moderately likely to be high on

Interactive r= .39
Enterprising r= .30

Fairly likely to be high on

Convincing r= .27
Self-assured r= .25
Engaging r= .24
Challenging r= .23
Dynamic r= .22
Directing r= .21

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

Principled r= -.25



Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens
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Self-promoting

Note:  There is a low average self-rating on Self-promoting.  This indicates that in general
this is not seen as a particularly desirable characteristic.  As the results are relative, please
bear in mind that some people may be surprised at scoring as high in this area as their
profile indicates.

Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

Moderately common Less common Common

USAGE OF ABSTRACT IN REPORTS

Types: People; Influence

Team Roles: Relator

Leadership: None

Reflections: Socially-Immersed (- Task-Immersed); 
Self-Focused (- Focused on Others)

Entrepreneurial: Opening up to the World

Sales: Persuader
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CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets

Convincing

HIGH SCORERS: are eager to bring people round to their point of view and see
themselves as very persuasive; are eager to get the best deal and believe they negotiate
well; are determined to make people listen to their views and put their point across
forcibly

LOW SCORERS: consider themselves to be less persuasive; do not consider themselves
strong at negotiation; are less forceful in putting their points across

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Convincing

Influence

Impactful

Convincing

Persuasive

Outspoken

Negotiative

> Influencing People

> Communicating Information

> Convincing People

> Persuading Others

> Shaping Opinions

> Negotiating 

Very likely to be high on

Enterprising r= .48
Challenging r= .46
Purposeful r= .41
Directing r= .40

Moderately likely to be high on

Striving r= .36
Dynamic r= .33
Strategic r= .31

Fairly likely to be high on

Inventive r= .29
Empowering r= .29
Self-promoting r= .27
Analytical r= .23
Insightful r= .21
Articulate r= .21
Interactive r= .20

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

Accepting r= -.27
Conforming r= -.20



Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens
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Convincing

Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

More common More common Common

USAGE OF CONVINCING IN REPORTS

Types: People; Influencing

Team Roles: None

Leadership: Persuader

Reflections: Outspoken (- Obliging); 
Self-Focused (- Focused on Others)

Entrepreneurial: Opening up to the World; Getting in the Zone

Sales: Persuader; Negotiator
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CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets

Articulate

HIGH SCORERS: enjoy, and believe they are good at, giving presentations; enjoy
explaining things and consider that they do this well; enjoy meeting and are confident
with new people

LOW SCORERS: tend to avoid giving presentations; do not enjoy, nor consider themselves
effective at, explaining things; lack confidence when meeting and mixing with new
people

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Articulate

Influence

Impactful

Articulate

Presentation Oriented 

Eloquent

Socially Confident

> Influencing People

> Communicating Information

> Articulating Information

> Giving Presentations

> Explaining Things

> Projecting Social Confidence

Very likely to be high on

None

Moderately likely to be high on

Interactive r= .38
Engaging r= .37
Empowering r= .35
Composed r= .31

Fairly likely to be high on

Directing r= .23
Strategic r= .23
Convincing r= .21
Enterprising r= .21

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

Conforming r= -.20



Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens
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Articulate

Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

Moderately common Less common Frequent

USAGE OF ARTICULATE IN REPORTS

Types: People; Influence

Team Roles: Relator

Leadership: Persuader

Reflections: Outspoken (- Obliging)

Entrepreneurial: None

Sales: Persuader



© 2012 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.0.

78

CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets

Challenging

HIGH SCORERS: frequently challenge other people’s ideas; want people to know when
they disagree with them and are open in voicing disagreements; really enjoy arguing with
people and regularly get involved in arguments

LOW SCORERS: seldom challenge other people’s ideas; avoid expressing disagreements
openly, preferring to keep their views to themselves; rarely get involved in arguments

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Challenging

Influence

Impactful

Challenging

Prepared to Disagree

Challenging Views

Argumentative

> Influencing People

> Communicating Information

> Challenging Ideas

> Questioning Assumptions

> Challenging 
Established Views

> Arguing Own Perspective

Very likely to be high on

Convincing r= .46

Moderately likely to be high on

None

Fairly likely to be high on

Purposeful r= .25
Analytical r= .24
Self-promoting r= .23
Inventive r= .21
Dynamic r= .20

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

Accepting r= -.22
Conforming r= -.20



Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens
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Challenging

Note:  There is a low average self-rating on Challenging.  This indicates that in general this
is not seen as a particularly desirable characteristic.  As the results are relative, please
bear in mind that some people may be surprised at scoring as high in this area as their
profile indicates.

Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

Moderately common Less common Common

USAGE OF CHALLENGING IN REPORTS

Types: People; Influence

Team Roles: None

Leadership: Innovator

Reflections: Outspoken (- Obliging)

Entrepreneurial: Creating Superior Opportunities; Seeing Possibilities

Sales: None
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CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets

Purposeful

HIGH SCORERS: are very comfortable making quick decisions; relish the responsibility for,
and are prepared to make, big decisions; hold definite opinions on most issues and rarely
change their minds

LOW SCORERS: take their time over decision making; prefer to let others take
responsibility for big decisions; hold few strong opinions and are prone to change their
minds

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Purposeful

Influence

Assertive

Purposeful

Decisive

Responsibility 
Seeking
Definite

> Influencing People

> Providing Leadership

> Making Decisions

> Deciding on Action

> Assuming 
Responsibility

> Standing by Decisions

Very likely to be high on

Directing r= .47
Dynamic r= .44
Convincing r= .41

Moderately likely to be high on

Striving r= .38
Enterprising r= .38
Insightful r= .33
Inventive r= .31
Composed r= .30

Fairly likely to be high on

Strategic r= .28
Change Oriented r= .28
Challenging r= .25
Activity Oriented r= .25
Empowering r= .23

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

Conforming r= -.31

Fairly likely to be low on

Involving r= -.29
Accepting r=- .26
Attentive r= -.20



Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens
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Purposeful

Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

More common Less common Frequent

USAGE OF PURPOSEFUL IN REPORTS

Types: People; Influence

Team Roles: Assertor

Leadership: Consulter; Instructor

Reflections: Impulsive (- Reflective)

Entrepreneurial: Getting in the Zone; Staying in the Zone

Sales: Persuader
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CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets

Directing

HIGH SCORERS: definitely want to take the lead and see leadership as one of their key
strengths; are very much inclined to take control of things; enjoy, and believe they are
good at, coordinating people

LOW SCORERS: prefer to let other people take the lead; have little desire to take control
of things; do not enjoy coordinating people nor regard this as one of their strengths

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Directing

Influence

Assertive

Directing

Leadership Oriented

Coordinating

Control Seeking

> Influencing People

> Providing Leadership

> Directing People 

> Leading People

> Coordinating Groups

> Controlling Things

Very likely to be high on

Empowering r= .50
Purposeful r= .47
Dynamic r= .45
Convincing r= .40

Moderately likely to be high on

Enterprising r= .38
Striving r= .38
Strategic r= .33

Fairly likely to be high on

Composed r= .25
Articulate r= .23
Insightful r= .21
Self-promoting r= .21
Interactive r= .20

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

None



Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens
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Directing

Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

Moderately common Less common Common

USAGE OF DIRECTING IN REPORTS

Types: People; Influence

Team Roles: Assertor

Leadership: Strategic Planner

Reflections: None

Entrepreneurial: Building Capability; Staying in the Zone

Sales: None
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CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets

Empowering

HIGH SCORERS: attach importance to being able to motivate other people and consider
themselves adept at finding ways to do this; want, and believe they are able, to be
inspirational to others; go out of their way to encourage others

LOW SCORERS: show limited interest in finding ways to motivate others; do not consider
themselves to be inspirational to other people; do not go out of their way to encourage
others

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Empowering

Influence

Assertive

Empowering

Motivating

Inspiring

Encouraging

> Influencing People

> Providing Leadership

> Empowering Individuals

> Motivating Individuals

> Inspiring People

> Giving Encouragement

Very likely to be high on

Directing r= .50
Strategic r= .44

Moderately likely to be high on

Articulate r= .35
Dynamic r= .32
Enterprising r= .30

Fairly likely to be high on

Inventive r= .29
Convincing r= .29
Striving r= .27
Resolving r= .26
Change Oriented r= .24
Interactive r= .24
Purposeful r= .23
Composed r= .21

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

Conforming r= -.26
Rational r= -.24



Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens
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Empowering 

Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

Less common Less common Less usual

USAGE OF EMPOWERING IN REPORTS

Types: People; Influence

Team Roles: Assertor

Leadership: Inspirer

Reflections: Broadminded (- Particular) 

Entrepreneurial: Building Capability; Opening up to the World

Sales: Relationship Builder



CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets
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Self-assured

HIGH SCORERS: are self confident; feel very positive about themselves; have a strong
sense of their own worth; feel in control of their own future 

LOW SCORERS: are less self confident; are less positive about themselves; have a limited
sense of their own worth; feel a limited sense of control over their own future 

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Self-assured

Adaptability

Resilient

Self-assured

Self-confident

Self-directing

Self-valuing

> Adapting Approaches

> Showing Resilience

> Conveying Self Confidence

> Projecting Inner 
Confidence

> Determining Own 
Future

> Valuing Own Contributions 

Very likely to be high on

None

Moderately likely to be high on

Positive r= .32

Fairly likely to be high on

Self-promoting r= .25
Striving r= .23
Enterprising r= .21

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

None



Years

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28
3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)
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Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

More common Moderately common Frequent

USAGE OF SELF-ASSURED IN REPORTS

Types: People; Adaptability

Team Roles: Optimist

Leadership: Servant Leader

Reflections: Tough Minded (- Sensitive); 
Self-Focused (- Focused on Others)

Entrepreneurial: Staying in the Zone; Seeing possibilities

Sales: None

Self-assured



CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets
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Composed

HIGH SCORERS: are calm; see little point in worrying before important events; rarely get
anxious during important events; work well under pressure 

LOW SCORERS: feel tense before important events; get anxious during important events;
do not cope well with pressure

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Composed

Adaptability

Resilient

Composed

Relaxed at Events

Unworried before 
Events
Copes with Pressure

> Adapting Approaches

> Showing Resilience

> Showing Composure

> Staying Calm

> Tolerating Stress

> Dealing with Pressure

Very likely to be high on

None

Moderately likely to be high on

Change Oriented r= .38
Articulate r= .31
Purposeful r= .30

Fairly likely to be high on

Directing r= .25
Positive r= .24
Activity Oriented r= .22
Dynamic r= .22
Empowering r= .21
Strategic r= .20

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

Conforming r= -.25



Years

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28
3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)
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Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

Less common Less common Common

USAGE OF COMPOSED IN REPORTS

Types: People; Adaptability

Team Roles: Optimist

Leadership: Crisis Handler; Administrator

Reflections: Tough Minded (- Sensitive)

Entrepreneurial: Staying in the Zone

Sales: Resolver

Composed



CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets
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Resolving

HIGH SCORERS: quickly resolve disagreements; consider themselves effective at calming
angry people down; believe they cope well with people who are upset

LOW SCORERS: do not consider resolving disagreements to be one of their strengths; see
themselves as having some difficulty dealing with angry people; recognize that they do
not cope well with people who are upset

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Resolving

Adaptability

Resilient

Resolving

Comfortable with 
Upset People
Comfortable with 
Angry People
Conflict Resolution Focused

> Adapting Approaches

> Showing Resilience

> Resolving Conflict

> Calming Upset People

> Handling Angry 
Individuals

> Resolving Arguments

Very likely to be high on

Attentive r= .43

Moderately likely to be high on

None

Fairly likely to be high on

Involving r= .29
Empowering r= .26
Accepting r= .24
Engaging r= .23

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

None



Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0
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Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)
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Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

Moderately common Moderately common Common

USAGE OF RESOLVING IN REPORTS

Types: People; Adaptability

Team Roles: None

Leadership: Crisis Handler

Reflections: Obliging (- Outspoken)

Entrepreneurial: None

Sales: Resolver

Resolving



CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets
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Positive

HIGH SCORERS: are optimistic; are very cheerful; recover quickly from setbacks 

LOW SCORERS: are inclined to be pessimistic; are less cheerful than most people; take
time to recover from setbacks

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Positive

Adaptability

Flexible

Positive

Optimistic

Buoyant

Cheerful

> Adapting Approaches

> Adjusting to Change

> Thinking Positively

> Being Optimistic

> Recovering from 
Setbacks

> Projecting Cheerfulness

Very likely to be high on

None

Moderately likely to be high on

Change Oriented r= .32
Self-assured r= .32
Engaging r= .30

Fairly likely to be high on

Interactive r= .28
Composed r= .24

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

None



Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens
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Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

Less common Moderately common Common

USAGE OF POSITIVE IN REPORTS

Types: People; Adaptability

Team Roles: Optimist

Leadership: Enthisiast

Reflections: Impressionable (- Skeptical); Tough Minded (- Sensitive)

Entrepreneurial: Staying in the Zone

Sales: Resover

Positive



CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets
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Change Oriented

HIGH SCORERS: enjoy new challenges and adapt readily to new situations; are positive
about and cope well with change; cope well with uncertainty

LOW SCORERS: take time to adapt to new situations; are uncomfortable with change;
have difficulty dealing with uncertainty

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Change Oriented

Adaptability

Flexible

Change Oriented

Receptive to Change

Tolerant of Uncertainty

Challenge Seeking

> Adapting Approaches

> Adjusting to Change

> Embracing Change

> Coping with Change

> Tolerating Uncertainty

> Adapting to New Challenges 

Very likely to be high on

None

Moderately likely to be high on

Strategic r= .39
Composed r= .38
Inventive r= .36
Positive r= .32
Dynamic r= .32

Fairly likely to be high on

Purposeful r= .28
Empowering r= .24
Striving r= .23
Insightful r= .22
Learning Oriented r= .20
Activity Oriented r= .20

Very likely to be low on

Conforming r= -.41

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

None



Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens

© 2012 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.0.

95

Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

Moderately common Less common Common

USAGE OF CHANGE ORIENTED IN REPORTS

Types: People; Adaptability

Team Roles: None

Leadership: Change Agent

Reflections: Impulsive (- Reflective)

Entrepreneurial: Building Capability; Getting in the Zone; Staying in the Zone

Sales: None

Change Oriented



CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets
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Receptive

HIGH SCORERS: respond well to feedback from others; encourage people to criticize their
approach; actively seek feedback on their performance 

LOW SCORERS: respond less well to feedback from others; are reluctant to accept
criticism; seldom ask for feedback on their performance 

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Receptive

Adaptability

Flexible

Receptive

Responsive to Feedback

Open to Criticism

Feedback Seeking

> Adapting Approaches

> Adjusting to Change

> Inviting Feedback

> Acknowledging Criticism

> Encouraging Critical 
Thinking

> Gathering Feedback

Very likely to be high on

None

Moderately likely to be high on

None

Fairly likely to be high on

Involving r= .27

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

None



Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens
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Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

More common More common Frequent

USAGE OF RECEPTIVE IN REPORTS

Types: People; Adaptability

Team Roles: None

Leadership: Consulter

Reflections: Impressionable (- Skeptical); Sensitive (- Tough Minded);
Sympathetic (- Tenacious)

Entrepreneurial: Seeing Possibilities

Sales: Negotiator

Receptive



CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets
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Attentive

HIGH SCORERS: attach importance to, and believe that they are good at, understanding
how others are feeling; regard themselves as good listeners; are interested in, and
consider themselves adept at, understanding why people behave as they do

LOW SCORERS: show limited interest in and awareness of how others are feeling;
recognize that listening to other people is not one of their strong points; show limited
interest in understanding people’s behavior

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Attentive

Adaptability

Supportive

Attentive

Empathic

Focused on Listening

Psychologically Minded

> Adapting Approaches

> Giving Support

> understanding People

> Showing Empathy

> Listening to People

> Understanding Motivation

Very likely to be high on

Accepting r= .51
Involving r= .50
Resolving r= .43

Moderately likely to be high on

Empowering r= .30

Fairly likely to be high on

Engaging r= .23

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

Rational r= -.24
Purposeful r= -.20



Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens
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Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

More common Moderately common Common

USAGE OF ATTENTIVE IN REPORTS

Types: People; Adaptability

Team Roles: Supporter

Leadership: Servant Leader; Supporter

Reflections: Sensitive (- Tough Minded); 
Focused on Others (- Self-Focused); 
Sympathetic (- Tenacious)

Entrepreneurial: Creating Supperior Opportunities

Sales: Resolver

Attentive



CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets
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Involving

HIGH SCORERS: believe they work well in, and enjoy being in, a team; take full account of
other people’s views; go to considerable lengths to include others in the final decision

LOW SCORERS: prefer, and see themselves as more effective working alone than as part
of a team; take limited account of other people’s views; prefer to make decisions
independently of others

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Involving

Adaptability

Supportive

Involving

Team Oriented

Democratic 

Collaborative in Decision-making

> Adapting Approaches

> Giving Support

> Team Working

> Working Participatively

> Encouraging Team 
Contributions

> Involving Others in Decisions

Very likely to be high on

Accepting r= .52
Attentive r= .50

Moderately likely to be high on

None

Fairly likely to be high on

Resolving r= .29
Receptive r= .27
Engaging r= .23
Principled r= .21
Conforming r= .20

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

Purposeful r= -.29
Dynamic r= -.21



Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens
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Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

Moderately common More common Frequent

USAGE OF INVOLVING IN REPORTS

Types: People; Adaptability

Team Roles: Supporter

Leadership: Innovator; Instructer

Reflections: Focused on Others (- Self-Focused); 
Sympathetic (- Tenacious)

Entrepreneurial: None

Sales: Relationship Builder

Involving



CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets
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Accepting

HIGH SCORERS: are very trusting of people; are tolerant; place great emphasis on being
considerate towards other people

LOW SCORERS: do not readily trust other people; are inclined to be intolerant; show a lack
consideration for others at times 

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Accepting

Adaptability

Supportive

Accepting

Considerate

Tolerant 

Trusting

> Adapting Approaches

> Giving Support

> Valuing Individuals

> Showing Consideration

> Tolerating Others

> Trusting People

Very likely to be high on

Involving r= .52
Attentive r= .51

Moderately likely to be high on

None

Fairly likely to be high on

Principled r= .24
Resolving r= .24
Engaging r= .20

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

Convincing r= -.27
Purposeful r= -.26
Dynamic r= -.24
Enterprising r= -.24
Challenging r= -.22



Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens
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Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

Moderately common Less common Common

USAGE OF ACCEPTING IN REPORTS

Types: People; Adaptability

Team Roles: None

Leadership: Instructor

Reflections: Impressionable (- Skeptical); Obliging (- Outspoken)

Entrepreneurial: Building Capability

Sales: Relationship Builder

Accepting
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Reliable

HIGH SCORERS: are conscientious about meeting deadlines; believe they rarely leave
things unfinished; consider themselves highly punctual

LOW SCORERS: acknowledge that they have difficulty keeping to deadlines; recognize
that finishing tasks is not one of their strengths; do not attach great importance to being
punctual and acknowledge that they are often late

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Reliable

CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets

Delivery

Conscientious

Reliable

Deadline Focused

Punctual

Completion Focused

> Delivering Results

> Processing Details

> Meeting Timescales

> Meeting Deadlines

> Keeping to Schedule

> Finishing Tasks

Very likely to be high on

Organized r= .59
Meticulous r= .53
Conforming r= .45

Moderately likely to be high on

Principled r= .34

Fairly likely to be high on

Rational r= .22
Practically Minded r= .21
Activity Oriented r= .21

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

Inventive r= -.23
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Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

Less common Less common Common

USAGE OF RELIABLE IN REPORTS

Types: Task; Delivery

Team Roles: Finisher

Leadership: Controller

Reflections: Cautious (- Daring)

Entrepreneurial: Creating Superior Opps; Staying in the Zone

Sales: Administrator

Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens

Reliable
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Meticulous

HIGH SCORERS: regard themselves as perfectionists; ensure a high level of quality; want
things done properly and consider themselves very thorough in their approach; see
themselves as highly attentive to detail

LOW SCORERS: acknowledge that they are prepared to compromise on quality; recognize
that they are less thorough than most people; do not regard attention to detail as their
strong point

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Meticulous

CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets

Delivery

Conscientious

Meticulous

Detail Focused

Thorough

Quality Oriented

> Delivering Results

> Processing Details

> Checking Things

> Finding Errors

> Ensuring Accuracy

> Producing High Quality Work

Very likely to be high on

Organized r= .53
Reliable r= .53
Conforming r= .48

Moderately likely to be high on

Factual r= .35

Fairly likely to be high on

Rational r= .26
Principled r= .26
Analytical r= .23
Practically Minded r= .20

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

None
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Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

Less common Less common Less usual

USAGE OF METICULOUS IN REPORTS

Types: Task; Delivery

Team Roles: Finisher

Leadership: Visionary

Reflections: Particular (- Broadminded)

Entrepreneurial: Creating Superior Opps

Sales: Administrator

Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens

Meticulous
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Conforming

HIGH SCORERS: need to have rules and adhere strictly to them; like to follow set
procedures; regard themselves as decidedly risk averse

LOW SCORERS: are much more likely to deviate from the rules; depart from set
procedures; believe they are prepared to take risks in decision making

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Conforming

CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets

Delivery

Conscientious

Conforming

Rule Focused

Procedural

Risk Averse

> Delivering Results

> Processing Details

> Following Procedures

> Adhering to Rules

> Following Instructions

> Minimizing Risks

Very likely to be high on

Meticulous r= .48
Organized r= .47
Reliable r= .45

Moderately likely to be high on

None

Fairly likely to be high on

Practically Minded r= .26
Rational r= .22
Involving r= .20

Very likely to be low on

Inventive r= -.43
Change Oriented r= -.41

Moderately likely to be low on

Dynamic r= -.36
Strategic r= -.35
Purposeful r= -.31

Fairly likely to be low on

Empowering r= -.26
Composed r= -.25
Enterprising r= -.23
Challenging r= -.20
Convincing r= -.20
Articulate r= -.20
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Note:  There is a low average self-rating on Conforming.  This indicates that in general this
is not seen as a particularly desirable characteristic.  As the results are relative, please
bear in mind that some people may be surprised at scoring as high in this area as their
profile indicates.

Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

Less common Less common Less usual

USAGE OF ABSTRACT IN REPORTS

Types: Task; Delivery

Team Roles: None

Leadership: Controller

Reflections: Obliging (- Outspoken); Cautious (- Daring)

Entrepreneurial: None

Sales: Administrator

Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens

Conforming
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Organized

HIGH SCORERS: are well organized; attach importance to planning; make effective plans;
establish clear priorities 

LOW SCORERS: are rather disorganized; rarely make plans; seldom establish clear
priorities 

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Organized

CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets

Delivery

Structured

Organized

Methodical

Focused on Planning

Prioritizing

> Delivering Results

> Structuring Tasks

> Managing Tasks

> Working Methodically

> Planning Activities

> Setting Priorities

Very likely to be high on

Reliable r= .59
Meticulous r= .53
Conforming r= .47

Moderately likely to be high on

None

Fairly likely to be high on

Principled r= .24
Factual r= .22

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

Inventive r= -.24
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Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

More common Less common Less usual

USAGE OF ORGANIZED IN REPORTS

Types: Task; Delivery

Team Roles: None

Leadership: Coordinator

Reflections: Particular (- Broadminded)

Entrepreneurial: Staying in the Zone

Sales: Administrator

Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens

Organized
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Principled

HIGH SCORERS: are concerned with ethical matters and believe they behave in an ethical
fashion; consider maintaining confidentiality to be among their key strengths and can be
relied upon to be discreet; view themselves as honoring the commitments they have
agreed to

LOW SCORERS: consider themselves to be less focused on ethical matters than most
people; attach less importance to maintaining confidentiality than many: recognize that
they are prone to be indiscreet; place less emphasis on honoring commitments than
others

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Principled

CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets

Delivery

Structured

Principled

Proper

Discreet

Focused on Meeting Commitments

> Delivering Results

> Structuring Tasks

> Upholding Standards

> Behaving Ethically

> Maintaining 
Confidentiality

> Acting with Integrity

Very likely to be high on

None

Moderately likely to be high on

Reliable r= .34

Fairly likely to be high on

Meticulous r= .26
Accepting r= .24
Organized r= .24
Involving r= .21

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

Self-promoting r= -.25
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There is a high average self-rating on Principled.  This indicates that in general this is seen
as a particularly desirable characteristic.  As the results are relative, please bear in mind
that that some people may be surprised at scoring as low in this area as their profile
indicates as many people consider themselves to be highly Principled.

Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

Moderately common Less common Common

USAGE OF PRINCIPLED IN REPORTS

Types: Task; Delivery

Team Roles: None

Leadership: Servant Leader

Reflections: Focused on Others (- Self-Focused)

Entrepreneurial: Creating Superior Opps;

Sales: None

Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens

Principled
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Activity Oriented

HIGH SCORERS: work at a fast pace; work well when busy; cope well with multi-tasking

LOW SCORERS: prefer to work at a relatively slow pace; work best when not too busy;
much prefer to do one thing at a time

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Activity Oriented

CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets

Delivery

Structured

Activity Oriented

Quick Working

Busy

Multi-tasking Oriented

> Delivering Results

> Structuring Tasks

> Producing Output 

> Working Quickly

> Maintaining 
Productivity

> Multi-Tasking

Very likely to be high on

None

Moderately likely to be high on

None

Fairly likely to be high on

Dynamic r= .27
Purposeful r= .25
Composed r= .22
Reliable r= .21
Change Oriented r= .20

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

None
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Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

More common More common Common

USAGE OF ACTIVITY IN REPORTS

Types: Task; Delivery

Team Roles: Striver

Leadership: Crisis Handler

Reflections: Tenacious (-Sympatheic); Impulsive (- Reflective)

Entrepreneurial: Getting in the Zone; Building Capability

Sales: Driver

Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens

Activity Oriented
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Dynamic

HIGH SCORERS: consider themselves to be very energetic; see themselves as impatient
to get things started and good at starting things off; are focused on making things
happen

LOW SCORERS: see themselves as less energetic than many people; seldom start things
off; seldom see it as their responsibility to make things happen

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Dynamic

CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets

Delivery

Driven

Dynamic

Action Oriented

Focused on Starting 
Things 
Energetic

> Delivering Results

> Driving Success

> Taking Action

> Making Things Happen

> Using Initiative

> Investing Energy

Very likely to be high on

Directing r= .45
Purposeful r= .44
Enterprising r= .43
Striving r= .40

Moderately likely to be high on

Strategic r= .36
Insightful r= .35
Convincing r= .33
Inventive r= .33
Empowering r= .32
Change Oriented r= .32

Fairly likely to be high on

Interactive r= .29
Activity Oriented r= .27
Self-promoting r= .22
Composed r= .22
Challenging r= .20

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

Conforming r= -.36

Fairly likely to be low on

Accepting r= -.24
Involving r= -.21
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Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

More common Moderately common Frequent

USAGE OF DYNAMIC IN REPORTS

Types: Task; Delivery

Team Roles: Finisher

Leadership: Change Agent; Crisis Handler

Reflections: Task-Immersed (- Socially-Immersed); 
Tenacious (- Sympatheic)

Entrepreneurial: Getting in the Zone

Sales: Driver

Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens

Dynamic
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Enterprising

HIGH SCORERS: regard themselves as highly competitive, with a strong need to win;
believe they are good at, and derive real satisfaction from, identifying business
opportunities; see themselves as very sales oriented

LOW SCORERS: do not consider themselves to be competitive; acknowledge that they
seldom identify good business opportunities; do not see themselves as sales oriented

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Enterprising

CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets

Delivery

Driven

Enterprising

Business Opportunity 
Oriented
Sales Focused

Competitive

> Delivering Results

> Driving Success

> Seizing Opportunities

> Identifying Business 
Opportunities

> Generating Sales

> Outperforming Competitors

Very likely to be high on

Striving r= .55
Convincing r= .48
Dynamic r= .43

Moderately likely to be high on

Directing r= .38
Purposeful r= .38
Strategic r= .33
Empowering r= .30
Self-promoting r= .30

Fairly likely to be high on

Inventive r= .29
Interactive r= .27
Articulate r= .21
Self-assured r= .21

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

Accepting r= -.24
Conforming r= -.23
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Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

Less common Less common Common

USAGE OF ENTERPRISING IN REPORTS

Types: Task; Delivery

Team Roles: Striver

Leadership: Networker; Energizer

Reflections: Daring (- Cautious)

Entrepreneurial: Creating Superior Opps; Opening up to the World

Sales: Negotiator; Driver

Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens

Enterprising
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Striving

HIGH SCORERS: see themselves as very ambitious and want to be successful; attach
great importance to achieving outstanding results and believe they do so; are very
persevering and keep going no matter what

LOW SCORERS: do not see themselves as ambitious; are not driven to achieve
outstanding results; are less inclined than many people to persevere in the face of
difficulty

MID SCORES: can represent either an average score on all three facets or a ‘net average’
derived from a mix of scores, typically where one or more high score is counterbalanced
by one or more low score

Correlations with other dimensions: If high on Striving

CompetencyStyles

cluster

section

dimension

facets

Delivery

Driven

Striving

Results Oriented

Ambitious

Persevering 

> Delivering Results

> Driving Success

> Pursuing Goals

> Achieving Outstanding 
Results

> Acting with 
Determination

> Persisting through Difficulties

Very likely to be high on

Enterprising r= .55
Dynamic r= .40

Moderately likely to be high on

Purposeful r= .38
Directing r= .38
Convincing r= .36
Strategic r= .33

Fairly likely to be high on

Empowering r= .27
Inventive r= .24
Self-assured r= .23
Change Oriented r= .23
Insightful r= .21

Very likely to be low on

None

Moderately likely to be low on

None

Fairly likely to be low on

None
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There is a high average self-rating on Striving.  This indicates that in general this is
seen as a particularly desirable characteristic.  As the results are relative, please bear in
mind that that some people may be surprised at scoring as low in this area as their
profile indicates as many people consider themselves to be highly Striving.

Motive-Talent Split Normative-Ipsative Split Facet Range

More common Less common Frequent

USAGE OF ABSTRACT IN REPORTS

Types: Task; Delivery

Team Roles: Striver

Leadership: Inspirer

Reflections: Tenacious (- Sympatheic)

Entrepreneurial: Getting in the Zone; Staying in the Zone

Sales: Driver

Years

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

> 5349-5245-4841-4437-4033-3629-32<28

Female (N=4,119)

Male (N=6,664)

Stens

Striving
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6.3 Response Style Summary Scales

Ratings Acquiescence

•  A measure of how positive or self-critical a person has been in terms of rating
themselves (using the normative 1 to 9 scale) across the 36 dimensions

HIGH SCORERS: have high self-esteem, need to please, or demonstrate a lack of self-
criticism

LOW SCORERS: have low self-esteem, a low need to please, or are highly self-critical

MID SCORES: represent individuals who have neither portrayed themselves in a highly
critical or highly positive way.  They may have used the extremes at both ends of the
scale, or tended towards the mid-point of the rating scale

In very rare instances, a motive-talent split can occur on an individual’s Ratings
Acquiescence score. Where talent is higher than motive, the individual may be highly
capable but disengaged with what they are doing.  Where motive is higher than talent, the
individual might not feel they are performing as well as they would want to be performing.

Correlations with dim ensions: If high on Ratings Acquiescence

Very likely to be high on Very likely to be low on

Striving r= .58 None
Directing r= .53
Strategic r= .53
Empowering r= .52
Dynamic r= .51
Convincing r= .50
Enterprising r= .49
Purposeful r= .46
Articulate r= .43
Inventive r= .43
Insightful r= .43
Self-assured r= .42

Moderately likely to be high on Moderately likely to be low on

Change Oriented r= .38 None
Composed r= .35
Analytical r= .33
Interactive r= .33
Learning Oriented r= .32
Engaging r= .31

Note:  High Ratings Acquiescence can be indicative of high self-belief.  A person with high Ratings Acquiescence may therefore demonstrate
artificially high scores in their Wave report.  It is important to remember that people can correctly or incorrectly represent themselves on Wave
Styles assessments and it is the job of the interpreter to corroborate the indications of the Wave Styles report with further evidence of an
individual’s work performance.
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Consistency of Rankings

•  A measure of how consistently a person has rank ordered characteristics across the
36 dimensions

HIGH SCORERS: have been highly consistent in the way they rank ordered items

LOW SCORERS: may have had difficulty rank ordering items, possibly indicating a
situational style or low motivation towards the task

MID SCORES: demonstrate that an individual has been as consistent as most people in
their rank ordering of items

Correlations with dimensions: If high on Consistency of Rankings

Very likely to be high on Very likely to be low on

None None

Moderately likely to be high on Moderately likely to be low on

None Enterprising r= -0.31
Convincing r= -0.30
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Normative-Ipsative Agreement

•  The degree of alignment between an individual’s Normative and Ipsative scores
across the 36 dimensions

HIGH SCORERS: demonstrate a high degree of alignment in their normative and ipsative
scores

LOW SCORERS: have less agreement between their normative and ipsative scores.  Low
agreement scores on this scale combined with high Rating Acquiescence indicates a very
positive self-portrait which may broadly reflect superior work performance across a wide
array of behaviors (or over-estimation or exaggeration of one’s capabilities, perhaps to
portray oneself in an overly favorable light)

Low scores on this agreement scale with low Rating Acquiescence may indicate lower
work performance or performance restricted to a more limited set of work behaviors.  It
may also be representative of individuals under-rating their own capabilities

MID SCORES: demonstrate that individuals has shown a typical degree of alignment
between their ratings and rankings of items

Correlations with dimensions

No high or moderate degree of correlation with dimensions

Frequency and Size of Normative-Ipsative Splits

In the vast majority of cases (more than 90%), only very small Normative-Ipsative splits
are found.  Small to appreciable sized splits are found in less than 10% of cases and
sizeable to huge sized splits are only found in less than 1% of cases.

Sten Description of Size Relative Frequency

3 Small Less Rare 7.235%

4 Moderate Rare 1.778%

5 Appreciable Very Rare 0.375%

6 Sizeable Very Rare 0.099%

7 Large Extremely Rare 0.010%

8 Very Large Extremely Rare 0.005%

9 Huge Extremely Rare 0.000%
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Motive-Talent Agreement

•  The degree of alignment between Motive and Talent scores across the 
36 dimensions

HIGH SCORERS: have aligned talents and motives, are ‘self-actualized’ in that they are
good at things that matter to them

LOW SCORERS: demonstrate a high degree of discrepancy between their reported
talents and motives; may report feeling ‘burnt out’ or find little enjoyment in areas where
they are talented

MID SCORES: demonstrate that an individual has reported a typical degree of alignment
between their talents and motives

Correlations with dimensions

No high or moderate degree of correlation with dimensions

Frequency and Size of Motive-Talent Splits

In the vast majority of cases (more than 87%), only very small Motive-Talent splits are
found.  Small to appreciable sized splits are found in approximately 12% of cases and
sizeable to huge sized splits are only found in less than 1% of cases.

Sten Description of Size Relative Frequency

3 Small Less Rare 8.427%

4 Moderate Rare 3.086%

5 Appreciable Very Rare 0.887%

6 Sizeable Very Rare 0.258%

7 Large Extremely Rare 0.058%

8 Very Large Extremely Rare 0.012%

9 Huge Extremely Rare 0.002%
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7.0 Feedback

Wave Styles assessments are used in a variety of contexts where feedback is an integral
part of the process.  This chapter starts with examples of three key applications of Wave
where feedback is likely to be given.  Feedback should only be given by appropriately
trained users, so please contact Saville Consulting for more information.

7.1 Applications and Giving Feedback

The application of Wave Styles and exactly how the assessment is used in conjunction with
other Wave assessments has a large number of different possible permutations.  To give
some insight into how Wave Styles can be applied in different contexts, three common
applications of Wave are used to highlight some of the issues that should be considered.
By the very nature of these applications this is designed to give the user some additional
insight from experienced users rather than provide an exhaustive list of what should be
considered.

Selection

When giving feedback in a selection context, it is not always necessary to give feedback
of the full psychometric profile.  Different levels of detail will be appropriate for different
situations.  For example, if the selection scenario involves having administered Wave to
20 job applicants, it may be appropriate to give two different types of feedback - one to
those applicants who are selected for an interview and another to those that were not.

For those not chosen for an interview, it might be more appropriate to give a brief
feedback session via telephone and to send them their Personal Report for their own
self-awareness/development.  For those applicants selected for an interview, the Wave
Expert Reports (including their Motive-Talent and Normative-Ipsative splits) can be used
to feed into a Competency Based Interview, with particular emphasis on their areas of
strength and limitation with relation to the job description/job profile and on verifying
areas where there could be potential exaggeration or even false modesty (from normative
and ipsative splits).

It also may be appropriate to arrange a session to feedback to the candidates which is
separate from the interview, to build self-awareness of the whole profile for the
candidate.  Again, the format of the feedback may vary significantly for individuals that
are appointed and those that are not.  For those that are appointed, the Wave Expert
report and particularly the preferred culture can help new appointees and their manager
think of how best to bring the individual ‘on-board’ by identifying areas for the new
appointee and their manager to focus on in the first 100 days.
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Points to consider when giving Wave feedback as part of
Selections:

•  Not always giving full feedback at interview stage – focusing on areas which are
particularly relevant to the role

•  Look in particular at strengths on the profile to verify

•  Or limitations to consider impact on performance

•  Feed questions into Competency Based Interview*

•  Consider Normative-Ipsative splits as areas for further investigation at
interview stage

•  Integrate with other information – for example from Assessment Center, etc.*

*If integrating Wave into an Assessment or Development Center matrix or Competency Based Interview,
Wave users typically benefit from mapping the criteria they are assessing to the 147 components of
Behavior, Ability, Global model of the Saville Consulting Wave Performance Culture Framework.  This
allows clarity on where each Wave component will relate to performance on the assessment center or
interview.

Development

When giving feedback for development purposes, it is always important to set aside
enough time to give full and thorough feedback on the assessee’s or developee’s Wave
Expert Report Profile.  Adequate time should also be allowed for any questions the person
may have and for discussion of implications and future development plans stemming from
the results of the profile.  For Wave Professional Styles, initial development feedback
sessions often are timed to run for an hour and a half (although the length of these
sessions is highly dependent on the process).

The Saville Consulting Wave model is built on a strengths perspective; the focus should
be on identifying areas of strength and building on these.  While Saville Consulting
emphasize building strengths as the most effective development model for the majority
of people, it is also often important for individuals being developed to understand where
their strengths are most lacking and could adversely impact on their effectiveness at
work.  For this reason, the Expert Report profile can also be used to discuss areas of
relative weakness and how these can be incorporated into a development plan.

It may be useful in Development settings, to complement the feedback of the Expert
Report with the Saville Consulting Wave Development Report.  This development report
is driven by the same questionnaire which drives the Expert Report and gives an output
which is compatible with Development planning.  The Development Report was designed
to help bridge the gap between diagnosis and action planning.
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The Development report contains four sections:

•  Building Strengths – bullet point advice is given on ways to develop and
make the most of existing strengths.

•  Possible Overplayed Strengths – the potential pitfalls of possessing
strengths are outlined followed by an example of an action to avoid the pitfall
or unwanted consequence.

•  Managing Limitations – areas of limitation are areas where it is important
that an individual is realistic about and can manage them (rather than attempt
to change them).

•  Development Tips – finally these are areas where the individual lacks
strength and could choose to develop these.  Bullets are provided to develop
these strengths.  

The ‘Possible Overplayed Strengths’ category is often particularly powerful in practice for
high performing individuals.

Points to consider when giving Wave feedback for Development:

•  Identify and discuss areas of strength on the profile

•  Discuss how individuals can ‘play to’ these (e.g., by selecting work which suits
their talents) or develop these further

•  Identify and discuss possible limitations and areas for development
(‘Development Tips’ and ‘Managing Limitations’ on the Development Report)

•  Discuss how these areas can be managed and developed and whether they
should be, and realistically can be, developed or simply managed

•  Explore the implications of areas of strength and areas for development for the
individual on work performance

•  Work to create a clear picture with the individuals of what impact development
or the lack of it could have on their core personal objectives e.g., getting
promoted, changing job

•  Consider using the Saville Consulting Development Report to complement the
development discussion

•  Make sure that follow up action and a system of continued development
support is in place (e.g., action learning set, individual coaching session, review
of development actions)

Wave for Team Development

When giving feedback in a Team Development setting, it is common to use the Saville
Consulting Wave Team Roles report – refer to the Team Roles chapter.  This provides the
opportunity for individuals to understand where their own style will impact on
performance and where there are likely synergies with others and potential clashes.
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Points to consider when giving Wave feedback for Team
Development:

•  Before feeding back the results to individuals it is important that the team is
clear on its purpose, aims and objectives.

•  Consider whether team members receive feedback on their results individually
before being given Team feedback? If feeding back Wave Expert as well as
Team Roles then giving individual feedback before giving group feedback is
recommended.

•  Consider whether each individual will be identified – using a different symbol
color when plotting a group profile.

•  Profile the whole team against the Team Roles model (available from Saville
Consulting) by adding each member’s primary, secondary and two least
preferred team roles – this can be done anonymously or as part of the
facilitation if naming individuals.

•  Ask the team members to consider, what are their combined strengths and
potential limitations.

•  Get the team members to work out what things it will need to manage carefully
and where they may benefit from extra resources.

•  Ask the team members to reflect on past examples if they are an established
team.

•  Get the team members to think about the challenges they are about to face.

•  Ask the team members what actions they need to take and how they will
review the team’s actions and performance going forward.

7.2 Rich Interpretation – The Deep Dives

Interpreting Facet Ranges - Deep Dive 1

•  Where the range of facet scores within any dimension is of three stens or more, this is
indicated by hatching on the dimension scale.  Individual facet scores in brackets
alongside each verbal facet description are also provided.

Facet ranges on any dimension provide useful information to the user about an
individual’s breadth of interest/ talent within that dimension.  For example, the dimension
of ‘Articulate’ is made up of the facets ‘Presentation Oriented,' ‘Eloquent’ and ‘Socially
Confident.’  Where individuals come out as a sten eight on ‘Eloquent’ and ‘Socially
Confident’ but as a sten two on ‘Presentation Oriented,’ it demonstrates that they do not
feel their strength lies in this area of Articulate.  Their overall score on the dimension
‘Articulate’ would still be relatively high but they will show a facet range on this
dimension.

The overall dimension level score (e.g., Articulate) tends to give a good indication of the
level of an individual on a trait (and is a good indicator of performance in the aligned
behavioral criterion).  The facets and facet ranges give more information as to what that
behavior will look like at a detailed behavioral level.
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Interpreting Motive-Talent Splits - Deep Dive 2

•  If an individual shows a difference of three stens or more between the Motive and
Talent score on a dimension, this is highlighted in the Psychometric Profile of the
Expert Report and may indicate a point of interest.

If Motive higher than Talent:

If Motive is higher than Talent on a particular dimension, this demonstrates that
individuals have more interest and motivation than they perceive to have talent in this
area.  It may be that they would like to be better at this area, but feel their talent is not
as high as they would wish.

Individuals may well consider this area as a motivated development need.  For example,
they want to be more Analytical or Self-assured.  There are many reasons why individuals
may report such a discrepancy, for instance their work environment or culture might be
preventing them from developing this talent or they may simply lack the appropriate
skills.  This highlights a particular area for development or training to help individuals to
achieve their potential in this area.

•  Giving Feedback:

•  Explore the discrepancy, discuss the potential development need and discuss
ways in which the individual could be helped to develop in this area.

•  In a Coaching or Development setting, for example, three points could be
considered:

1.  How much of a development need is this area?
2.  How will developing this area impact upon work performance?
3.  To what degree is it possible to develop this area?

If Talent higher than Motive:

If Talent is higher than Motive, this indicates that individuals may feel that they have a
high level of effectiveness in this area but they are not particularly interested in or
motivated by this area.  For example, individuals who showed a Motive-Talent split in this
direction on the dimension ‘Directing’ may feel they are good at being in control of a group
and directing others but this is not an area that they are motivated by.

It is important to understand whether the individual finds the talent easy or difficult to
display.  If displaying this talent is challenging for the individual, this may lead to
becoming strained or even mentally drained or stressed by constantly having to push him
or herself to demonstrate a talent they have little motivation to display.  In such cases
external rewards and encouragement may help sustain performance as this behavior is
not intrinsically rewarding.  For example, showing lower Motive than Talent on the
dimension of Organized may lead to burnout if the work environment continuously
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demands use of such attributes.  Another, alternative is to change the demands of the job
or change to a job with different demands.

A discrepancy between Motive and Talent could be caused by a number of factors.  It is
possible that it is due to environmental factors or personal factors.  Environmental factors
could include unrealistic expectations of the current work environment, e.g., being
required to constantly demonstrate behaviors related to a certain attribute, or
alternatively feeling de-motivated by the demands of the current work environment.  On
the personal factors side, this could simply be an area which the individual is not
interested in and wishes to avoid working in for future roles. 

•  Giving Feedback:

•  Explore the discrepancy, try to understand why motive is lower (e.g., work
environment?  Lack of interest in this area?) and what impact this may have on
performance (e.g., only rare or occasional display of effective behavior?)

•  In a selection setting, in a structured interview, for example, it may be useful
to:

1.  Seek a behavioral example of this dimension
2.  Discuss the underlying motivation
3. Probe of the frequency of demonstrating this or similar behaviors

Motive-Talent split on Ratings Acquiescence

On rare occasions it is possible for a motive-talent split to occur on an individuals’ Ratings
Acquiescence.  When talent is higher than motive (as depicted below) an individual may
be highly capable but disengaged with what they are doing.

When motive is higher than talent (as depicted below) an individual might not feel they
are performing as well as they would want to be performing.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Reliable Ratings Acquiescence
Overall, fairly critical in self-ratings

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Reliable Ratings Acquiescence
Overall, fairly critical in self-ratings
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Interpreting Normative-Ipsative Splits - Deep Dive 3

•  If individuals show a difference of three stens or more between their Normative and
Ipsative score on a dimension, this is highlighted in the Psychometric Profile of the
Expert Report and may represent a point of interest.

Normative-Ipsative splits are useful in that they target specifically where there may be
some response distortion in the profile.  Rather than have a single measure of ‘Social
Desirability’ or even ‘Lie scale’ which attempts to give an overall indication of whether
there was an attempt to distort results, Normative-Ipsative splits pin-point where
individuals give more than one version of the truth.

Normative-Ipsative splits on a profile highlight specific areas for further verification.  In
other words, Normative-Ipsative splits in Saville Consulting Wave allow the Wave user to
understand the specific areas where socially desirable responding (or overly self-critical
responding) may have occurred.

Differential interpretations of Normative-Ipsative Splits in both directions are discussed
on the next page.

If Normative score higher than Ipsative score

Where individuals have a higher normative score than ipsative score, it may mean that
they have been less self-critical and have possibly exaggerated their normative
description.  This means that when individuals were asked to rate themselves on this
dimension, they have rated themselves relatively highly, in comparison to when they
were asked to rank this dimension against other dimensions.  Individuals may be
responding normatively by answering how they would like to see themselves if given free
reign (no constraints on their behavior).  For example, they may like to think of themselves
as highly ‘Attentive’ to others.  However, when presented with the choice of other areas,
the importance of being attentive may be relatively weak (if there are tasks to complete,
people to influence, ideas to generate, etc., then being Attentive is less of a priority).  One
hypothesis in feedback that could be explored is that this may follow through into them
acting more like their Normative description when there is no pressure or constraint, but
more like their Ipsative score when there is less freedom or more pressure.

It is important to understand the reasons for an individual receiving a Normative-Ipsative
split in this direction.   It could demonstrate high self-confidence in this area.  However, in
a recruitment situation, Normative-Ipsative splits in this direction could demonstrate an
attempt to distort or ‘fake’ results consciously or unconsciously in favor of what an
individual thinks the interviewer or recruiter is looking for.

•  Giving Feedback:

•  Check/Verify for potential exaggeration/distortion

•  Ask which of the two markers (N or I), they feel is most representative of them

•  Ask for examples of times when they’ve demonstrated this attribute.  This may
help you to build up a clearer picture of if and when each of the two scores is
more representative of their behavior.
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If Ipsative score higher than Normative score

If individuals have a higher Ipsative score than Normative score, this highlights an area in
which they may have been overly modest or self-critical.  This area could be one in which
the individuals are higher than the rating portrays.

In this situation individuals have rated themselves as lower on this dimension than they
have ranked it in a forced-choice situation.  So, although individuals may feel that they are
not particularly strong in this area, they may have more talent or motive than they initially
give themselves credit for.  One hypothesis to explore is that they may have a negative
stereotype of themselves in this area but that they can give positive, concrete examples
of where they have risen to the challenge and demonstrated strong performance in this
area.  This could lead to them demonstrating better performance on this dimension in the
workplace than would be expected from their psychometric profile.  A component of
feedback which may result from one or more Normative lower than Ipsative splits is
helping to build confidence in the area identified.

•  Giving Feedback:

•  Check/Verify for potential false modesty/self-criticism

•  Ask which of the two markers (N or I), individuals feel is most representative of
them

•  Ask for examples of times when individuals have demonstrated this attribute.
This may help you to build up a clearer picture of which of the two scores is
more representative and which is more distorted (or when effective behavior is
more likely to be seen).

7.3 A Note on Scores

It is possible on Wave Professional Styles or Wave Focus Styles to receive a sten score of,
for example, nine on an overall dimension, while all three facets that make up the
dimension are sten scores of eight.  This is to be expected and is a normal property of
standardizing scores in a hierarchical scale structure.

The individual facets each measure similar, related, but not perfectly correlated
constructs.  It is, therefore, more unusual for someone to be high on all three facets of a
dimension than to have a combination of scores with some high and low variation.  The
presence of three consistently high facet scores, therefore, is more unusual than the
presence of a mixture of facet scores.  The summing and norming of three facet scores
into one dimension score may result in a higher score than the simple average of the three
facets.
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Figure 7.1  An example of Standardizing Sten Scores

This is also true at the other end of the sten scale where someone has three scores of
two on the  underlying facets which leads to a dimension sten score of one.

Borderline scores can also create similar effects.  The facet scores could all be high sten
‘8’s leading to their sum reading a ‘9’ or even a ‘10’.

7.4 Feedback Process

This section provides some guidance to users on approaches to delivering feedback based
on Wave Styles reports.

Preparing to Give Feedback

Step 1: Consider the purpose

Step 2: Understand job requirements and identify key Wave dimensions or
competencies

Step 3: Review entire report(s); think through ‘splits’ in the Expert Report
if appropriate

Step 4: Take notes and/or use highlighter pens to guide feedback
discussion

Step 5: Schedule protected time and location for feedback meeting

Step 6: You may choose to integrate with other assessment data (e.g., track
record/resume, interview results, aptitude assessments) during the
feedback session to look for themes and explore any ‘red flags’ in
more depth.  Alternatively, you may decide to keep the information
from this report independent from other assessments to avoid
‘contamination’ until it is time to integrate as part of the decision
making process.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Reliable Meticulous Sten 9

more attentive to detail (8); very thorough (8);
ensures a high level of quality (8)
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Introduction to Feedback

Feeding Back with the Expert Report

1. Completion atmosphere

“Was there anything when you completed that would lead to the results being
unrepresentative?”

•  how did you find it?
•  how long did it take you?
•  anything happening at the time of completion?
•  any distractions during completion?
•  where were you completing it?

2. Review points covered in the ‘About this Report’ section on page 2 of the report:

a)  Report will look at motives, preferences, needs and talents in work-specific
areas

b)  Results are compared against a comparison group, e.g., 1,000 professionals

c)  Stens = standardized 10 point scale on normal curve with scores of 5 or 6
typical and 1 and 10 highly unusual/rare

d)  Results are based on self-report data so will reflect the individual’s own self-
perceptions

e)  Report is confidential (explain who will see results)

f)  Data has shelf life of 12 to 24 months, depending on circumstances

3. Introduce Saville Consulting Wave Model hierarchy (4 clusters, 12 sections, 36
dimensions and 108 facets), using page 4 of report as a demonstration (if
preferred)

4. Feedback the Executive Summary Profile on page 4 of report 

5. Feedback the Response Styles Summary on page 5 of the report (if appropriate) 

NB.    This may not be necessary in some situations (e.g., recruitment) as this page is intended
to provide detailed information on an individual’s response styles and possible
inconsistencies (see Scale Descriptions chapter for interpretation of the Response Style
Summary scales) for users of the assessment, in order to highlight areas that may need
probing in interview.

6. Feedback detail of the report using the Psychometric Profile on pages 6 to 9 of
the report

7. Explain M-T splits and N-I splits (see Richer Interpretation section in this chapter
for information on interpreting splits)
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8. Make links – particularly to the impact on performance – i.e., this can be to the
performance clusters and sections that the scales are based in.

9. Use the sandwich approach (i.e., present strengths, areas to develop, then close
with strengths)

10. Summarize key points

11. Conclusion and next steps

Feedback Approach

•  Encourage inputs – ask open questions, ask probing questions; avoid
closed, hypothetical and multiple questions

•  Be attentive

•  Be sensitive

•  Be objective – avoid value judgments

•  Be specific

•  Have the courage to confront all the data

Discussion Process

Use the mnemonic EAT PEAS to guide you through the feedback session.

E    Explain/introduce dimension/facet

A    Ask, or

T    Tell the position/scores on the dimension/facet and splits

P    Probe with behavioral questions

E    Example (ask for examples of times when the individual has demonstrated
this approach)

A    Advantages/Disadvantages (more for developmental applications)

S    Summarize

Self-Report Descriptors

Useful terms for Feedback sessions:

•  “You describe yourself as...”

•  “You suggest that…”

•  “You have indicated that…”

•  “You see yourself as…”

•  “Your responses indicate…”
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Sten Descriptions

Useful terms for describing sten scores:

7.5 Faking and Distortion

An issue that is often raised as a concern when using personality measures, particularly
for assessment, is that of ‘distortion.’  Distortion can take the form of candidates
attempting to ‘fake’ their results by second guessing what a desirable profile would be for
a particular job and trying to complete the questionnaire in a way that may achieve the
desired result.

Saville Consulting Wave® uses a variety of techniques to help reduce and identify
candidate attempts at distortion, both in terms of prevention and detection.

Prevention:

Prior warnings

To reduce the risk of faking or distortion, candidates are encouraged to be honest in their
answering of the assessment and prior warnings are given that faking can be detected.
For example, the following points are included in Wave administration:

•  “Please be as honest as you can.  There is no one right or wrong answer; job
roles vary and there are many ways of being effective in any one job.”

•  “A number of response checks are built into the questionnaire to check the
consistency and accuracy of your responses.  Your responses will also be
compared and verified against other information collected about you.”
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In order to decrease the likelihood of distortion or faking, you should ideally repeat this
advice in any supporting emails that you send out prior to the assessment or at the
beginning of the session in a supervised administration.

More information is provided in the Administration and Security chapter.

These points are particularly important to reinforce where there is a high stakes selection
scenario where the motivation to fake may be greater.

Feedback & Integration of results

To reduce the risk of faking or distortion, it is also advised that prior to completion it is
made clear to the candidates that their results will be considered and cross-referenced
with other assessment information collected and that their results are likely to be further
explored with behavioral examples in a feedback session.

Detection:

Normative-Ipsative Splits

These are built into every dimension of the Wave questionnaires and are designed to
detect inconsistencies in responding style.  These provide a local means of detecting
potential distortion within individual behavioral areas (rather than one scale of “social
desirability”).

Response Style

The Response Summary Page provides an overview of the individual’s style of
responding.  For example, this will show if an individual has responded in a self-confident
way (high Ratings Acquiescence) and has a low Normative-Ipsative Agreement overall
(which could suggest potential exaggeration or distortion).  It is worth noting that while
high Ratings Acquiescence may indicate an overly positive self-view of capability, on
average high Ratings Acquiescence scores do show a relationship to higher overall
effectiveness at work.  In other words, a high Ratings Acquiescence score does not always
indicate distortion on the part of the respondent.

In order to establish whether the high Ratings Acquiescence score is a fair reflection of
high capability and motivation across many behaviors or whether this reflects distortion,
it is important to explore whether there is behavioral evidence to support the high
Ratings Acquiescence score.  If in the course of the feedback interview, behavioral
evidence to support high self-belief such as strong track record of exceptional delivery or
performance  is not found, this could indicate distortion on the part of the individual.  This
could take the form of either unconscious distortion – where individuals have an overly
positive view of themselves, or conscious distortion – where individuals are making a
deliberate, conscious attempt to make themselves look better on the profile.

For more details on interpreting Response Summary Scales see Scale Descriptions
chapter.
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An Example of Faking - Low Motivation Responses

Despite all of these measures, gross distortion can occur and this can be highlighted by
several features of the Wave Report.

Gross distortion in a candidate’s responses can manifest in an extreme Response
Summary overview.  See Figure 7.2 below.

Figure 7.2  An example of an invalid administration on the Response Summary
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Such a Response Style also results in the following features on the Wave Psychometric
Profile:

Figure 7.3  An example of an invalid administration on the Psychometric Profile

As can be seen from the above example, an invalid administration or attempts at
distortion often result in lots of M-T splits and N-I splits on the profile. 
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Upon further investigation of the candidate in this example, it was found that the
responses had followed a clear pattern throughout completion of the questionnaire.  By
looking at the detailed response pattern, it was found that the candidate had responded
to items using a similar pattern across the page.  An example of the individual responses
to one set of items is given below.

Figure 7.4  An example of the responding pattern of a faking candidate

The same pattern was found across all this candidate’s responses to the questionnaire.

This individual appears to be poorly motivated and probably did not even read the
statements when quickly completing the questionnaire.  This administration was not
done in a selection setting.  However, in a selection or workplace setting, where
motivation is high, faking or distortion can still be detected through looking at sections
such as the Response Style and Psychometric Profile for evidence of a large number of
splits.
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8.0 Case Studies
On the following case studies either UK or US Reports have been used.

8.1 Case Study 1

Ronald J. Stouffer

Co-Winner Nobel Peace Prize, 
Global Warming

Ronald J. Stouffer is a US meteorologist and
contributor towards the Nobel Peace Prize
2007.  He was co-author of the 2007 Inter-
governmental Panel for Climate Change (IPCC)
Report.  The IPCC won the Nobel prize along
with the former Vice President of the United
States, Al Gore.  Ron’s research formed part of the foundational science featured in the
documentary “An Inconvenient Truth”.

Ron is a senior research meteorologist in the Climate Dynamics Group of the Geophysical
Fluid Dynamics Laboratory (GFDL).  This is the US federal research laboratory within the
Office of Oceanic and Atmospheric Research and is part of the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration.  He is one of the leading climate modelers in the world and
uses complex numerical models run on supercomputers to study and predict the behavior
of the earth’s climate system.  Thanks to his scientific contributions to climate research
over the past three decades, Ron has been a central contributor to each of the assessment
reports for the Intergovernmental Panel for Climate Change (IPCC) and was a chapter
author for the three most recent reports.

Ron was raised in the small community of Middletown, Pennsylvania.  His father worked
shifts as a laborer on jet engines for the Federal Government on the local Air Force base.
His mother was also employed there as a secretary.  With both parents working full time,
Ron grew very close to his grandparents, who lived a few blocks up the hill.  In his early
teens, the Air Force base closed and his father found work in New Jersey.  He only came
home at weekends until the family relocated to join him when Ron was thirteen.

It was the extreme snow and rain storms that hit central Pennsylvania during his childhood
which led Ron to develop into a “weather weenie” and sparked teenage ambitions of
becoming a weather forecaster.  Ron remembers a snow drift that buried a 35 foot tree in
his back yard one winter and his family contended with rain blown in around the front door
during a hurricane.  Consequently, he went to study meteorology as an undergraduate at
the local Penn State University.  Interestingly, when he first arrived, an assessment
showed that he was most suited to being an earth scientist, secondly a chemist and thirdly
a minister.  As a first year student he took a second year chemistry course and scored very
close to the top in his class.  However, meteorology remained his first love.
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Ron was excited about going off to university and having the freedom to “eat, drink and
be merry”.  Although he attended the local Lutheran church on a regular basis as a child, he
went out of tradition rather than conviction.  However, his first two months at Penn State
were “easily the most miserable” months of his life.  “You could eat and drink but you
certainly couldn’t be merry, at least not my definition of merry”.

That Halloween he was “saved” by a friend’s brother from the Campus Crusade for Christ
which started him down a path of relying on God and the Bible to answer life’s questions.
Ron shared that since then his Christian faith has been “a core foundation of who I am”.
After finishing his BSc in 1976, he made two further discoveries that directed his career
trajectory away from weather forecasting and into research.  Firstly, he learned that
forecasters worked shifts.  He knew he didn’t want that lifestyle after seeing the effect it
had on his father.  Secondly, there “were virtually no jobs because of a Federal hiring freeze
going on… so I went into graduate school by default”.

Ron got married the following year during his Masters program at Penn State.  Upon
graduation he opted for the financial stability of full time employment rather than pursuing
a further degree.  Ron was the only person in his extended family to get an undergraduate
degree and getting a PhD was considered “beyond the realm”.  While he had potential job
offers from NASA’s prestigious Goddard Institute for Space Studies and AccuWeather, Ron
chose the Geophysical Fluid Dynamics Laboratory (GDFL) in Princeton.  In large part, this
was because of the opportunity to work with Syukuro (Suki) Manabe, the most celebrated
scientist in his field.  Critically, Suki also struck Ron as a “people person” and the location
allowed him to raise a family close to both his parents and his in-laws.

Suki was very influential on Ron’s career, particularly in terms of mathematical modeling.
Suki was the first scientist to join the atmosphere and ocean into a single coupled model
to represent the earth’s climate system.  Ron had referenced Suki’s widely-cited 1967
paper on the impact of carbon dioxide on climate change in his Master’s program.  Within
18 months of joining the GFDL, the two wrote a seminal paper that further reinforced
Suki’s reputation and also made Ron famous.  This publication coincided with changes that
flattened the hierarchical organizational structure and Ron was given the opportunity to
move from the “support staff” to “scientist” career ladder.

In 1989, the first Intergovernmental Panel for Climate Change (IPCC) was formed in an
attempt to gain more recognition of the implications of global warming.  Prior to that, Suki
had invested considerable time writing climate change reports, including some from the US
National Academy of Sciences.  Suki was naturally a key player for the IPCC but was rather
skeptical about whether the panel would get the traction it hoped.  Suki didn’t want to
travel to the second meeting in Australia.  Ron eagerly volunteered to stand in and was
catapulted onto the international climate change stage, making his first flight overseas and
appearing live on the “Good Morning Australia” TV show.  Since then he has written a
number of groundbreaking papers on global climate change and has presented to various
international dignitaries.  He estimates that he has written around 140 peer reviewed
papers and “probably built more coupled models, run more simulations and got more data
to archive” than anyone else in his field.

A number of Ron’s clearest areas of strength in his Wave Professional Styles profile lie in
the “Thought” cluster.  The whole of this cluster has been included below, to give an overall
appreciation of Ron’s thought styles.
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Ron’s “Thought” Styles

THOUGHT

EVALUATIVE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Analytical Sten 10

extremely interested in analyzing information (9); very
frequently asks probing questions (9); inclined to seek
solutions to problems (8)

Factual Sten 9

likely to communicate well in writing (7); very readily
understands the logic behind an argument (9); explores
the facts comprehensively (8)

Rational Sten 10

very much likes working with numerical data (9); makes
full use of information technology (9); makes decisions
largely on the basis of the facts alone (8)

INVESTIGATIVE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Learning Oriented Sten 5

moderately focused on learning about new things (5);
strongly dislikes having to learn things quickly (2); inclined
to learn through reading (8)

Practically Minded Sten 5

oriented towards practical work (7); very little interest in
learning by doing (1); shows a great deal of common sense
(9)

Insightful Sten 6

moderately focused on constantly improving things (6);
very quick to get to the core of a problem (9); unlikely to
trust intuition to guide judgment (3)

IMAGINATIVE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Inventive Sten 7

generates ideas (7); produces original ideas (8); likely to
adopt radical solutions (7)

Abstract Sten 9

good at developing concepts (8); applies theories more
than most people (9); very interested in studying the
underlying principles (9)

Strategic Sten 7

very inclined to develop strategies (9); takes a long term
view (8); unlikely to create a clear vision for the future (3)
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As we might expect given Ron’s significant accomplishments as an earth scientist, his
profile suggests particular strengths across all three of the dimensions within the
“Evaluative” section.  Specifically, he is extremely interested in analyzing information, very
often asks probing questions and is inclined to look for solutions.  Ron is quick to grasp the

underlying logic and explores facts comprehensively.  He is also very inclined to work with
data and IT, and generally lets the facts guide his decisions.

The Performance Culture Framework reveals specific aspects of the work context that Ron
finds the most stimulating.  His top three performance enhancers are shown below.  Again,
these emphasize how much he values the opportunity for problem analysis, using hard
data and comprehensive research.

Commenting on the skills shown in his “Inventive” dimension, Ron explains that he
generally tries to solve technical problems with his modeling by going through a long
process of making little incremental tweaks.  However, if these don’t work he gets
frustrated and goes into a “weird space” in which he is willing to explore all angles.  It
doesn’t happen often: some years not at all, occasionally twice in a year.  When he does
need to “get free ranging”, he goes for a walk with no distractions.  Then he becomes very
creative and will try completely new things.  He seeks inspiration from others, past
experiences, and finding out “what would happen if I do this…”

This is also tied into the facet range under “Insightful”.  Ron is very quick to get to the core
of a problem.  At the same time he reveals that he seldom uses his intuition, preferring to
base his judgment on his analysis of facts and data.  However, this completely changes
when that approach doesn’t solve the problem and he gets in his creative zone.  Then he
completely trusts his intuition to make that leap.  Linking this to the “Abstract” dimension,
he steps as far as he can away from the problem to view it abstractly.  He goes back to first
principles, challenges all his assumptions and generally tries to rearrange the puzzle pieces
to arrive at a new outcome.  He thinks “physically” (i.e. conceptually) about things, in order
to figure out what the model is doing.  He also considers the implications of the changes
he is evaluating: “I might create a mess of new problems!”

Performance Enhancers

where there is an emphasis on analyzing and solving problems and problem solving
ability is really valued

where there is an emphasis on quantification and the use of information technology,
and decisions are based on hard objective data

where there is an emphasis on comprehensively researching and recording the facts,
and communicating them clearly in writing

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Challenging Sten 7

reasonably open in voicing disagreement (6); inclined to
challenge others' ideas (8); occasionally gets involved in
arguments (6)
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Ron shows an interesting facet range on “Strategic”.  He is unlikely to create a clear vision
for the future (“In my business, nobody has a clear vision for the future – there’s no such
thing”).  Although past carbon dioxide emissions have put the world on a course for certain
kinds of environmental changes, it is hard to predict how and when nations will react to the
warnings, making it impossible to anticipate the net effects.  However he does take a long
term view.  In fact, his models look hundreds or thousands of years out into the future.

The “Practically Minded” dimension highlights that Ron shows a great deal of common
sense.  He sees this as one of his key strengths.  Having said that, his wife has told him his
common sense “isn’t all that common”, because he sees connections and solutions that
others don’t.  He also prefers not to learn by doing but through his research, with input
from others and through reading.  This clearly ties in with his strong inclination to learn
through reading shown under “Learning Oriented”.  Added to this, Ron emerges as strongly
disliking having to learn things rapidly.  “The things I’m learning are hard to learn.  Having
to learn them quickly is awful and in my business there’s almost never a reason to learn
things quickly”.  In fact, it is much more important for him to be accurate.  He described how
in his role in the IPCC he has been quizzed by representatives from 140 countries about his
field’s research, including the supporting literature, so he must be completely up to date
with current research.

The strengths Ron displayed across the entire “Thought” cluster are also translated into
high levels of competency potential in all three dimensions relating to his skills in solving
problems.

Next, looking at the “Purposeful” dimension (see below), Ron explains that he prefers to
take time over decision making: “I don’t trust making quick decisions…there has to be a lot
of brick work laid before I’m comfortable”.

Notably, Ron came across as fairly comfortable challenging others.  “That’s what science is
– you argue”.  He joked that he and a close scientist friend agree on 95% of things but
spend 95% of their time arguing about the remaining 5%.  He also observed that with
politicians it’s the opposite.  “That’s what makes the IPCC so hard because scientists focus
on their disagreements, but the IPCC is designed to focus on agreements”.

SO
LV

IN
G

 P
R

O
B

LE
M

S

Evaluating Problems
Examining Information (10); Documenting
Facts (9); Interpreting Data (10)

Extremely High
higher potential than about 99%
of professionals

Investigating Issues
Developing Expertise (6); Adopting Practical
Approaches (7); Providing Insights (6)

Fairly High
higher than about 75% of
professionals

Creating Innovation
Generating Ideas (8); Exploring Possibilities
(8); Developing Strategies (7)

High
higher than about 90% of
professionals

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Purposeful Sten 3

prefers to take time over decision making (1); somewhat
prepared to take responsibility for big decisions (6); has
relatively few fixed views on issues (4)
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Ron’s profile (see “Articulate” below) also suggests he can explain things very well, which
is clearly a huge asset both in his role and outside of work.  For instance, he said that when
he explained baseball to a Chinese person he was complimented by a stranger in the crowd
for his explanatory skills.  “But I’d thought about it beforehand… I made a framework and
explained it… then it all makes sense”.  Despite this, Ron feels very uncomfortable meeting
new people.  He has worked at the GDFL for over 30 years and so is very familiar with his
work colleagues.  Despite this, his role in the IPCC has involved considerable international
travel and interaction with new contacts, so Ron has had to deal with such situations.  It
seems his extensive job knowledge helps him convey expertise and confidence.

Regarding his flexibility, we can see below that Ron is very receptive: “I don’t just ask for
feedback, I demand it.  I want to know if I’m doing a good job and how to do it better”.  He
also emerges as being quite optimistic, moderately cheerful and recovers reasonably
quickly from setbacks.  He explained that the times in his career when he suffered big
setbacks nearly always led to big breakthroughs.  For instance, in the first coupling climate
model he ran at GFDL he made a coding error so that the ocean froze by Hawaii and this
resulted in his model blowing up.  However, when he figured out the coding error, he also
realized his framework was wrong.  This ultimately resulted in him publishing a key paper
in Nature with Suki Manabe.

When discussing his sizeable facet range on “Change Oriented”, Ron says that “you live in
an uncertain world when you are at the cutting edge of science”.  He associated being less
positive about change than most people with his conservative nature: “Change isn’t
necessarily better”.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Articulate Sten 6

comfortable giving presentations (7); explains things very
well (10); feels less confident meeting new people than
most (2)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Positive Sten 6

likely to take an optimistic view (8); recovers reasonably
quickly from setbacks (5); moderately cheerful (6)

Sten 5Change Oriented Sten 5

less positive about change than most people (2); copes
very well with uncertainty (10); a little cautious about
accepting new challenges (4)

Receptive Sten 9

receptive to feedback from others (7); very much
encourages others to criticize approach (9); asks for
feedback on performance (8)
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Finally, Ron describes working in an environment of “friendly competition”.  His coworkers
and international colleagues are extremely bright, good problem solvers, pretty
competitive and motivated in terms of getting credit for new research findings.  “Being
competitive, I want to get ahead, but I care about the people around me.  I’m not going to
get ahead by beating on them”.  For him, getting ahead involves outworking others, having
better judgment and good fortune, but he also commented that once you reach the top
levels (where it’s a “24/7 kind of deal”), hard work is no longer a differentiator.  As far as
career goals go, Ron said there were no other research positions he would rather have: “I’ve
achieved nirvana.”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Enterprising Sten 4

has very little interest in identifying business
opportunities (1); really dislikes selling (2); extremely
competitive (9)

Striving Sten 7

driven to achieve outstanding results (8); fairly ambitious
(8); less persevering than many people (4)
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8.2 Case Study 2

Bob Wilson OBE

Soccer Legend, BBC TV Personality

Bob Wilson OBE is a former goalkeeper for Arsenal
Football Club, an ex-Scotland international player
and an iconic television sports presenter.
Through natural talent, burning desire, self-belief,
inspirational mentors and sheer graft, he became
a world class soccer goalkeeper.  Later, he was
the voice of Saturday sport in the UK for an
entire generation.

Bob, the youngest of six children, was born in 1941 in the English market town of
Chesterfield.  At Christmas in 1949 he was given a Scottish goalkeeping shirt as a present
from a relative, igniting a dream to play for his father’s country.  Sport dominated his early
life and came easily to him.  His brother Hugh, his elder by three years, honed his
competitive spirit by challenging him at cricket, tennis, football, boxing and other sports.
Hugh’s stake in the footballing success of his brother was profound.  Bob concludes: “I could
never accept defeat easily as a kid.  The more I lost, the more I hated it”.  Goalkeeping
became his obsession, although he admits that he never went to the extremes of one peer,
Peter Shilton, who hung from a stair banister for long periods of time in order to grow taller.

At school, Bob’s football playing flourished as sport took precedence.  At 15 he was picked
to play for England schoolboys and so patriotically Scottish was Bob’s father that he
couldn’t watch his son’s second match against their northern neighbors.  On the strength
of his performances, Bob was offered a football apprenticeship at Manchester United but
his father refused and encouraged Bob to get an education first.

Bob applied to study Physical Education and History at Loughborough College.  Back then,
it was one of the best sports colleges in the country.  Now, it is a university with an
international reputation for sporting excellence.  Maintaining a constant ambition to make
the most of his football talent, Bob played initially for the college and enjoyed a giant killing
run in the English Football Association’s Amateur Cup.  At 21 he was invited down to
Arsenal Football Club for an interview with their manager, former England legend Billy
Wright.  The David Beckham of his day, Wright was married to one of the Beverley Sisters.

Bob accepted Arsenal’s offer and played as an amateur, at the same time holding down a
job as a PE teacher.  However, stories quickly emerged in the press about unsettled Arsenal
players piqued at playing “top-grade soccer with someone who couldn’t attend training
sessions because he was a schoolmaster”.  As Bob notes: “I was tolerated, not respected”.
In fact, he became the last amateur to play soccer in the English first division, signing a
professional contract for Arsenal at the age of 22.  It was the start of an epic ten year
journey which took him from being a desperately keen amateur to a seasoned professional.
It also saw him achieve his ambition to play for Scotland – becoming the first English-born
player to do so - and Bob made two appearances for Scotland in 1972.

© Chris George, 24SE7EN
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Now loyal to Arsenal for 45 years, Bob played 532 games for the club, 309 of them in the
first team.  In 1971 he became a legend when he helped them win both the English
Football Association Cup and the first division league title.  In doing so, he established
himself as one of the world’s best goalkeepers and earned himself the title of Arsenal’s
Player of the Year.  In 1976, Bob became the UK’s first specialist goalkeeping coach at his
home club.  His legacy is that every top-level English football club now has a full-time
goalkeeping coach.

By this stage, Bob had also become the first professional soccer player to make the switch
to television.  He was the enthusiastic, expert and friendly face of BBC Sports, a role which
he retained for two decades.  He also found time to establish one of Britain’s first
goalkeeping schools and in 1998 presided over the most watched TV football match in the
UK, the World Cup match between England and Argentina.

But it is not only in sport where father of three Bob has made a difference.  The loss of his
daughter Anna to a rare form of cancer in 1998 led to the establishment, in 1999, of the
Willow Foundation.  The charity, which inherited its name from Anna’s nickname, organizes
special days for seriously ill adults.  It was set up in a back bedroom at home by his wife
Megs in memory of (and “under instruction” from) their daughter, who entreated her
parents to make use of what they had learned from the dreadful experience.  Anna
suffered a five year illness and sixteen lifesaving operations before her untimely death.
The Willow Foundation helps young adults, between the ages of 16 and 40, who live with
life-threatening conditions.  Previously, little or no attention had been paid to this group of
people.  Through the Willow Foundation, they are given a chance to escape the pressures
of their daily routine and to share quality time with family and friends.

Bob retired from television in 2002 and is now an accomplished author.  One of his first
books was a history of goalkeeping entitled You’ve Got to Be Crazy.  His acclaimed
autobiography Behind The Network was published in October 2003 and was shortlisted for
sports book of the year.  In 2008, Bob released Life in the Beautiful Game, a personal look
at the footballing greats he has met in the course of his career.  In 2007 he was awarded
the Order of the British Empire (OBE) in recognition of his charitable services through the
Willow Foundation.
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The Wave Professional Styles questionnaire that Bob completed offers insights into the
inspirations, turning points and key talents that enabled him to make the grade from
amateur to professional footballer and develop from TV pundit to TV broadcasting
professional.  Bob called his first book on goalkeeping You’ve Got To Be Crazy.  Gordon
Banks, one of England’s greatest keepers, believed that every match as a goalkeeper was
like facing a firing squad and any who did it without preparation were crazy.  Bob’s
preparation skills, seen from the “Delivery” cluster of the Wave Styles questionnaire, are
central to his successful style.  Three of these dimensions, “Organized”, “Reliable” and
“Meticulous”, are shown below.

Many top class goalkeepers have been characterized as perfectionists and workaholics.  Of
himself, Bob says: “I had a natural agility, was quick, had a good pair of hands but had to
work and work at the other key areas required of a top class keeper”.  Bob believes that it
is preparation and consistency which separate the good from the great.  As his profile
indicates, he is supremely well organized, attaches importance to planning, makes
effective plans and establishes very clear priorities.  He is amongst the top one or two per
cent of professionals in this respect.  He ensures a high level of quality in wanting things
done properly and considers himself very thorough in approach.

Bob is also extremely attentive to detail and will rarely leave things unfinished.  Essential
for goalkeeping success, his meticulous approach was a foundation of his progress and
success in the TV world.  Throughout his media career, Bob explains that every week was
“planned like a military operation”.

Over his twenty years broadcasting with the BBC, Bob was responsible for producing logs
of every goal, close-up, save or worthwhile camera moment, while also making the time to
work as Arsenal’s goalkeeping coach.  Bob considers himself conscientious about meeting
deadlines, and is highly punctual.  These are both attributes he needed in his time on
commercial television with the ITV network.  Then, overrunning into a commercial break by
just a few seconds risked considerable loss of advertising revenue.

CONSCIENTIOUS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Reliable Sten 8

conscientious about meeting deadlines (8); tends to be
punctual (8); focused on finishing tasks (8)

Meticulous Sten 9

extremely attentive to detail (9); very thorough (8);
ensures a high level of quality (8)

STRUCTURED 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Organised Sten 10

extremely well organised (9); very much likes making plans
(9); establishes very clear priorities (10)

Reliable Sten 8

conscientious about meeting deadlines (8); tends to be
punctual (8); focused on finishing tasks (8)

Meticulous Sten 9

extremely attentive to detail (9); very thorough (8);
ensures a high level of quality (8)

Organized Sten 10

extremely well organized (9); very much likes making plans
(9); establishes very clear priorities (10)
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Goalkeeping is for many people the most dangerous and lonely position in soccer.  As well
as physical attributes, says Bob, it also relies on daring, courage and judgment.  The
“Insightful” dimension of his profile, which concerns his ability to make such intuitive
judgments, is shown below.

Bob is discerning and quick at getting to the core of a problem.  He very much trusts his
intuition to guide his judgment.  A good example of his strength in this area is his coverage
of the controversial 1986 Soccer World Cup “Hand of God” incident between long term
rivals England and Argentina.

For non-fans, this was the moment when Argentine legend Maradona scored a goal which
helped knock England out of the World Cup.  At the post-match conference, Maradona
described the goal as being “a little with the head of Maradona and a little with the hand
of God”.  Immediately on seeing it live, Bob announced that Maradona had handled the ball,
thus committing a clear foul.  Soccer pundits accused him of his “usual goalkeeping bias”
but replays insisted on by Bob and Maradona’s later confession both proved his original
judgment to be correct.  Bob has also prioritized “Insightfulness” rather more in the
normative (free rating) task than the ipsative (forced ranking) task.  This has resulted in the
separate N (normative) and I (ipsative) markers in the “Insightful” dimension of his profile.
One of several possible interpretations for this normative-ipsative split is that in some
situations, Bob is able to be more insightful than others.  Bob may, for example focus more
on the facts than on his insight when under pressure and when there is little or no pressure
he may be more comfortable relying on his instincts.

It is also important to consider Bob’s leadership style.  Below are three dimensions relating
to this, “Purposeful”, “Directing” and “Empowering”.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Insightful Sten 7

moderately focused on constantly improving things (5);
quick at getting to the core of a problem (7); very much
trusts intuition to guide judgement (9)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10ASSERTIVE

Purposeful Sten 10

makes very quick decisions (9); prepared to take
responsibility for big decisions (7); holds very firm views
on issues (10)

Directing Sten 7

strongly oriented towards a leadership role (9); 
coordinates people well (7); moderately inclined to take
control of things (5)

Empowering Sten 10

is very good at finding ways to motivate people (10); very
inspirational (10); very encouraging to others (9)
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Goalkeeping for Bob is all about decision making.  The soccer goalkeeper makes split-
second decisions that affect the outcome of the game.  Indecision costs goals and loses
matches.  As demonstrated by the profile, Bob is purposeful, makes quick decisions, and is
very comfortable making quick decisions.  He tends to relish responsibility and is prepared
to make big decisions.  Bob rarely changes his mind and holds very firm views on most
issues.  On the pitch, though, he kept opinions in check and never recorded a serious foul
during his entire career.  Bob is also strongly oriented to a leadership role.  He coordinates
people well and is moderately inclined to take control of things.

Commenting on teamwork and his leadership skills, Bob points to the Willow Foundation.
“I look at Willow now compared to when we started in a back bedroom with just Megs and
I.  We are now 32 staff and provide 1400 special days.  People think of the Willow
Foundation as Bob Wilson.  I might be the front man but it would be nothing without Megs
and everyone else who is now making it what it is”.  Bob is an ethical man who honors his
commitments and obligations to others and this is shown in the “Principled” dimension of
his profile.  Nevertheless, his profile also reveals him to be persuasive and good at
negotiating the best deals (as shown in the “Convincing” dimension from his profile) so
there is no doubt that he is a good leader and front man for the organization.

For Bob the diamond in his goalkeeping game was the ability to dive at feet, which he sees
as a “God-given asset”.  He is clear that his quasi-kamikaze style wasn’t deliberate, rather
instinct.  “Some elements of my game I had to work hard to be able to do, like kicking a ball
over a long distance and becoming proficient on high crosses.  But the one natural thing,
absolutely natural, was the ability to dive head first at feet like my hero Bert Trautmann”.

Whilst a sportsperson needs talent and determination, a third invaluable factor for Bob is
choosing an idol.  “It can speed the learning process by providing unlimited inspiration
which, when allied with natural talent and determination, can provide an unstoppable
force”.  The German Bert Trautmann, a former prisoner of war, was Bob’s goalkeeping hero.
A Luftwaffe Paratrooper in World War Two, Trautmann was captured by the Russians and
escaped.  He was then caught by the French resistance and escaped again.  He learned
goalkeeping as a British prisoner of war and in 1956 was the first foreigner to win the
Football Writers’ Association Footballer of the Year award in the English league.  Trautmann
famously broke his neck in the 1956 FA Cup Final but carried on playing and saved a crucial
goal, winning his team the game.  Amid a bitter Anglo-German row over wartime
responsibilities, he was awarded an Order of the British Empire in 2004 for his work
fostering relations between Germany and the UK.  He now has his own charitable
foundation in Germany.

Even before he had seen him play, Bob emulated Trautmann’s diving style.  With his
sportsmanship and daring, Bob believes that “Trautmann did more than any politician to
bring two countries at war with each other together”.  While Trautmann holds a special
place in Bob’s heart as his idol, so too does his courageous daughter Anna.  “In the five
years of her dying, she taught us all how to live”, he remarks.

As a footballer Bob was, in his own words, blessed with “enthusiasm” and a “massively
competitive” nature.  He had the will to have a go and faced the consequences.  Over twenty
stitches in his face, an eye almost torn out, a chipped shoulder bone, six broken ribs, five
cracked ribs, a punctured lung, torn cartilage and ligaments, a broken arm, a dislocated elbow,
several broken fingers and a broken ankle were proof of his desire to win.  Such was his
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determination that he once played with a dislocated shoulder.  The match report
recommended a medal for “gallantry above and beyond the call of duty” should be awarded
to “Wilson the keeper”.  Bob jokes that had he fought in a war, he would have been one of the
first casualties.

Being a goalkeeper is not simply technically demanding: it can also make its exponents
psychologically vulnerable.  As the last line of defense, their errors are a pundit’s paradise,
ready to spark controversy.  A drop in concentration and they can go from hero to zero.  When
a goal is scored, goalkeepers have to move on.  They have to stay positive and cannot dwell on
errors.  For many years Bob did not see himself as the best.  It took until 1968 before he was
able to break through a psychological sense of inferiority when playing for Arsenal.  As he says,
initially “I didn’t believe in me”.

Two areas concerning Bob’s self-belief are shown below, “Receptive” and “Self-assured”.

Bob may have felt an inferiority complex during the early stages of his career but it
shouldn’t be confused with fundamental insecurity.  As the profile indicates, Bob is self-
confident, has a strong sense of his own worth and feels in control of his own future.  He
has always been receptive to feedback from others.  Throughout his career in football and
broadcasting he made the most of opportunities and his mentors.  Even now he
encourages others to criticize his approach.  Added to that he is self-assured, highly
positive, likely to take an optimistic view and quickly recovers from setbacks.  These areas
can be seen below in the “Positive” dimension of Bob’s profile.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Receptive Sten 7

receptive to feedback from others (8); encourages others
to criticise approach (8); shows a moderate desire for
feedback on performance (6)

Self-assured Sten 8

self-confident (7); feels in control of own future (8); has a
strong sense of own worth (8)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Positive Sten 8

likely to take an optimistic view (7); quickly recovers from
setbacks (8); cheerful (8)
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In Bob’s own words: “You cannot survive forty years in the spotlight in the world of football,
or thirty in television, without facing the sort of criticism that challenges even the most
hardened and optimistic spirit.  I have always had a natural basic enthusiasm and
determination to prove people wrong”.

Below can be seen Bob’s “Composed” dimension from his Wave profile which looks at how
he responds to pressure.

As the profile shows, Bob often worries before important events and feels slightly anxious
during important events.  Yet, he works well under pressure.  He explains his tense
approach in this way: “I had a nervous disposition as a footballer.  I was desperate in the
dressing room, and almost out of control coming on to the pitch.  But from the moment I
stepped on the field then there was this feeling that this is what I had chosen to do; and I
had to now go out and prove I could do it”.

There were other personality characteristics that also made Bob stand out.  As his friend
Sir Michael Parkinson notes in the introduction to his autobiography, what set Bob apart
from the mob of footballers was that he was charming, socially adept and articulate.
Below, we can see evidence that Bob is an “Engaging” individual.

Most importantly, Bob was popular and had an affinity with the public.  He is extremely
focused on making a good first impression, quickly establishes rapport, and makes new
friends easily.  As a television personality, this engaging approach, combined with his
systematic preparation, helped Bob get the best out of all the legends that he interviewed.
An empathetic approach, a naturally supportive style and tendency to ask probing
questions made Bob a balanced interviewer and sympathetic listener.

As a coach there is a difference between knowing where a player has to improve, and
enabling the player to learn for himself.  As borne out by research, an involving style
combined with empathy and supportive behaviors pays dividends in the art of persuasion.
The best coaches and the best salespeople are interested in what makes people tick.
Through their empathy and sensitivity they are able to help people and teams change.
This is Bob’s approach, seen below in the “Supportive” area of his Wave profile.  Bob is
highly involving and extremely team oriented.  He is sensitive to others’ needs and readily
understands how others are feeling.  He regards himself as an extremely good listener and
is very interested in why people do things.  He is trusting of people (sometimes too much
so, according to his wife Megs) and considerate towards others.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Composed Sten 4

feels slightly anxious during important events (3); often
worries before important events (3); works well under
pressure (7)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Engaging Sten 9

quickly establishes rapport (8); extremely focused on
making a good first impression (9); makes new friends
easily (8)
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These strengths align closely to Bob’s own perspective on goalkeeper coaching.  In his
view, getting to understand what motivates players was (and is) the starting point for
goalkeeper coaching.  As one of the most psychologically demanding positions in soccer, it
was critical for him to be able to get to know his goalkeepers and to act as their mentors.

What emerges from his Wave Professional Styles profile is that Bob is able to modify his
coaching strategy to different personalities.  He is equally at home coaching schoolchildren
and emerging talent, as he is with evergreen veterans.  His disciplined and meticulous
approach is balanced by passionate communication skills and natural enthusiasm.  These
combine with natural empathy and his supportive skills.  This combination helps him to
translate ideas and visions into structured step-by-step guidelines.  There is also an
element of the old fashioned teacher in Bob.  Those he coaches know where they stand.
The normative-ipsative split shown in the “Accepting” dimension of Bob’s profile could
suggest that while he is rather considerate and trusting of others in ideal conditions, when
he comes under pressure (for example, if people try his patience), Bob may be less
accepting of people.  Given that Bob is less tolerant than many people and is likely to
challenge others, there is a probability that he will neither suffer fools gladly, nor put up
with those who do not meet his high standards.

With formative skills developed at Loughborough College, Bob is a natural coach and
mentor.  He encourages others to give of their best with his enthusiasm and warmth.
There was never an obvious dark side to his self-confessed “burning desire to succeed”.
This helped Bob navigate the challenge of being an outsider.  He was the gentleman
amateur amongst established professionals in both the sporting and TV world.  Talent, a
desire to improve his abilities, increasing self belief and supportive mentors helped him to
achieve the pinnacle of both his professions as a goalkeeper and as a sports presenter.
Natural talent also helped make him a great coach and teacher.

Existential philosopher and fellow goalkeeper Albert Camus once wrote: “All that I know
most surely about morality and the obligations of man, I owe to football”.  Camus was
simply emphasizing a belief in sticking up for your friends, of valuing courage and fair-play.
He felt that people may do better to look to the simple morality of the football field than
to politicians.  Looking at the personality, life and times of Bob Wilson, he has a point.  Bob
is a hard act to follow.

SUPPORTIVE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Attentive Sten 9

readily understands how others are feeling (7); an
extremely good listener (9); very interested in
understanding why people do things (9)

Involving Sten 10

extremely team oriented (9); takes full account of other
people's views (10); very much involves others in decision
making (10)

Accepting Sten 6

considerate towards others (8); less tolerant than many
people (4); trusting of people (8)

Attentive Sten 9

readily understands how others are feeling (7); an
extremely good listener (9); very interested in
understanding why people do things (9)

Involving Sten 10

extremely team oriented (9); takes full account of other
people's views (10); very much involves others in decision
making (10)

Accepting Sten 6

considerate towards others (8); less tolerant than many
people (4); trusting of people (8)



8.3 Case Study 3

Ajaz Ahmed

Entrepreneur, Founder of the £9
Billion Company Freeserve

Ajaz Ahmed is a man on a quest for his next
eureka moment.  He had his first ten years ago
in a computer store in the north of England.  He
discovered that having just bought a new PC,
none of the staff could explain to him how to get
onto the internet.  To solve this problem, which
he rightly assumed to be widespread, Ajaz set up the company Freeserve with his
employer, The Dixons Group.  This allowed people to simply and quickly install the internet
on their computer.  Freeserve rapidly became the UK’s largest internet service provider.
Within a year it floated on the London Stock Exchange at £1.5 billion.  Six months later, it
had entered the FTSE 100.  At its peak it had a value of £9 billion.

Although born in Lahore, Pakistan, Ajaz moved to the Yorkshire town of Huddersfield in the north
of England at the age of three.  He grew up in the humblest of surroundings.  His father worked
at a textile mill and his family lived in a terraced house with an outside toilet.  Neither luxury nor
success was forthcoming at an early age.  Ajaz left school with nothing  to show for himself,
having failed every exam and without a hope of getting into university.  Today he points to other
very successful entrepreneurs who also failed to get a degree - individuals such as Sir Richard
Branson, Bill Gates and Larry Ellison - and is keen to make a clear distinction between academic
prowess and business savvy.

Despite any academic shortcomings, the young Ajaz needed to earn a living and in 1979
he was offered a £30-per-week sales assistant’s job at British high street electronics
retailer, Dixons.  He was a successful salesman and in his twenties he became a manager, rising
to take charge of the biggest store in the area within one year.

It was here that he received his inspiration for the idea that would make him one of the most
successful internet entrepreneurs of his time.  He recalls having heard about “this thing called
the internet” which he felt he had to try.  But he soon discovered, much to his personal
frustration, that there was no simple way for the average person with a limited technological
understanding to get online.  The idea that was to become Freeserve began to crystallize.
Ajaz realized that at Dixons he could do something that none of his competitors could do.  He
could physically talk to the customer about the internet at the point of sale.  His team could
get to those customers first.  Ajaz worked hard to convince his seniors of the growing
importance of the internet as a revolutionary technological medium.  He conceived a simple
system for getting people online.  At a time when all internet access in the UK was via dial-
up through telephone lines, Freeserve was one of the first service providers to dispense with
a monthly subscription fee.  Customers typically had to pay a monthly fee and then the price
of a local rate phone call for every minute they were connected to the internet.  But Freeserve
customers could just pay the local rate and the company collected a share of that call cost.158
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When Freeserve was bought in 2001 by the France Telecom owned group Wanadoo,   Ajaz
had the opportunity to turn his attention to other areas.  Since then, he has remained a
successful entrepreneur working particularly with a number of companies in the science and
technology fields.  Having started in electronics, Ajaz feels his understanding of this area is a
useful strength and prefers to focus his efforts into such businesses.  He now sits on the
boards of several technology companies.

Ajaz is also involved in a project called Jumble Aid, an eBay style operation which
encourages people and businesses to post unwanted items on a website
(www.jumbleaid.com).  When a customer buys an item on the site, all the money goes to a
charity nominated by the seller.  It is a simple and effective way to both raise money for
charity and to reduce landfill.

Notwithstanding his earlier academic shortcomings, Ajaz also sits on the Governing Council
of the University of Huddersfield.  In another role which affords him something of an
opportunity to return to his retail roots, he is also a partner in Abdul’s, a chain of Asian
restaurants.

Ajaz completed the Wave Professional Styles questionnaire and his profile provides a
fascinating insight into an immensely successful individual.  He is extremely inventive and
creative and also has exceptional abilities which help him influence and interact with
people.  From his responses, we can probe more deeply into what motivations and talents
underlie entrepreneurial success using Professor David Hall’s Entrecode® Model of
Entrepreneurial Potential.  The Entrecode® is validated against a model developed to
identify successful entrepreneurs.  In order to do this, it predicts potential in six core areas
of importance to entrepreneurs.  Notably, Ajaz has a higher indicated potential than 99%
of people who complete the Wave Professional Styles questionnaire in two of these key
areas: “Seeing Possibilities” and “Opening Up to the World”.  “Seeing Possibilities” refers to
the ability to take in information and create insights.  Below is shown three of the ways by
which Ajaz achieves this.

Ajaz is clearly focused on seeing the full extent of issues.  From his Wave Professional
Styles profile it can be seen that he nurtures a very clear vision for the future and takes a
very long term view.  He is also able to explore a wide range of different options.  All of
these are skills that would no doubt be of crucial importance to a self-made entrepreneur
whose role requires him to work out which ideas are worth pursuing and which are not.

SEEING POSSIBILITIES

Big Picture
clearly focused on the big picture and
wider issues that matter

Options Thinking
explores a wide variety of options and
alternatives, is rarely stuck for an
answer

Savvy
confidently uses own intuition and
experience to make judgments
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It is an example of Ajaz’s commercial savvy and ingenuity that when he and his friend
Abdul set up their restaurant chain, Ajaz made the radical decision to invite British
comedian Bernard Manning to officially open the venture.  The presence of Manning, who
was well-known for a stage act that many felt to be racist and intolerant of other cultures,
ensured that national press coverage was devoted to the simple opening of a restaurant.
The headline in best-selling British newspaper The Sun the following morning quipped:
“Who’s a cheeky chapatti?”

Inviting Bernard Manning to open an Asian restaurant exemplifies how Ajaz can clearly
“think outside of the box”.  He evidently considers a variety of options to work to his
advantage.  His responses place him in the top 1% of people for “Options Thinking”,
according to the Entrecode® model.  Ajaz and Abdul also marketed an aphrodisiac-themed
curry for Valentine’s Day, having discovered that many of the ingredients in curry did have
aphrodisiac qualities.  This enterprise had people queuing around the block and proved so
successful that they subsequently extended the offer to include the two days either side
of February 14th.  Ever since, this has been their busiest time of the year and nobody has
ever denied their claim that curry is an aphrodisiac.  Ajaz confirmed this with a glint in his
eye.  “Well, they couldn’t, could they?”

Ajaz’s profile highlights another aspect of his behavioral style: his ability to use his own
intuition and experience when making decisions.  Ajaz particularly embodies this principle
of successful entrepreneurship.  He likes to focus on companies specializing in science and
technology, as he has considerable experience in this area.  Ajaz is keen to emphasize the
importance of his extensive retail experience in guiding his decisions, as his grounding in
this field allows him to speak to customers in jargon-free, succinct terms.  He is mindful of
the importance of mirroring a customer’s language when dealing with them, regardless of
the context.  In his role, Ajaz often needs to take people’s ideas and articulate them in a
way that customers understand.  He also demonstrates an aptitude for recognizing
opportunities and the signals people give off when they are about to make a purchase.  As
a salesman at Dixons, for example, he recognized that customers who put their bags down
were more likely to make a purchase than those who did not.

While he is savvy and prepared to use his own experience to guide judgments, Ajaz is also
receptive to feedback from others.  He recovers quickly from setbacks, as can be seen in
the “Receptive” and “Positive” dimensions of his profile below.
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Receptive Sten 7

receptive to feedback from others (7); moderately unlikely
to encourage others to criticise approach (6); asks for
feedback on performance (8)

Positive Sten 6

moderately likely to take an optimistic view (5); quickly
recovers from setbacks (7); cheerful (7)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10



This combination of using one’s own experience to make judgments, while at the same
time being prepared to listen to others and learn from mistakes, could be of great use to a
self-made entrepreneur.  Many truly successful individuals learn just as much from their
failures as they do from their triumphs.  Certainly, Ajaz was keen to ask for feedback from
others as a manager at Dixons.  He frequently monitored and sought reactions from his
salespeople about their communications with customers.  He even recalls asking staff to
find out from prospective customers where they might have gone wrong in their dealings.
He sometimes asked salespeople to go out and bring customers back into the store so a
deal could be closed that day, rather than letting them “go away and think about it”.

Furthermore, while Ajaz admits that he has lost hundreds of thousands of pounds and has
had some failures, his outlook is such that he is keen to learn something from every
experience.  We can see that he is adept at recovering from poor performances and has a
flexible, adaptive style.  He takes this ability to adapt and learn and also applies it in his
personal life.  Ajaz’s world was profoundly changed when he discovered he had oral cancer
on his tongue, despite never having been a drinker or a smoker.  Happily, this was
successfully treated by laser surgery.  But the experience prompted him to make some
lifestyle changes.  He started going to the gym and lost a total of 30 pounds in weight.
Ajaz regards his healthy lifestyle as a contributing factor to his business success.

The second of the six core Entrecode® competencies where Ajaz demonstrates higher
potential than 99% of people is “Opening Up to the World”.  This reflects his ability to
present appropriate information to the appropriate people.  It also concerns building
networks and forming those relationships that enable a business to develop.

Ajaz has a very high potential for networking purposefully and is skilled at negotiating with
people.  He builds strong commercial partnerships.  However, what must be of particular
use to him is that he is skilled at conveying passion for what he does.  He is therefore able
to express his ideas persuasively and inspires people.  The particular methods by which
Ajaz is able to effectively open up to the world are shown in the diagram below.
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OPENING UP TO THE WORLD

Expressing Passion
expresses ideas and opinions in a highly
persuasive and inspiring manner

Purposeful Networking
shows great flair in building and
maintaining appropriate networks to
establish useful business relationships

Creating Partnerships
skilled at negotiating, generating sales
and building strong commercial 
partnerships



We have seen that Ajaz is adept at seeing possibilities, influencing people appropriately
and can also use his own intuitions and experiences when judging a wide-range of options.
However, he reports that he is less organized, meticulous and reliable than most people.
As Ajaz is so successful, it is clear that these areas aren’t so important to his success.  In
his job, Ajaz makes judgments about whether something will be successful or not and
forms profitable relationships with others.  He is not required to pay close attention to
detail or to work to regular deadlines.  Ajaz believes in the principles of Monkey
Management.  If a problem is represented as a monkey, it is important to prevent other
people passing their monkeys on to you for feeding.  Ajaz is the ideas man.  His skill is in
persuading and empowering people to get their own monkeys off their backs.

When considered with his ability to create a clear vision for the future, it would be
interesting to see whether developing his planning abilities would help Ajaz further
improve his already formidable capacity for recognizing business opportunities.  Ajaz’s
interest in identifying business opportunities can be seen in the “Enterprising” dimension
of his profile (below), so this may well prove to be an area he would be keen to develop.
For example, he might find that planning could enhance his ability to identify the goals he
wants to achieve from a particular project.

As has already been touched upon, Ajaz’s interpersonal skills are a key factor in his
successful behavioral style.  He is very persuasive and assertive in putting his points
across and explains things well.  Combined with his very strong networking skills, it
appears that Ajaz projects himself to the appropriate people as an articulate and
convincing individual.  He remains very liberal and likes to be tolerant of other people and
cultures and there is no doubt that this outlook also helps him to interact well with others.
Ajaz also knows when to tell people about his achievements and is comfortable being the
centre of attention if necessary, as indicated by the “Self-Promoting” dimension of his
profile.  Such useful skills, employed judiciously, no doubt aid Ajaz in his interactions with
others.

It is interesting to explore further the exact nature of Ajaz’s influence over others.  He
reports that he is adept at finding ways to influence people, is inspirational and is clearly
oriented towards leadership.  But he also says that he is less team-oriented than many
people and has little desire to co-ordinate people.  Ajaz affirms that he wouldn’t want to be
a CEO again, because his interests lie in vision and creativity, rather than in co-ordinating
people and “their monkeys”, which he can find frustrating.  In his day-to-day work he is
primarily responsible only for himself and doesn’t actually have much involvement with
teams of people.  His profile responses seem to reflect that team working skills are not
important to Ajaz, rather than that he lacks these skills per se.

In his Wave profile, an interesting motive-talent split becomes apparent in the “Purposeful”
dimension.  As shown below he is rather more motivated by, rather than talented in, this
area.  His talent for making quick decisions and taking responsibility for decisions is typical

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Enterprising Sten 9

Identifies business opportunities effectively (10); fairly
sales oriented (8); competitive (8)
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of many people, but he is somewhat more motivated by this than many people are.  It may
well be appropriate for Ajaz to consider this as an area for further development.

What is perhaps so fascinating about Ajaz’s profile is that he demonstrates many areas of
strength which interact in striking ways.  As we have seen, he combines a powerful set of
skills that allow him to influence people effectively.  Yet, while he is quick to state that his
work involves articulating other people’s ideas in a persuasive way, it is eminently clear
that Ajaz excels at generating his own ideas too.  Perhaps his greatest strength as
illustrated in his Wave profile is his inventive and strategic thought style.  Ajaz generates
many original ideas and is prepared to adopt radical solutions to problems.  This makes him
far more inventive than most people report they are.  He develops concepts, theories and
strategies with ease.  Ajaz’s personal view is that it is the ideas that matter, not the
business plan.  As we have already seen from his Entrepreneurial Potential profile, Ajaz
creates a compelling future vision.  The prevailing areas of his thought style are
summarized below.

In the “Abstract” dimension, Ajaz has indicated that while he is very good at developing
concepts, he is much less interested in studying the principles and underlying issues.  Most
people find that developing concepts, theories and underlying principles are allied much
more closely than Ajaz sees them.  Consequently, his profile highlights a unique aspect of
his preferred behavioral style.  Taken in conjunction with the motive-talent split in the
“Abstract” dimension, this suggests that he has a distinct motivation to develop his
conceptual and theoretical thought skills.  Because his reported understanding of
underlying principles is somewhat lower than for the other areas, this might be an area
that Ajaz could choose to focus on in order to further develop his capability for abstract
thought.

Purposeful Sten 5

makes reasonably quick decisions (6); somewhat prepared
to take responsibility for big decisions (6); has definite
views on some issues (5)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

163

© 2012 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.0.

IMAGINATIVE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Inventive Sten 10

generates lots of ideas (10); produces very original ideas
(9); extremely likely to adopt radical solutions (9)

Abstract Sten 6

very good at developing concepts (10); has relatively little
interest in applying theories (4); has little interest in 
studying underlying principles (3)

Strategic Sten 9

very inclined to develop strategies (9); takes a long term
view (8); creates a very clear vision for the future (9)



Being practically-minded, factual and rational is quite different from being good at abstract
thought.  These practical areas are prioritized a good deal lower in Ajaz’s responses and he
is much less inclined to follow the rules of others.  We can see that Ajaz has creative ideas
and is talented at empowering people.  His empowering skills may be the key to explaining
how he is so good at realizing creative ideas despite being less interested in the
practicalities of those ideas.  Ajaz himself corroborates this hypothesis.  He believes that
many people are capable of having “eureka” moments, but that a key skill is acting
appropriately on these ideas.  For him, entrepreneurs are those who are able to do this and
direct others to align with their vision.  He read and studied how other people achieved
success and believes aspiring individuals should do the same.

It is also interesting to speculate how Ajaz’s clear thought style might contribute to his
success.  Perhaps the fact that he is less rule-bound, factual and risk-averse than many
people helps him to produce exceptionally creative ideas, unconstrained in the ways that
many people are.  Ajaz’s “Conforming” dimension of his profile can be seen below.

In Ajaz’s view: “History is littered with examples of ordinary people achieving extraordinary
things because they could see things that were completely obvious before anyone else
could.  That’s what life is about, doing the obvious before everyone else and not trying to
complicate everything”.  It seems this combination of a lack of constraint by rules and a very
strong creative vision helps Ajaz to see things that are “obvious” before other people do.
Ajaz muses: “How many times have I heard people say to me ‘I had that idea!’? But the
problem is that they didn’t do anything about their idea.  That’s the tragedy”.

We can also use the various reports from the Wave Professional Styles questionnaire as
tools for guiding feedback in a variety of ways.  For example, we have seen that Ajaz’s
Entrecode® Entrepreneurial Potential profile indicates that he has great flair for
maintaining the networks needed for business and that he is inspiring and persuasive.
However, while Ajaz’s reported talent for resolving situations is lower than that for many
people, his reported motivation to resolve situations is somewhat higher.  He may
therefore already be inclined to focus on these supportive skills.  Ajaz is an immensely
successful individual, so it is likely that he can effectively self-regulate changes in his
behavioral styles in order to maximize success in a range of different situations.

From Ajaz’s profile, we can consider areas where his success might be used to extend
advice to others.  There is a large facet range on “Composed”, where Ajaz reports that he
is very calm before important events.  He is only slightly anxious during important events,
but dislikes having to work under pressure.  This is illustrated in the diagram below.
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Conforming Sten 2

is less inclined to follow the rules (3); strongly dislikes
following procedures (2); is sometimes prepared to take
risks in decision making (3)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Composed Sten 6

sometimes gets nervous during important events (6); very
calm before important events (9); strongly dislikes having
to work under pressure (1)



It would be enlightening to know when such anxiety can be a help and when it is a
hindrance, because Ajaz is certainly very comfortable giving presentations.  He reports
disliking working under pressure and in a busy working environment, but appears able to
flourish in other situations such as networking and giving presentations.  In addition, there
is a large motive-talent split in this section of Ajaz’s profile.  Here, he reports wanting to be
a good deal more composed than he feels he is currently capable of being.  It appears that
Ajaz would like to be able to work even better under pressure and it is probable that if he
focused on developing this skill, his impressive range of skills here would appear even
stronger.  Ajaz likely has the necessary insight to bring about such self-development.
Crucially, he believes that “success is an attitude” so if you can go into a difficult situation
believing that you will be successful, that is half of the battle.

The Wave Professional Styles reports for Ajaz Ahmed are a fascinating case-study into the
very individual behavioral styles of an immensely successful and self-motivated
entrepreneur.  Clear strengths for Ajaz are indicated in his creative thought and
interpersonal skills, which allow him to effectively influence people in order to develop his
business.  He also demonstrates a remarkable ability to invoke his own experience and
intuitions to make discerning commercial judgments.  The importance of this skill is
something he is at pains to stress.

However, what is perhaps heartening for others is that Ajaz believes that ordinary people
can do extraordinary things given the right motivations.  He explains how one famous
British television commercial affected him profoundly.  An advertisement for Hovis bread
showed a millworker walking down a cobbled street as he retires from a hard life’s work.
He clutches the clock that has been given him as a leaving gift and looks back at the mill
where he has faithfully served his whole life.  He returns home and cuts a slice of Hovis
bread, when the advert reveals that Hovis is “as good today as it has always been”.  The
message is meant to be one of good old-fashioned values and tradition, but Ajaz saw it in
a rather different light.

Millworkers like his father left with nothing but a token gift to show for their life’s work.
He wasn’t going to retire with nothing to show for his toil.  For him, success is about
wanting to have something to show for your life’s work.  Ajaz believes that most workers
spend six months of the year thinking about the holiday they’re going to take and then
another six months talking about what they did on holiday.  They don’t try to make a
difference.  The desire to make a difference was the driving force of his success.

Ironically, Ajaz’s colleagues at Dixons did present him with a clock as a leaving gift, but his
drive, determination, creativity and influencing skills have carried him much further than
that humble millworker.  For many people, the advice, beliefs and behaviors demonstrated
by Ajaz Ahmed form the cornerstone of a successful entrepreneur.  There is no doubt that
he embraces them with verve and aplomb.
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8.4 Case Study 4

Kathryn McCusker

Australian Opera Star

Kathryn McCusker is a celebrated opera singer
from Perth, Australia.  She was Principal Soprano
at the Sydney Opera for seven years, a position
seen by many as the highest accolade in
Australian opera.  Her numerous awards and
prestigious roles include first prize in the 1991
National Finals of the ABC Young Performers
Award and the Remy Martin Australian Opera Award 1994.  Kathryn has had a variety of
eminent roles including Tytania in the acclaimed production of A Midsummer Night’s
Dream, directed by Strictly Ballroom and Moulin Rouge director Baz Luhrmann, which was
performed at the 1994 Edinburgh Festival.  She also played Susanna in John Copley’s
production of Le nozze di Figaro and Iphigénie in a new production of Iphigénie en Tauride.

Kathryn came from a family where art, creativity and music formed an integral part of her
childhood.  Her father was a barrister who is “a good singer, even though he never did it
professionally” and her mother is an artist who runs a gallery in Perth.  Her elder sister was
a lawyer who is now raising a family and her younger brother is involved in the wine
business.

For Kathryn, music was always a part of her and a way of finding joy in life.  From an early
age, she sang and played the piano and flute.  However, she remembers specifically and
vividly the conception of her love of classical music: “I saw at my high school a woman who
came to perform and she sang an aria to us.  I felt incredibly inspired”.  She recognized her
encounter with this woman, Marybeth Williamson, as “one of those pivotal moments”.
Upon meeting Marybeth, they both realized that Kathryn had “a talent that needed to be
nurtured”.  Marybeth soon went on to become Kathryn’s singing teacher.

A further important step in nurturing this talent was taken when Kathryn completed a
Bachelor of Music degree at the Western Australian Conservatorium of Music.  She
describes how she was very fortunate to have another teacher there who encouraged her
and recognized her gift.  It was this teacher, Janice Taylor-Warne, who urged Kathryn to
audition for the Australian Opera after finishing her degree.  Kathryn’s considerable ability
clearly shone through and she won a scholarship into the young artist program.  “They say
I was the youngest or maybe the second youngest they have ever had on their young artist
program.  I had a very mature voice for my age.  Even I was sometimes a little bit surprised
by it”.

In 1991 she was awarded first prize in the National Finals of the ABC Young Performers
Award and took part in the 1993 and 1995 Opera Foundation of Australia’s National Vocal
Symposium.  After only three years in the young artist program, Kathryn was honored not
only with the Remy Martin Award but also the position of Principal Soprano with Opera
Australia.  In 1999 her “mature voice” won her the Vienna State Opera award in Australia
and as a result she spent four months working as a Company Principal with the Vienna
State Opera.
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Kathryn covered the role of Donna Elvira in Don Giovanni for Glyndebourne Festival Opera
in their 2000 season and, at very short notice, sang the second performance to the delight
of the conductor Sir Andrew Davis and a very enthusiastic audience.  In 2001 she debuted
with the English National Opera.  In the UK, concert performances have included The
Messiah in Swansea, Handel’s Belshazzar at the Dartington International Summer School
and a tour of major UK concert venues performing Handel arias with the London Chamber
Orchestra.  Kathryn has performed in Bath Abbey and recently was a soloist in the debut
concert of The Australian Classical Era Orchestra, performing Mozart arias.

Now based in London, Kathryn is also a certified teacher of Kundalini Yoga and shares her
skills in the UK capital, as well as running retreats overseas.  As the new millennium
dawned, Kathryn discovered this yoga of awareness in the Yucatan, Mexico.  Kundalini is
considered to be one of the most potent and effective systems of self-transformation and
personal development.  It aims to create emotional balance and to enhance intuition by
harnessing the energy of the mind and the emotions, rather than being controlled by
thoughts and feelings.

Kathryn completed the Wave Professional Styles questionnaire and was intrigued to
explore how the work-based profile would relate to her holistic approach to life.  From her
profile, Kathryn presents herself as an inspirational individual, who is encouraging and
engages well with others.  She is also dynamic and driven in her activities.  Moreover, she
combines these areas with a thoroughly adaptable style, possessing an overall self-
assured and positive manner.  Yet, she remains very interested in understanding why
people do things.  Along with her appetite for yoga and her desire to unlock potential,
Kathryn’s profile demonstrates a fusion of interest in other people’s behaviors and
thoughts.  She has the ability to question and challenge beliefs and, as we shall see, she
does all of this in an intuitive, rather than mechanistic, manner.

On first inspection, and unsurprisingly given the emphasis of Kundalini Yoga on the
energies of the body, one of Kathryn’s greatest areas of strength is her dynamism.  Her
responses to questions relating to her energy levels suggest she is more energetic than
99% of people who complete the same questionnaire.  While she is also slightly more
inclined to initiate action than many people are, one of the most important features of the
“Dynamic” dimension of Kathryn’s profile (shown below) is her high level of motivation to
be dynamic.

In Kathryn’s “Dynamic” dimension, she has rated the questions relating to her motivation
to be a dynamic individual as more important to her than the questions about how dynamic
she feels she really is (her talent).  This is consistent with the “Activity Oriented” dimension
of her profile, which indicates that she likes to be busy and to work at a fast pace.
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

reasonably good at making things happen (6); as impatient
as most people to get things started (6); very energetic 
 (10)

Dynamic Sten 8



She is also ready to accept new challenges and copes well with uncertainty.  One of the
behavioral areas which seems common in many successful people is their ability to respond
flexibly and to adapt to different situations.  Kathryn shows strength across all sections
relating to her “Adaptability” and particularly as regards her responses to change.  She is
likely to take an optimistic view and quickly recovers from setbacks.  Kathryn also feels she
works well under pressure, as it keeps her busy and inspires her to perform.  The “Positive”
and “Change Oriented” dimensions of her profile are shown below.

Kathryn is so energetic, optimistic and ready to accept challenges that one gets a sense
that when she focuses her energy, she will achieve.  This is further reinforced by the fact
that Kathryn is striving and likely to persevere through difficult challenges.  The
normative-ipsative split shown in the “Change Oriented” dimension of her profile suggests
that she may actually have been quite self-critical in this regard.  When forced to rank the
statements in the Wave questionnaire, Kathryn prioritized statements about her
orientation to change somewhat higher than when she was given the choice to freely rate
how oriented to change she was.  The separate normative and ipsative measures provide
two different perspectives on an individual’s work styles and are a useful mechanism for
investigating how people view themselves in different contexts and situations.  For
example, separate normative-ipsative measures help indicate when an individual is likely
to have been overly-positive or overly-self-critical in their responses.  Here, it appears that
Kathryn may be more strongly oriented towards change than she has indicated in her free
rating response.  Two possible hypotheses here are that the ipsative score is more
representative of how oriented to change Kathryn is under pressure, or instead that
Kathryn is not certain of the extent of her orientation to change.

Kathryn’s profile indicates that she readily accepts new challenges.  She recognizes that
the challenges she undertakes allow her to further refine her expertise and technique.
Dame Joan Sutherland, one of Kathryn’s inspirations, also made this point in an interview,
emphasizing that “technique is the basis of every pursuit.  If you are a sportsman, a
swimmer or a singer, you have to develop a basic technique to know what you are doing at
any given time”.

Kathryn points out that she was very good at sport when at school and agrees “it is that
same kind of psychology behind it”.  She explains that when you go out on stage it is like
going out on track as a sportsperson.  “There are sacrifices too in your social life with the
way you maintain yourself; your physical, emotional, and vocal sides.  You can’t have gone
out ‘socializing’ until four in the morning when you know you have to sing a major role at
the Sydney Opera House the next day”.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Reliable Sten 8

conscientious about meeting deadlines (8); tends to be
punctual (8); focused on finishing tasks (8)

Meticulous Sten 9

extremely attentive to detail (9); very thorough (8);
ensures a high level of quality (8)

Positive Sten 7

likely to take an optimistic view (8); quickly recovers from
setbacks (7); moderately cheerful (5)

Change Oriented Sten 7

as ready to accept change as most people (5); copes
moderately well with uncertainty (6); readily accepts new
challenges (8)
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Like many successful people, Kathryn can also name specific individuals who have inspired
her to make these sacrifices and keep focused.  Dame Joan Sutherland, Björk, Katherine
Hepburn and Audrey Hepburn all spring to her mind.  “They’re strong female artists who are
passionate about what they do and are true to their art form”, she says.

The late Franz Schalk, an early-twentieth century conductor of the Vienna State Opera,
commented that “every theatre is an insane asylum, but an opera theatre is the ward for
the incurables”.  With so many sacrifices and so much discipline required in the demanding
environment of professional opera, Kathryn is acutely aware how temperamental artistic
individuals can be.  Many creative people and artists have, as she puts it, “fragile egos”.
When an opera singer is working in a rehearsal room, they have to deal with a conductor, a
director and different singers: sopranos, baritones, tenors and basses.  She says, “Everyone
should come in with the purpose to create a great product, a great piece of theatre and
music, but sometimes people’s egos get in the way.  People, artists, can be very vulnerable,
very sensitive.  When you work you have to be sensitive because you collaborate
collectively and creatively.  You have to be conscious that everyone adds to the mix”.

In this respect Kathryn is good at resolving difficulties and disagreements with others and
for her own part is self-assured and reasonably composed.  Below are the “Self-assured”
and “Composed” dimensions of Kathryn’s profile.

Interestingly, Kathryn has only a moderate motivation to be self-assured.  She is evidently
comfortable with herself and has a very strong sense of self worth.  She is reasonably calm
before important events and likes her space to prepare.  This helps add to the “adrenaline
rush” of performing and that can give her “the edge” in performance.  As she points out,
she performs well in front of an audience and likes to visualize what she does before she
does it.

Kathryn takes what she does seriously and wants to get things exactly right.  She has a
good technical knowledge of what she does and enjoys gaining that technical
understanding.  It is apparent, moreover, that through her meticulous approach Kathryn is
able to deliver when it counts.  She recognizes that concentration matters and focuses
totally on what needs to be done.  Her desire to ensure a high level of quality is illustrated
below in the “Meticulous” dimension of her profile.
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Reliable Sten 8

conscientious about meeting deadlines (8); tends to be
punctual (8); focused on finishing tasks (8)

Meticulous Sten 9

extremely attentive to detail (9); very thorough (8);
ensures a high level of quality (8)

Self-assured Sten 8

self-confident (8); feels reasonably in control of own future
(5); has a very strong sense of own worth (9)

Composed Sten 6

sometimes gets nervous during important events (6); 
reasonably calm before important events (5); works
reasonably well under pressure (6)



From the “Self-assured” dimension of Kathryn’s profile presented earlier, we can see that
she has a very strong sense of self-worth.  John Berry, artistic director for the English
National Opera, recently commented that many people turn down the opportunity to work
in opera because they fear it will be too difficult: “If a director doesn’t have a real inner
confidence, you know you’re in trouble from the beginning.  The film industry is tough, but
all of the film directors I’ve spoken to can’t believe how tough and savage the opera world
can be.  It stops a lot of very fine artists from coming in”.  For Kathryn, this resonates:
“Opera is a challenging and costly art form and this applies worldwide.  In any performance
art form you have to have a very strong inner core and confidence.  You have also to be able
to tolerate high levels of physical, emotional, and mental stress”.

Reiterating the fact that some of the artists she has dealt with are sensitive by nature,
Kathryn describes her valuable talent of “juggling all of those different temperaments and
personalities in one space”.  She adds, “It’s important to be able to blend and mould people
to work together to deliver on stage”.  From Kathryn’s profile, her skills for dealing with
upset or angry people and multi-tasking well would also be useful in this context.  She is
able to work well with a diverse group of people.  She adds that she has worked with
people who are insecure and who crave and need to be the centre of attention, but she
finds that those who create themselves as “prima donnas” are those who are really
insecure with themselves.  But that’s okay by Kathryn: “I’m not judging that, I just choose
not to be that person”.

Kathryn sees opera as a team activity and as a principal protagonist, she is clearly oriented
towards a leadership role (see “Directing” dimension below).  Her skills lie very much in
empowering and encouraging individuals to find their own approaches.  This is
demonstrated directly in the “Empowering” dimension below.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

pays close attention to detail (7); less thorough than many
people (4); ensures a high level of quality (8)

Meticulous Sten 6
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Reliable Sten 8

conscientious about meeting deadlines (8); tends to be
punctual (8); focused on finishing tasks (8)

Meticulous Sten 9

extremely attentive to detail (9); very thorough (8);
ensures a high level of quality (8)

Directing Sten 7

clearly oriented towards a leadership role (8); co-ordinates
people reasonably well (6); moderately inclined to take
control of things (6)

Empowering Sten 9

is good at finding ways to motivate people (7); very
inspirational (9); very encouraging to others (9)



For many people this is one of the most acceptable styles of leadership and, when
deployed appropriately, should be expected to earn Kathryn respect.  It could also help her
to realize the results she seeks.  This style of “team leadership” seems to be shared by a
large number of successful individuals.  Kathryn, for one, thinks that “being able to
collaborate in a team is important for opera, as in sports; that’s always been one of my
strengths”.

While Kathryn is clearly skilled at managing diverse personalities, she likes to “live in the
moment” and this is attested to by several areas of her profile.  For example, she rarely
focuses on long-term issues, is ready to accept change and only has a moderate inclination
to make plans.  Far from this being a weakness, however, it may well help Kathryn deliver
results more effectively and to adapt to changing situations.  She emphasizes that she
does like to have goals and projects on the go, but not “five year goals” or to project “too
much into the future”.  Certainly, she creates a clear vision for the future, but isn’t so
focused on long term issues.  This can be seen below in the “Strategic” dimension.

Here, the facet range, illustrated by the hatching marks, stems from the fact that Kathryn
creates a clear vision for the future but rarely focuses on long term issues.  For most people
who complete the Wave Professional Styles questionnaire, these two issues are more
closely related.  One possible reason for this might be that Kathryn’s vision is not simply
business oriented, but comes from a more spiritual perspective than most.  To appreciate
this distinction, we have to look a little deeper into her philosophy.

Kathryn finds having a coherent understanding of a situation critical.  “When I work with
directors or when I work with people on a project, I need to know what the motivation is.  It’s
method acting, I suppose.  It’s important for me to understand why I am doing something.  I
need to have a depth of understanding.  I need to have a deep insight into the psychological
complexities of the character.  It helps me create a much more profound character”.  Central to
her views too are major existential questions.  This helps explain why Kathryn is less
concerned about the underlying logic and facts of a situation, instead favoring a more intuitive
or “instinctive” approach.  Kathryn is interested in deeper issues.  Reflecting on both the origins
of opera and the essence of yoga, she asks: “How do we evolve through our lives? What
motivates us? Why do we do things that we do? How are we governed by fate and destiny? All
of these things I find fascinating”.  She combines her love of yoga with interest in the Dharmic
traditions of Indian religions - a set of philosophies considering the ultimate reality of the
universe - which help her reflect on these deeper issues.

Dr Johnson once described opera as an exotic and irrational entertainment.  Looking at the
“Rational” dimension from Kathryn’s profile (below), we can see that she has less interest
in numerical data (“I was never good at math.  Good at humanities, theatre, art, music, but
never math”) and prefers not to base her decisions on the facts alone.
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Strategic Sten 5

moderately inclined to develop strategies (6); rarely
focuses on long term issues (3); creates a clear vision for
the future (8)



However, while Kathryn isn’t so interested in analyzing information, she is likely to combine
her intuitive approach with probing questions and a desire to learn.  This orientation
towards enquiry is shown below in the “Analytical” dimension of her psychometric profile.

In her own words, Kathryn says: “I am very curious.  Directors always say that about me.
They say ‘Kathryn, you’re like a child.  You want to know everything’”.  And through her
questioning Kathryn is better able to understand the nuances of the character she is
playing, as well as the perspective of the director.  Kathryn’s roots in opera also govern her
approach to life.  Opera combines music, theatre and dance and yet it remains a specialized
form of art:.  “It’s a heightened form of emotion.  Through music, through the voice, you can
access those kinds of heightened emotions, those dimensions, as you would through yoga
and exploring the meaning of life.  There is something very primal about the voice, whether
it’s communication through music or just speaking.  It’s one of the most creative centers in
the human body”.

For Kathryn, individual voices are very revealing.  They show “many different colors and
layers, many different complexities”.  She says she “really tunes to people’s different
timbres and colors”, adding: “I work on a sensory level.  I am more in tune with the way
someone speaks; the way someone walks; their rhythm; the way someone smells; the way
someone looks; the way someone feels; their energy levels”.

While Kathryn is very much in tune with other people, she also demonstrates an
independent streak where she does take account of the views of others, but is unlikely to
involve them in the final decision: “I was talking to a friend on the phone who is very similar
to me,” she says.  “We were saying we like to get the opinions of others, but at the end of
the day I will do exactly what I want to do”.

She is less rule-conscious than many people and is prepared to question something if she
doesn’t believe in it.  If a maverick is someone who stays true to their vision and will break
rules if necessary, Kathryn is comfortable with this epithet.  She is also pragmatic and
points out that to be on stage you have to be able to take direction from the conductor, the
language coach and from the director.  “If you can’t, you are not going to be able to get on
well in that ensemble”.  Like a number of successful people, Kathryn scores lower on
conforming than much of the general population, but also retains an awareness that
sometimes you have to be compliant, manageable and flexible.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Rational Sten 1

very much dislikes working with numerical data (1); has
little interest in information technology (3); unlikely to
base decisions on the facts alone (3)
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Analytical Sten 6

has little interest in analysing information (4); very
frequently asks probing questions (10); moderately
inclined to seek solutions to problems (5)

Sten 6



Although she does not see herself as an entrepreneur in the conventional sense, she
shares a good deal of characteristics with “classic” entrepreneurs.  Based on David Hall’s
Entrecode® model of Entrepreneurial Potential, Kathryn demonstrates high potential for
areas such as “Getting in the Zone” and “Staying in the Zone”.  These relate to her ability
to focus energy on a very specific target in order to help herself and others.  She is also
good at “Creating Superior Opportunities”.  Kathryn herself has been approached by others
who recognize her entrepreneurial potential.  “People have said to me ‘Kathryn, you are
really assertive and you have this incredible conviction, so do you like selling?’”.  The
answer is a resounding “no”.

But while Kathryn doesn’t have the motivation to sell herself (and her profile indicates very
little interest in networking, as in the “Interactive” dimension on the next page) she does
like selling something she believes in.  She believes in and sells “principles or philosophies;
techniques or creative ideas”.  As she explains, she makes a choice: “I can network, I have
the capacity to approach people, but I am not driven by that force”.

Below are some of the key areas where Kathryn demonstrates high entrepreneurial
potential.

If one were to sum up Kathryn McCusker’s behavioral style in just two words, perhaps
“creative passion” would be a good starting point.  It is immediately apparent on meeting
her that she has a breadth and depth of perception.  She possesses an insight into the
nature of individuals and also her own journey through life.  This is backed up by a
repertoire of competencies which underline the demands of performing at the highest
level.

Kathryn achieved early success in her profession and has enjoyed some of the most
prestigious roles within it.  She has been blessed with creative vision, spirituality and an
interpersonally sensitive approach which has facilitated her opera career and yoga 173
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Positive Mindset
shows a consistently positive attitude
and thrives in the face of difficult
challenges

Expressing Passion
talks enthusiastically and persuasively,
may be seen by many as Inspirational

Options Thinking
explores a wider range of alternative
approaches to issues than most

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

very lively (9); moderately talkative (6); very little interest
in networking (2)

Interactive Sten 6



teaching alike.  Kathryn also possesses a drive for success which makes her an assertive
and self-assured individual, capable of investing considerable amounts of time and effort
in ensuring excellence.  Success has not been accidental.  Kathryn perceives a strong link
between opera and her role as a teacher of Kundalini Yoga: the two complement each
other.  One of the aims of Kundalini Yoga is to increase radiance and the impact the
practitioner has on others.  There are few yoga teachers who have commanded the stage
at Sydney Opera House.  For Kathryn, teaching is performing too.  It is important to do both
authentically.

Kathryn is currently writing a book about Kundalini Yoga, meditation and her journey
through this as a successful performer.  She’s also producing a mantra CD which helps her
integrate her perspective on yoga through classical music.  As she summarizes, there are
issues that count in life and as you get older they get more significant.  “For me it is
important to live life in a certain way and value system, to question what you are here for,
what you stand for”.  Kathryn wants to “live life consciously with awareness and the
understanding of why you do something and what effect that has on another person”.

Like those people who inspired her, not only is Kathryn true to herself but also to her art
form.  Whatever path she follows in life, it will be the Dharmic Way.
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PART 3 

OUTPUTS

This manual has been generated electronically. Saville Consulting do not guarantee that it has
not been changed or edited. We can accept no liability for the consequences of the use of this
manual, howsoever arising.
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9.0 Types

9.1 Introduction to Saville Consulting Wave® Types

Typologies are essentially summaries of combinations of characteristics.

The Saville Consulting Wave types are based on the four higher level clusters in the
Professional Styles assessment.  These cover the areas of Thought, Influence,
Adaptability and Delivery which underpin the performance areas of Solving Problems,
Influencing People, Adapting Approaches and Delivering Results.  The Wave Types Report
integrates results on the ‘People’ Clusters (Influence and Adaptability) into four ‘People
Types’ and on the ‘Task’ Clusters (Thought and Delivery) into four ‘Task Types.'

Figure 9.1  People Types and Task Types display charts
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Figure 9.2  The four ‘People’ types and four ‘Task’ types combine to create 16
Saville Consulting Wave Types

Saville Consulting Wave Overview of the 16 Types

Types are, by their nature, generalizations and thus will not fit every respondent equally
well.

The likelihood that a person will fit a type description increases as the scores on the
relevant dimensions become more extreme.  For example, in the People domain, a person
with both high Adaptability and high Influence scores is more likely than someone who
scores at the midpoint on each of these scores to fit the description of a Transformer.  By
the same token, a person with very low scores on both Adaptability and Influence is more
likely than someone at the midpoint of these clusters to fit the description of an
Individualist.

People who score on the corridor close to the mid-point on one or both clusters can be
described as less ‘differentiated’ in terms of type than those who score at the extremes.

When People and Task Types are combined a person could be highly differentiated in
terms of People Type and undifferentiated in terms of Task Type, or vice versa.  Thus,
individuals with the same nominal overall Wave Type may differ quite substantially in
terms of the characteristics that are most prominent.

Familiarity with the characteristics associated with each Type will facilitate
understanding of these differences.
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9.2 Performance Driven Types

The Saville Consulting Wave Types model directly links to performance both for
individuals and teams.  This gives it a sharper edge in building effectiveness,
distinguishing it from other team development models which tend to focus on the
advantages of particular types and type combinations rather than their direct impact on
effectiveness.

The Value of Different Types to Team Effectiveness

The Wave Types model helps to identify the four high level behavioral clusters that predict
different areas of effectiveness (Solving Problems, Influencing People, Adapting Approaches
and Delivering Results).  As each Wave type has a different combination of these behaviors,
they will not all impact on team effectiveness to the same degree.

The Wave types approach is underpinned by the performance driven Wave model so that
the type combinations that are the most effective contributors to overall effectiveness
can be easily identified.  The model allows individuals to be high or low on all four clusters
relating to effectiveness.  Those who combine high scores in all four areas, Transformer-
Transactors, will consequently be the most effective in terms of overall performance and
potential.  Conversely, those who are low in all four areas, Individualist-Preservers, will
likely have the smallest contribution to effectiveness.

Although effectiveness relates to an individual’s score on the four behavior areas,
Transformer-Transactors  may still make serious errors (in many respects they leave
themselves open to this due to a tendency to be less risk averse yet prepared to make big
decisions).  Similarly, Individualist-Preservers still have a crucial role to play within a team,
from doing the necessary, everyday tasks that no one else favors, and as is possible with
other types providing the ‘golden nugget’ that improves efficiency and output.  However,
in general Transformer-Transactors are likely to be more effective than Individualist-
Preservers.  Note:  It is important to consider that the Wave type bestowed on an
individual is a result of their self-reported potential and effectiveness.  Some people are
more likely to over or under exaggerate their responses than others, either as a deliberate
attempt to mislead or due to their genuine misperception.

The Benefits of Performance Centric Types and The One Person
Team Concept

The key benefit of Wave Types linking directly to effectiveness is that it allows users to
be clearer on what is missing from a team and what a team has in abundance (and
potentially over-abundance).  An Influencer-Thinker is likely to have the analysis, ideas
and the powers of persuasion to get an idea put into action, but when complemented by
an Adaptor-Doer, the two individuals in combination could improve the effectiveness of
the team.  The Adaptor-Doer brings stability and flexibility in dealing with people and a
clear focus on high quality delivery, whilst the Influencer-Thinker has the ability to see a
solution and influence others.  These two complementary Wave types combine to cover
the four behavioral clusters of effectiveness.  An individual’s type may be strong in all
four behavioral clusters and in effect this individual can be seen as having the potential
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to be a one person team.  The one person team is the Transformer-Transactor Type; they
are likely to work constructively with any other type, although they may find the less
assertive and driven types more frustrating to work with.  In this way, any working
partnership can be looked at in terms of the complementary, aligned and shared
behaviors.

In general, a working partnership will be more effective to the extent that all four
behavioral clusters are covered by its members.  An individual may cover all these alone,
or a team of four may still be lacking in a particular area.  Where a number of individuals
share common behaviors, this is not necessarily wasted resource.  Three Influencer-
Thinkers can be a fiery combination in terms of intellectual debate, but they have the
potential to create groundbreaking solutions when they have an agreed goal to work
towards.  The intention of the Wave Types model is to highlight that several similar types
may lead to strengths in a certain area, or that other behavioral areas are not equally
represented and the team may benefit from the input of others who have strengths in
this domain.

The ideal composition of the team in terms of Wave types should be determined by its
core purpose.  A Think Tank Team delivering a 20 year vision of product ideas may benefit
from quite a different make up from a team tasked with improving process efficiency for
instance, although they may share some common elements.  The identification of the
team’s purpose is a critical early step and can be facilitated by the use of the Saville
Consulting Wave Performance Culture Framework Card Deck to clarify which are the areas
of most importance to the team’s future effectiveness.

Performance Centric Types in Practice

The Wave types approach utilizes validation evidence to suggest that certain Wave types
contribute more to effectiveness, and as such has the potential pitfall that they classify
the Transformer-Transactor as lacking nothing and the Individualist-Preserver as lacking
everything.

To overcome this issue we recommend the Wave user utilizes the Wave Expert report,
creating a more detailed balance of strengths and limitations from the detailed profile
(e.g., from sections, dimensions and splits).  In the case of Individualist-Preservers, for
example, any other key strengths or specialist skills the individual contributes to the team
are identified.  Finally when sharing results on a combined chart highlighting the different
type combinations, the individual’s particular area of strength or expertise can be charted
and shared.

9.3 Development and Validation of Types

The idea for the Types model originated in an attempt to conceptualize a componential
model of overall performance in the workplace to create a simple framework which would
look at the key components that underpinned this criterion.

The Great Eight competencies (Kurz & Bartram, 2002) represented a componential model
of work performance, but lacked an explicit higher-order structure.  The four Leadership
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Functions described by Bartram, Kurz & Baron (2004) and Bartram (2004) clearly pointed
towards a higher-order structure.  Empirical modeling of competency data presented by
Kurz (2005) suggested a simultaneous breakdown of performance into People and Task
aspects as in the original Ohio leadership studies under the titles of Consideration and
Initiating Structure, respectively.  The other critical conceptualization was related to
Alpha and Beta personality characteristics (Digman, 1997) as opposed to work criteria.
The resulting '2 x 2' model of task, people and alpha and beta created the blueprint for
the Wave Types model and what became the Wave clusters, which integrate personality
and competency models in an aligned structure which underpins overall performance at
work.

The 'Task Type' 2 x 2 matrix is comprised of the Wave clusters of Thought and Delivery,
which form the axes of the matrix.  The four cells inside the Task Type matrix are labeled
Preserver, Thinker, Doer, and Transactor.  The 'People Type' 2 x 2 matrix is comprised of
the Wave clusters of Influence and Adaptability.  These are shown on the axes of this
matrix.  The four cells in the People Type matrix are labeled Individualist, Influencer,
Adaptor, and Transformer.  This combination of four Task Types and four People Types
combine to make up a total of 16 Wave Types shown in Figure 10.2.

The Construction chapter describes the development of the Wave model.  In a nutshell,
the Wave model was developed using both a deductive modeling approach combined with
a validation-centric methodology in order to maximize validity.  The 108 facets
comprising the Wave model had to demonstrate empirical validity with measures of
overall performance and behavioral effectiveness.  Each 'style' measure in the Wave
model is aligned with a behavioral 'competency’ measure.  This rigorous methodology was
also applied to the Types model.  Each of the Wave clusters that form the basis of the
Wave Types model had to demonstrate empirical validity with not only its matched
competency (i.e., Influence cluster score correlates with Influencing People competency
rating), but also with measures of overall work performance.

Fullman (2005) demonstrated the point-to-point validities for the Professional Styles
cluster trait scores (i.e., unit weight sum of 27 styles facets measured normatively)
against its aligned behavior competency model (i.e., unit sum of nine competency
behavior dimensions rated normatively by external raters).  People Type cluster validities
(uncorrected) were r=.29 for Influencing People and r= .16 for Adapting Approaches.  Task
Type cluster validities were .21 for Solving Problems and .16 for Delivery.

At this stage, single item ratings for People Leader, People Supporter, Task Leader and
Task Supporter were gathered, which were later superseded by Influencing People,
Adapting Approaches, Solving Problems and Delivering Results cluster level unit weight
aggregates.

The data from the development study were used to create 108 competency potential
facet equations designed to optimize the content, construct and criterion-related validity
within the Wave aligned model.  These equations were then applied to the
standardization study data and minor adjustments were made to about 25% of the
equations. Kurz et al. (2007) showed People Type cluster level validities of .38 for
Influencing People and .31 for Adapting Approaches.  Task Type cluster level validities
were somewhat lower at .25 for Solving Problems and .22 for Achieving Objectives.
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These equations were cross-validated on a sample of 308.  In Project Epsom (see Validity
chapter) an overall Types score (high on all clusters) Types total achieved a concurrent
criterion- related validity of .27 (.48 adjusted for criterion unreliability) against a three
item ‘Global’ rating of overall performance.  With Influencing People correlating .24 (.42)
and Adapting Approaches correlating .16 (.29) the Transformer total achieved a validity of
.23 (.41).  With Solving Problems correlating .15 (.27) and Delivering Results .21 (.37), the
Transactor total achieved a validity of .22 (.39).  These and other data in the Validity
chapter provide empirical support for the validity of the Wave Types model, both for
measuring overall job performance but also for specific behavioral competencies.

9.4 Applications

Saville Consulting Wave Types have implications for behavior in a number of areas
including:

• Team Development

• Group Effectiveness

• Organizational Culture

• Individual Development

• Conflict Resolution

• Leadership Assessment

• Change Management

• Organizational Synergy & Development

9.5 Interpreting the Types

The following pages provide descriptions of each of the types.  Each page provides bullet
points of key characteristics and benefits of that type, potential sources of friction and
frustration for that type in team interactions, and interactions with other Saville
Consulting Wave Types.
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TRANSFORMER-TRANSACTORS

•  Extremely “people” as well as “task” oriented

•  Outgoing and socially skilled.  Perhaps charismatic

•  Provide a clear vision, sense of purpose, able to translate ideas into action

•  Good coordinators.  Get things done by virtue of ability to inspire and carry people with
them

•  Focused on excellence and delivery

•  Likely to get the best from people of whatever type due to insight and understanding
into what makes different people tick and ability to empathize with differing needs and
viewpoints

•  Will value individual qualities and skills.  Should be able to relate well, and be agreeable,
to most people
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Potential sources of friction/frustration:

•  with Influencers who launch competing initiatives – possibly in an abrasive
manner due to their lower degree of social, behavioral and emotional adaptability

•  with other Transformers or Transactors who are driven to take the lead and are
vying for the leadership role (though less likely with the former because both
sides are likely to have the social and communication skills necessary to sort out
differences in a civilized manner)

•  people who resist change – Individualists (especially Preservers), although are
likely to recognize that even these have their place in a team carrying out routine
tasks

Interactions with Other Types

Potential Synergies with:
•  Adaptor-Thinkers; Adaptor-Doers; Transformer-Thinkers; Transformer-Doers

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Preservers (especially Individualist-Preservers); Influencers

Transformer-Transactors combine all the characteristics of successful teams.  However,
they operate from one perspective only.  The content of their ‘vision,’ the nature of the
ideas they generate, their perceptions, analyses and evaluations of people and situations
will be influenced by their unique personal histories.  Their self-report may be overly
positive (high Acquiescence) so that they may benefit from obtaining third party views to
challenge their position and explore alternative perspectives.  Two (or more) heads are
likely to generate better solutions than one in many cases.
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TRANSFORMER-DOERS

•  Strong leadership orientation

•  Focus on delivery

•  Emphasis is operational rather than strategic

•  Implement the vision, but will need someone else to provide it

•  Energetic and results focused

•  Set high standards

•  Leadership and interpersonal skills likely to facilitate them in getting others on board,
getting things done

•  Good coordinators and planners, will set clear goals

•  Likely to get the best from people due to insight and understanding into what makes
different people tick, and ability to empathize with differing needs and viewpoints

Potential sources of friction/frustration:

•  other Transformers or Transactors vying for the leadership role

•  frustration with Thinkers who spend too much time on ideas and evaluation and
with Preservers, who are not sufficiently focused on action

•  people who resist change (Individualists, particularly Individualist-Preservers, and
Individualist-Thinkers)
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Interactions with Other Types

Potential Synergies with:
•  Adaptor-Thinkers; Transactors

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Influencers; Thinkers; Preservers; Individualists

Thinkers could provide complementary analytical and creative skills but may be seen as a
challenge.  Of the four Thinker types, relationships are likely to be easiest with Adaptor-
Thinkers.  Also likely to value Adaptor-Doers and all Transactors.
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TRANSFORMER-THINKERS

•  Innovators, ‘thought leaders’, blue sky thinkers

•  Influence via their intellects

•  Thoughtful in both senses

•  More people than task focused

•  Supportive of others, sensitive to their differing needs and viewpoints

•  Will promote team harmony

•  Transformer-Thinkers are people leaders that are strategically rather than operationally
inclined

•  Can provide the vision but rely on others to deliver.  May be disorganized

•  Enjoy long periods of reflection and consultation

•  Spend a lot of time deliberating but may be slow to take action

Potential sources of friction/frustration:

•  may find emphasis of Doers on achieving results taxing

•  may interpret behavior of Preservers and Doers as insufficiently considered or
old-fashioned

•  may be more comfortable with Adaptors and other Transformers than
Individualists
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Interactions with Other Types

Potential Synergies with:
•  Doers; Adaptors

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Preservers

Could complement or be complemented by Doers, but it could be a hard relationship to
manage given the high vs. low action orientation.
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TRANSFORMER-PRESERVERS

•  Prominent in groups

•  Emphasis on people issues rather than creation of vision and strategy or achieving
results

•  Good facilitators but need to be provided with vision and goals from elsewhere

•  Prefer established approaches

•  Focus on the concrete here and now, rather than abstract ideas and possibilities for the
future

•  Spontaneous rather than planned

•  Leverage their influencing skills

•  Network and are well-connected

•  Suited to relationship management roles

Potential sources of friction/frustration:

•  may find the emphasis on task at the expense of people of Individualist-Doers
and Individualist-Transactors unpalatable

•  may find Doers taxing

•  may find Thinkers difficult to understand
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Interactions with Other Types

Potential Synergies with:
•  Transformer-Transactors; Doers; Thinkers

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Individualist-Doers; Individualist-Transactors

Complemented by Transactors, Doers and Thinkers who focus on successful completion of
the right tasks.
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INFLUENCER-TRANSACTORS

•  Influencer-Transactors will provie a vision and a sense of direction

•  Can translate ideas into action and will get things done

•  May be prepared to upset a few people in the process

•  Strong orientation towards the leadership role – likely to want to take control in any
group situation

•  Bring energy, drive and a clear sense of purpose to a team

•  People will know what is expected of them and how it should be achieved but may not
always feel that sufficient account has been taken of their varying needs and
viewpoints

•  May come across as tough and insensitive, but may be sensitive to criticism and react
defensively

•  Prepared to stick to their guns - less adaptable than most as want to push through own
agenda

Potential sources of friction/frustration:

•  where there are others vying for the leadership position (Transactors,
Transformers and other Influencers)

•  may be perceived as selfish by those who place emphasis on supporting others,
teamwork,  etc (Transformers, Adaptors)

•  inclination to challenge and dominate may result in friction with other assertive
types (Influencers and, to a lesser extent, Transformers)

•  decisiveness may bring them into conflict with more consultative types
(Transformer-Transactors, Transformer-Thinkers, Adaptors)
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Interactions with Other Types

Potential Synergies with:
•  Adaptors; Individualists (especially Individualist-Doers)

Potential Conflicts with:
•  other Influencers (especially Influencer-Doers); Transformers (especially
Transformer-Transactors)

Could complement or be complemented by Adaptors and Transformers although the latter
may also be in competition for influence and leadership.
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INFLUENCER-DOERS

•  Influencer-Doers are task-orientated and highly results focused

•  Operational rather than strategic in emphasis, they will look to someone else to provide
the vision but be effective in delivering

•  Energetic, purposeful, directive

•  Make an impact, can be relied upon to deliver, but would benefit from paying more
attention to their impact on others

•  Pragmatic and down to earth, focus operational rather than strategic

•  Prefer stability over change

•  May struggle with highly intellectual tasks and people

Potential sources of friction/frustration:

•  where others are vying for leadership role (especially other Influencers)

•  Thinkers may feel that their actions are autocratic, and/or that they lack
imagination

•  more people-orientated types (Adaptors, Transformers) may perceive them as
domineering, autocratic, cold

•  preference for stability may frustrate more change-oriented types (Transformer-
Transactors, Transformer-Thinkers)
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Interactions with Other Types

Potential Synergies with:
•  Adaptor-Thinkers; Adaptor-Doers; Individualist-Thinkers

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Thinkers; Transformers; other Influencers

Complemented by Adaptor-Thinkers, although may view their lack of assertive drive
frustrating and slow paced.
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INFLUENCER-THINKERS

•  Influence via their intellect

•  Lively debaters

•  Thought leaders.  Visionaries

• Have very strong opinions and clear ideas about the direction things should take

•  Forceful in putting their views across.  Enjoy arguing

•  Make an impact

•  May not always give sufficient consideration to the opinions and feelings of others

•  Can be sensitive to criticism and easily get defensive

•  Emphasis on thought rather than action

Potential sources of friction/frustration:

•  may irritate those strong on delivery (Doers, Transactors) who may perceive their
inclination to analyze and argue every point as a delaying tactic

•  may be perceived as aggressive by types with stronger ‘soft’ people skills
(Adaptors, Transformers)

•  preference for intellectual discussion and argument over dialogue may frustrate
more consultative types (Adaptors, Transformers)
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Interactions with Other Types

Potential Synergies with:
•  Adaptor-Doers; Adaptor-Transactors; Individualist-Doers

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Doers; Adaptors; Transformers

Complemented by Adaptor-Doers but they may not always appreciate Adaptor-Doers
need for clarity and consistency to get things done.
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INFLUENCER-PRESERVERS

•  Assertive. Like to have their opinions heard and make an impact

•  Prefer to apply tried-and-tested approaches

•  Prefer predictability over uncertainty

•  Concrete thinkers - not into intellectual debate

•  Network well, but probably prefer to maintain a degree of social distance

•  Are probably more concerned with making an impact than building strong relationships

•  Suited to working independently

•  Interested in getting people to accept and follow their agenda

•  Could be seen as manipulative by some

Potential sources of friction/frustration:

•  may be perceived as cold and/or manipulative by people with more highly
developed interpersonal skills (Adaptors, Transformers)

• preference for tried-and-tested approaches could frustrate more adaptable types
(Adaptors, Transformers)

•  may be perceived as lacking in  drive by more energetic and delivery focused
types (Doers, Transactors)

•  may be perceived as overly domineering by some (Adaptor-Doers, Adaptor-Thinkers,
Adaptor-Transactors)
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Interactions with Other Types

Potential Synergies with:
•  Adaptor-Doers; Adaptor-Transactors

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Adaptors; Transformers; other Influencers

Complemented by Adaptor, Transformers and Transactors, but may have to work hard to
gain influence with Thinkers and Transactors.
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ADAPTOR-TRANSACTORS

•  Good team players

•  Supportive, positive, flexible and adaptable

•  Bring ideas and a strong task focus to the team

•  Energetic and action-oriented

•  Can be relied upon to deliver on time and to a high standard

•  Quiet and unassertive, a force for harmony within a team

•  Imaginative, potentially visionary

•  May lack the assertiveness or persuasion to get ideas accepted

Potential sources of friction/frustration:

•  may tend to get walked over and talked over by more assertive types (Influencers
in particular)

•  may be irritated by less action-orientated types (Preservers, Thinkers)

•  may be frustrated by those who resist change (Individualist,  Preservers)

•  may find more extroverted/domineering types (Influencers, particularly
Influencer-Doers, Influencer-Transactors) loud or overwhelming
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Interactions with Other Types

Potential Synergies with:
•  Influencers; Individualists

Potential Conflict with:
•  Preservers; Thinkers

Complemented by Influencers and Transformers, may benefit from the influence and
promotion brought in by these types.
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ADAPTOR-DOERS

•  Good team players, work collaboratively to achieve mutual goals

•  Supportive, flexible, adaptable

•  Good Implementers and Completer Finishers

•  Likely to bring others’ ideas to fruition

•  Bring strong task focus to situation

•  Goal-oriented but not without regard/consideration for needs of fellow team members

•  Cope well with change and uncertainty

Potential sources of friction/frustration:

•  thinking types may perceive them as lacking vision

•  they may perceive Thinkers as overly cerebral, be frustrated by their lack of
activity

•  may struggle to assert their views in the presence of more dominant types
(especially Influencers)
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Interactions with Other Types

Potential Synergies with:
•  Influencer-Thinkers; Transformer-Transactors; Transformer-Thinkers

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Thinkers; Individualists

Complemented particularly by Influencer-Thinkers who can bring the ideas and the
influence to get more delivered through other people.
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ADAPTOR-THINKERS

•  Combine imagination, creativity and breadth of thought with analysis and logic

•  Source of ideas within a team

•  Sensitive and sympathetic to others’ needs and viewpoints

•  A force for harmony within a team

•  Quiet and unassertive, may have difficulty getting ideas across and/or accepted

•  Likely to spend a lot of time deliberating but be slow to take action

•  Prone to be a bit disorganized

Potential sources of friction/frustration:

•  may feel overwhelmed by more domineering or assertive types (particularly
Influencers)

•  may feel pressured by more action-orientated types (Doers and Transactors)

•  will respond well to being consulted (Transformer-Transactors, Transformer-
Doers)

•  may be frustrated by types who are less adaptable (Individualist- Preservers)

•  may irritate more action-orientated types (Doers, Transactors)
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Interactions with Other Types

Potential Synergies with:
•  Transformer-Transactors; Transformer-Doers; Influencer-Transactors; Influencer-
Doers; Individualist-Doers

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Doers; Transactors; Preservers

Complemented by Influencer-Doers who bring the necessary goal focus to achieve more
and faster.
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ADAPTOR-PRESERVERS

•  Good team players albeit they will maintain a low profile

•  Supportive, malleable, flexible, adaptable

•  Considerate.  Sensitive to the needs of others

•  Will do what is required of them albeit at their own pace

•  Cope well with change though unlikely to initiate it

Potential sources of friction/frustration:

•  may feel pressured by more action-oriented types (Doers, Transactors) who, for
their part, may perceive Adaptor-Preservers as lacking initiative or disinterested

•  may struggle to appreciate intellectual arguments (Thinkers) and sense of urgency
(Transactors, Doers)

•  unlikely to assert their views in the presence of more dominant types (especially
Influencers)

Interactions with Other Types

Potential Synergies with:
•  Transformer-Transactors; Influencer-Transactors

Potential Conflict with:
•  Doers; Transactors

Complemented by and willing to work with most other types.  They often help to provide
more harmony and cohesion to a team.
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INDIVIDUALIST-TRANSACTORS

•  Quiet, introverted

•  Independent, self-sufficient

•  Task rather than people oriented

•  Combine strategic capability with a strong operational focus

•  Translate ideas into action

•  Pursue their goals with energy and single-minded determination

•  Prefer predictability over uncertainty

Potential sources of friction/frustration:

•  may not always receive the support they need from colleagues because
introverted behavior means that their needs are not recognized

•  may be perceived by more outgoing types (Influencers, Transformers) as
unsociable, unfriendly, aloof

•  may feel pressured by more communicative and sociable types (Adaptors,
Transformers)

•  may feel overwhelmed by more extroverted or domineering types (Influencers)
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Interactions with Other Types

Potential Synergies with:
•  Transformer-Transactors; Adaptor-Transactors; Influencer-Transactors; Adaptor-
Doers

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Influencers; Transformers; Transactors

Complemented by Transformers who can provide the people orientation to help
Individualist-Transactors deliver more by involving others.
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INDIVIDUALIST-DOERS

•  Quiet, introverted – keep to themselves

•  Independent, self-reliant

•  Anxious to do well

•  Possibly driven by ‘fear of failure’

•  Focused on delivery

•  Good Implementers and Completer Finishers. Get things done

•  Favor less adventurous options

•  Uncomfortable with change and uncertainty

Potential sources of friction/frustration:

•  may be frustrated by apparent inactivity of Thinking types

•  may be seen by more extroverted types as unsociable, unfriendly, aloof

•  may feel pressured by more communicative and sociable types (Influencers,
Transformers)

•  need for support, when it arises, may not be recognized by colleagues
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Interactions with Other Types

Potential Synergies with:
•  Transformer-Transactors; Transformer-Doers; Influencer-Transactors; Influencer-
Doers; Thinkers

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Thinkers; Influencers; Adaptors; Transformers

Complemented by Transformer-Thinkers in particular who can provide the clarity of ideas
and leadership to help effective delivery.  Will work best with types who provide clear
direction (Transformer-Transactors, Transformer-Doers, Influencer-Transactors,
Influencer-Doers).
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INDIVIDUALIST-THINKERS

•  Quiet, reserved, low profile introverts.  Keep to themselves

•  Intellectuals/academics

•  Like research

•  Focused on exploration of ideas, problem solving

•  Strategically minded rather than operationally focused

•  Like working on their own

Potential sources of friction/frustration:

•  may have difficulty getting ideas across

•  may be overlooked, walked over, talked over by more dynamic types (particularly
Influencers, Doers)

•  may feel overwhelmed by more communicative and sociable types (Adaptors,
Transformers)

•  may resist change

•  may be unhappy working as part of a team and dampen rather than encourage
enthusiasm in others

•  may irritate more action-oriented types (especially Doers)
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Interactions with Other Types

Potential Synergies with:
•  Doers (especially Adaptor-Doers); Transactors (especially Transformer-
Transactors)

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Influencers; Adaptors; other Individualists; Transactors

Complemented in particular by Transformer-Doers who bring the leadership and drive to
help the Individualist-Thinkers deliver their vision.
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INDIVIDUALIST-PRESERVERS

•  Quiet, shy, nervous

•  Low key, reserved

•  Prefer working independently - comfortable working with limited social interaction

•  Best suited to preserving and maintaining established systems and using tried-and-
tested methods and approaches

•  Can be relied upon to follow familiar routines

•  Like stability, uncomfortable with change and uncertainty

Potential sources of friction/frustration:

•  may be perceived by more action-oriented types (Doers, Transactors) as lacking
motivation and initiative

•  may perceive more extroverted types (Influencers in particular) as loud and
domineering

•  may irritate more communicative and sociable types (Adaptors, Transformers)
and, in turn, feel pressured by them

•  may not be recognized for the work they do because they often favor doing work
which is low profile
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Interactions with Other Types

Potential Synergies with:
•  Transformer-Transactors; Adaptor-Transactors; Influencer-Transactors

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Influencers; Doers; Transactors

Complemented by most other types who can bring in extra influence, delivery, ideas,
analysis and flexibility of dealing with people.
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9.6 Commonalities and Differences

This section provides descriptions of common similarities and differences that will be
found within Types.

COMMONALITIES and DIFFERENCES of TRANSFORMERS

Have in common that they are:

•  people-oriented

•  ‘natural’ leaders who will provide a clear sense of direction, will inspire and motivate
others

•  outgoing, sociable, socially confident; good communicators, well-networked

•  socially skilled, sensitive to differing needs and viewpoints, considerate

•  likely to get the best from people of whatever type because of empathy and insight
into what makes people tick

•  emotionally resilient, calm under pressure

•  flexible and adaptable

•  change-oriented
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Variations:

•  Transformer-Transactors strike a balance between people and task issues, and
operational and strategic focus.  Visionary but also able to translate ideas into action,
get things done.

•  Transformer-Doers are people leaders that are operationally rather than strategically
inclined, look to others to provide the vision but able to deliver through people.

•  Transformer-Thinkers are people leaders that are strategically rather than
operationally inclined.  Can provide the vision but rely on others to deliver.

•  Transformer-Preservers are people rather than task leaders; emphasis more on social
issues.  Look to others to provide the vision and also lack a strong operational focus.
Less organized and results focused and probably more conventional and risk averse
than other Transformer combinations.
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COMMONALITIES and DIFFERENCES of INFLUENCERS

Have in common that they are:

•  driven to take the lead, enjoy being in a position of power and influence

•  decisive, assertive, directive

•  confident communicators, prepared to voice disagreements openly, argue their case
persuasively

•  less team-oriented - prefer the team leader to the team member role

•  potentially  perceived as lacking in the ‘softer’ people skills (empathy, tolerance,
concern for others)

•  more prone to anxiety before and during important events

•  more sensitive to criticism

•  less likely to seek change, preferring to operate from a basis of stability

Variations:

•  Influencer-Transactors will provide a vision and bring energy, drive and a clear sense
of purpose to a team; can translate ideas into action and will get things done, although
may well upset a few people in the process.

•  Influencer-Doers are task-oriented and highly results focused.  Operational rather than
strategic in emphasis, they will look to someone else to provide the vision but be
effective in delivering, possibly at some cost to the team harmony.

•  Influencer-Thinkers influence via their intellects.  Have strong opinions and ideas of
their own about the direction things should take.  Forceful in putting views across and
make an impact, but less action- oriented than Influencer-Transactors and Doers.

•  Influencer-Preservers are assertive and like to make an impact, but are less likely to
introduce new ideas (are less innovative and more risk averse) than Influencer-
Transactors or Thinkers and less action-oriented than Influencer-Doers and
Transactors.
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COMMONALITIES and DIFFERENCES of ADAPTORS

Have in common that they are:

•  good team players – involving, supportive, sensitive and sympathetic to the needs and
viewpoints of others

•  ‘agreeable’ – caring, considerate, tolerant, a force for harmony and cohesion

•  resilient, calm under pressure, take challenges in their stride

•  less driven to take the lead, prefer to operate with clear direction from above

•  quiet, less assertive, modest

•  flexible and adaptable, cope well with change and uncertainty

Variations:

•  Adaptor-Transactors are good team players who are both people and task-oriented.  A
source of ideas, but also bring energy and drive to a team and can be relied upon to
deliver on time and to a high standard.

•  Adaptor-Doers share with Adaptor-Transactors a strong people and task orientation
but look to other people to provide the ideas which they then implement.

•  Adaptor-Thinkers are a source of ideas but are less action-oriented than Adaptor-Doers
and Transactors.

•  Adaptor-Preservers are supportive, flexible and adaptable – good team players who
will do what is required of them, albeit they will maintain a low profile.
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COMMONALITIES and DIFFERENCES of INDIVIDUALISTS

Have in common that they are:

•  more introverted, quiet, less assertive

•  independent and self-reliant, essentially less team-oriented, work well in isolation

•  less driven to take the lead or motivated to make an impact/influence people by other
means

•  likely to take time to trust people

•  likely to work best when not under pressure

•  likely to prefer clarity and certainty

Variations:

•  Individualist-Transactors are task rather than people-oriented, combine strategic
capability with a strong operational focus, pursue goals with single-minded
determination.

•  Individualist-Doers are good implementers with a strong focus on delivery.
•  Individualist-Thinkers are prototypical intellectuals focused on exploration of ideas
and problem solving.  Strategic rather than operational in emphasis and less action-
oriented than Individualist-Doers or Transactors.

•  Individualist-Preservers have less intellectual curiosity and imagination than
Individualist-Thinkers and Transactors and lack the action orientation of Individualist-
Doers and Transactors.  Prefer to work with clear direction on tasks which are not high
risk or high profile.
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COMMONALITIES and DIFFERENCES of TRANSACTORS

Have in common that they are:

•  task-oriented

•  likely to combine a capacity for breadth of vision with analytical skill

•  likely to combine strategic capability with operational focus

•  able to translate ideas into action

•  energetic, action-oriented and results focused

•  well-organized, effective planners

•  reliable in delivery

•  meticulous

Variations:

•  Transformer-Transactors strike a balance between people and task issues; they will
provide clear direction and be focused on achieving results, but with due consideration
for the needs and viewpoints of others.

•  Influencer-Transactors will provide a vision and bring energy, drive and a clear sense
of purpose to a team; they will get things done, but may well upset a few people in the
process.

•  Adaptor-Transactors are good team players who are both people and task-oriented.
Will help promote harmony within a team.

•  Individualist-Transactors are task rather than people-oriented and will pursue goals
with single minded determination.
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COMMONALITIES and DIFFERENCES of DOERS

Have in common that they are:

•  energetic and action-oriented

•  results focused

•  driven

•  organized

•  meticulous

•  reliable

•  delivery focused

•  good implementers

Variations:

•  Transformer-Doers are both task and people-oriented.  Interpersonally skilled, they are
able to deliver through people.

•  Influencer-Doers are task-oriented and highly results focused.  They can be relied upon
to deliver but are prepared to do so in a way that may be seen as abrasive.

•  Adaptor-Doers are good team players who are also strong implementers.  They will work
collaboratively with others to achieve mutual goals.

•  Individualist-Doers are good implementers with a strong focus on delivery.  They will
probably work best on their own.
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COMMONALITIES and DIFFERENCES of THINKERS

Have in common that they are:

•  imaginative

•  visionary

•  strategic

•  open minded

•  logical, rational, analytical

•  prone to be disorganized

•  disinterested in detail

•  risk takers

Variations:

•  Transformer-Thinkers are more people than task-focused.  They will provide the vision
and deliver through others.

•  Influencer-Thinkers have strong opinions and ideas of their own about the direction
things should take.  They are forceful in putting views across and make an impact, but
may upset a few people in the process and be less effective than Transformer-Thinkers
in delivering through other people.

•  Adaptor-Thinkers are good team players, a source of ideas and force for harmony
within a team.

•  Individualist-Thinkers are prototypical intellectuals focused on exploration of ideas
and problem solving.
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COMMONALITIES and DIFFERENCES of PRESERVERS

Have in common that they are:

•  likely not to waste effort changing what works well already

•  more conventional in their thinking and approach

•  less intellectual

•  less ambitious

•  focused on the concrete here and now

Variations:

•  Transformer-Preservers are social rather than task leaders; emphasis more on people
issues.

•  Influencer-Preservers are assertive and like to make an impact; they are likely to be
less sensitive to the needs of others than Transformer-Preservers or
Adaptor–Preservers.

•  Adaptor-Preservers are supportive, flexible and adaptable – good team players who
will do what is required of them, albeit they will maintain a low profile.

•  Individualist-Preservers are probably the most quiet, reserved and ‘low key’ of all the
types.  They tend not to want to change things themselves, but can be encouraged to
input ideas for improvement from their experience.
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9.7 Using Types with Teams

‘THE ONE PERSON TEAM’

Since a team is generally considered, by definition, to be a group of two or more people
working together to achieve an objective, strictly speaking there can be no such thing as
a one person team.  However, on the face of it, Transformer-Transactors combine all the
characteristics of successful teams.

They combine (among other things):

•  an equally strong task and people orientation

•  strong leadership qualities with a strong team orientation

•  authoritativeness and ‘softer’ people skills

•  confidence with sensitivity

•  decisiveness and flexibility

•  breadth of thought and vision with analytical skill

•  strategic capability with operational focus

•  energy with structure and focus

Limitations of the ‘one person team’

They operate from one perspective only.  The content of their ‘vision,' the nature of the
ideas they generate, their perceptions, analyses and evaluations of people and situations
will be influenced by their unique personal histories.  They have no third party to
challenge their position or offer an alternative perspective.  Therefore, if, for no other
reason than this, two heads (or more) are likely to be better than one, however ‘balanced.'

Synergies

Because of their well-developed interpersonal skills and insight into people’s behavior,
Transformer-Transactors are likely to relate well and get the best from most people.

Adaptor-Thinkers and Adaptor-Doers are likely to complement them particularly well.

Potential Conflicts/Frustrations

Of all the Types, Transformer-Transactors are most likely to become impatient/feel
frustrated with Individualists and Individualist-Preservers in particular.  This is because of
the apparent resistance to change of these Types and a reluctance to question and take
risks, coupled with an unwillingness to engage socially.

They could also find themselves in conflict for the leadership role with Influencers,
particularly Influencer-Transactors whose directive stance they are unlikely to appreciate.
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‘TWO PEOPLE TEAMS’ WITH COMPLEMENTARY CHARACTERISTICS

Influencer-Thinkers with Adaptor-Doers

Influencer -Thinkers are thought leaders who will be a source of ideas and provide a
vision.  They will have strong opinions about the direction things should take and put
their views across forcefully.  They will make an impact.  They are likely to debate issues
at length and may win the arguments - at an intellectual level.  Where they are likely to
be less effective is in implementing the vision and getting other people to act on their
ideas - not least because they may be abrasive when putting their points across and react
negatively to criticism.

Adaptor-Doers are good team players who look to others to provide vision and clear
direction, which Influencer-Thinkers will do.  They, for their part, will bring the energy,
drive and strong task focus that is lacking in Influencer-Thinkers and get things done
(they are good implementers and good at completing and finishing tasks).  Where other
parties are involved, they will also provide the interpersonal skills and sensitivity needed
to oil the social wheels.  Flexible, adaptable, positive and resilient they will provide the
support that Influencer-Thinkers may need to help them cope with change and other
stressors.

Individualist-Transactors and Transformer-Preservers

Individualist-Transactors are quiet introverts who are task rather than people-oriented.
They combine strategic capability with a strong operational focus.  They have the
capacity to create a vision for the future, but may need encouragement and help to
communicate it.  Similarly they may have difficulty getting their ideas accepted (or even
recognized) because of limitations in their ability to communicate effectively.  They are
neither natural leaders nor team players.  Energetic and driven, they pursue their goals
with single-minded determination and in a planned and orderly way, but may be oblivious
to the needs of others in the process and fail to get support from others when needed.
They may at times get very anxious, particularly under pressure.

In contrast, Transformer-Preservers are extroverts and much more people than task
focused.  They are good communicators, socially adroit, and sensitive and considerate in
their behavior towards others.  While likely to gravitate towards the leadership role in
team situations, they will look to others to provide a vision which Individualist-
Transactors can do.  Their focus is on the concrete here and now, rather than abstract
ideas and possibilities for the future and they tend to react spontaneously to situations
rather than plan ahead.  They are calm and easy-going rather than highly driven and cope
well with pressure.

The two types can thus be seen to have complementary skills - each fills gaps in the
other’s repertoire.  This is not to say that they will share the same values nor even like
each other; for example, Individualist-Transactors may despair of the Transformer-
Preserver’s relative disinterest in thoughts and ideas and apparent lack of energy and
drive, while Transformer-Preservers, for their part, may deplore the Individualist-
Transactor’s lack of social skills and emphasis on task at the expense of people.
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‘TWO PEOPLE TEAMS’ WITH POTENTIAL CLASHES

Influencer-Thinker with another Influencer-Thinker

Both are likely to be forceful characters with very strong opinions, ideas and agendas of
their own.  Problems will begin when these are out of alignment.  Each will want to
convince the other of the rightness of their position and be prepared to argue their case.
Neither will want to back down.  Moreover, any criticism of an idea is likely to be taken
personally, increasing the likelihood of negative feeling (hostility even) and a further
‘digging in of heels.'  Adding to the difficulties will be the lack of empathy and tolerance
of each party – the unwillingness to listen, to see things from the other’s perspective.  At
worst this could be a pairing characterized by much heated debate and very little action.

‘THREE, FOUR OR MORE PEOPLE TEAMS’

Most teams are composed of more than two people and they possess a mixture of
complementary synergies and potential clashes.  The principles of the one and two
person teams can be carried over to understanding the interaction, functioning and
effectiveness of these larger teams.  See the following pages for a summary of potential
synergies and clashes between Saville Consulting Wave Types.
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9.8 Transformers - Potential Synergies and Conflicts

TRANSFORMER

Transformer-Transactors

Potential Synergies with:
•  Adaptor-Thinkers; Adaptor-Doers; Transformer-Thinkers; Transformer-Doers

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Preservers (especially Individualist-Preservers); Influencers

Transformer-Doers

Potential Synergies with:
•  Adaptor-Thinkers; Transactors

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Influencers; Thinkers; Preservers; Individualists

Transformer-Thinkers

Potential Synergies with:
•  Doers; Adaptors

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Preservers

Transformer-Preservers

Potential Synergies with:
•  Transformer-Transactors; Doers; Thinkers

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Individualist-Doers; Individualist-Transactors
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9.9 Influencers - Potential Synergies and Conflicts

INFLUENCER

Influencer-Transactors

Potential Synergies with:
•  Adaptors; Individualists (especially Individualist-Doers)

Potential Conflicts with:
•  other Influencers (especially Influencer-Doers); Transformers (especially
Transformer-Transactors)

Influencer-Doers

Potential Synergies with:
•  Adaptor-Thinkers; Adaptor-Doers; Individualist-Thinkers

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Thinkers; Transformers; other Influencers

Influencer-Thinkers

Potential Synergies with:
•  Adaptor-Doers; Adaptor-Transactors; Individualist-Doers

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Doers; Adaptors; Transformers

Influencer-Preservers

Potential Synergies with:
•  Adaptor-Doers; Adaptor-Transactors

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Adaptors; Transformers; other Influencers
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9.10 Adaptors - Potential Synergies and Conflicts

ADAPTOR

Adaptor-Transactors

Potential Synergies with:
•  Influencers; Individualists

Potential Conflict with:
•  Preservers; Thinkers

Adaptor-Doers

Potential Synergies with:
•  Influencer-Thinkers; Transformer-Transactors; Transformer-Thinkers

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Thinkers; Individualists

Adaptor-Thinkers

Potential Synergies with:
•  Transformer-Transactors; Transformer-Doers; Influencer-Transactors; Influencer-
Doers; Individualist-Doers

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Doers; Transactors; Preservers

Adaptor-Preservers

Potential Synergies with:
•  Transformer-Transactors; Influencer-Transactors

Potential Conflict with:
•  Doers; Transactors
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9.11 Individualists - Potential Synergies and Conflicts

INDIVIDUALIST

Individualist-Transactors

Potential Synergies with:
•  Transformer-Transactors; Adaptor-Transactors; Influencer-Transactors; Adaptor-
Doers

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Influencers; Transformers; Transactors

Individualist-Doers

Potential Synergies with:
•  Transformer-Transactors; Transformer-Doers; Influencer-Transactors; Influencer-
Doers; Thinkers

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Thinkers; Influencers; Adaptors; Transformers

Individualist-Thinkers

Potential Synergies with:
•  Doers (especially Adaptor-Doers); Transactors (especially Transformer-
Transactors)

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Influencers; Adaptors; other Individualists; Transactors

Individualist-Preservers

Potential Synergies with:
•  Transformer-Transactors; Adaptor-Transactors; Influencer-Transactors

Potential Conflicts with:
•  Influencers; Doers; Transactors
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9.12 Types Reliability

Alternate Form Reliability

In order to assess the alternate form reliability of the Types Model, a sample of 1,153
individuals from the UK completed parallel versions of Wave Professional Styles (Invited
Access and Supervised Access).  These two versions are designed with different content
but to measure the same concepts and areas.  For a full description of the sample
(Standardization sample), refer to Appendix B of this handbook.

Table 9.1 Types Model Alternate Form Reliability – Invited Access (IA) vs.
Supervised Access (SA) (N=1,153)

Alternate form reliabilities for the People and Task Types were .95 and .93 respectively,
and the Overall Types Score reliability was .94.

Test-Retest Reliability

In order to assess the test-retest reliability of the Types Model, a sample of 100
individuals from the UK who were engaged in a mixed range of different occupations
completed Wave Professional Styles (Invited Access) twice with a period of approximately
18 months between the two completions.  For a full description of the sample (Test-retest
sample), refer to Appendix T of this handbook.

Table 9.2 Types Model Test-Retest Reliability (N=100)

Mean (IA) Mean (SA) SD (IA) SD (SA) SEm Sten r

People 
Types

50,809.62 50,042.43 4,625.09 4,545.57 .46 .95

Task 
Types

52,575.92 52,763.64 3,568.84 3,599.62 .53 .93

Overall 
Type Score

103,385.55 102,806.08 5,605.31 5,597.70 .49 .94

Mean t1 Mean t2 SD t1 SD t2 SEM Sten r

People 
Types

49,773.68 49,595.48 4,547.61 4,837.69 .81 .84

Task 
Types

53,010.18 53,155.94 3,683.64 3,884.98 .81 .83

Overall 
Type Score

102,783.86 102,751.41 5,238.48 5,712.47 .83 .83
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Test-retest reliabilities for the People and Task Types were .84 and .83 respectively while
the Overall Type Scores reliability was .83.

Both Alternate Form and Test-retest reliability estimates provide sound evidence for the
reliabilities of Saville Consulting Types scales.

9.13 Types Validity 

Construct Validity

Construct validity for the Types model was demonstrated by correlating Types scores
with ‘Great Eight’ competency scores computed from the OPQ questionnaire.  It was
hypothesized that scores on Saville Consulting ‘People’ Type would be positively
associated with those ‘Great Eight’ constructs relating to people, influence and
adaptability: ‘Interacting & Presenting’, ‘Leading & Deciding’, ‘Supporting & Cooperating’
and ‘Adapting & Coping’. Scores on Saville Consulting ‘Task’ Type were hypothesized to be
positively associated with those ‘Great Eight’ constructs relating to tasks, thought and
delivery: ‘Analyzing & Interpreting’, ‘Creating & Conceptualizing’, ‘Organizing & Executing’
and ‘Enterprising & Performing’.  Table 9.3 summarizes the correlations between Saville
Consulting Types and ‘Great Eight’ competencies underpinned by OPQ scales.  Analysis
was conducted using the Epsom sample (N=308).  For further information on this sample
refer to Appendix C in this handbook.  Hypothesized correlations are shown in bold.

Table 9.3 Types scores correlated with Great Eight scores computed from OPQ
scales (N=308)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and
any raw correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).
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People Types scores demonstrated moderate to strong correlations with the ‘Great Eight’
competencies ‘Interacting & Presenting’ (.57) and ‘Leading & Deciding’ (.46). This would
suggest that People Types scores are most closely related to the influence based ‘Great
Eight’ factors that are underpinned by OPQ scales.

Task Type scores achieved moderate strength correlations across the ‘Great Eight’ OPQ-
based factors ‘Analyzing & Interpreting’ (.34), ‘Creating & Conceptualizing’ (.21),
‘Organizing & Executing’ (.38) and ‘Enterprising & Performing’ (.30).  This indicates that
the thought and delivery based ‘Great Eight’ factors underpinned by the OPQ scales are
measuring constructs similar to those measured by the Task Types.

The Overall Types Score (combined People Types and Task Types scores) illustrated
notable correlations with ‘Creating & Conceptualizing’ (.33), ‘Leading & Deciding’ (.56), and
‘Enterprising & Performing’ (.33).

The Types model is supported by the data, demonstrating appropriate alignment with the
relevant ‘Great Eight’ competencies underpinned by OPQ scales. 

Concurrent Validity

Concurrent criterion-related validity for the Types model was demonstrated by correlating
Types scores with external ratings of performance on the four Wave Clusters. Table 9.4
presents the correlations of Saville Consulting Types with external ratings of work
performance on the four Wave Clusters.  Again, analysis was conducted using the Epsom
sample (N=308).  For further information on this sample refer to Appendix C in this
handbook.  Validities have been corrected for attenuation based on the reliability of the
criteria (based on 199 pairs of criterion ratings).  No further corrections were applied (e.g.
restriction of range, predictor unreliability).  Corrected correlations are presented in
brackets after the uncorrected, raw correlations.  Hypothesized correlations are shown in
bold.

Table 9.4 Types scores correlated with external ratings of performance on the four
Wave Clusters (N=308)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and
any raw correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).

Solving
Problems

r (corrected r)

Influencing
People

r (corrected r)

Adapting
Approaches
r (corrected r)

Delivering
Results

r (corrected r)

People Types .15 (.33) .28 (.51) .18 (.32) .01 (.02)

Task Types .21 (.45) .02 (.03) -.02 (-.04) .21 (.38)

Overall Type Score .27 (.58) .24 (.44) .14 (.24) .15 (.28)
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The Saville Consulting ‘People’ Type was positively associated with work performance on
‘Solving Problems’ (r=.15 (.33)), ‘Influencing People’ (r=.28 (.51)) and ‘Adapting
Approaches’ (r=.18 (.32)).  The Saville Consulting ‘Task’ Type was positively associated
with work performance on ‘Solving Problems’ (r=.21 (.45) and ‘Delivering Results’ (r=.21
(.38)).  Results indicate that those with stronger ‘People’ Types scores are likely to be
rated highly on competencies relating to influencing people and adapting approaches,
while those with stronger ‘Task’ Types scores are likely to be rated highly on
competencies relating to solving problems and delivering results.  

The Overall Types Score (combined People Type and Task Type scores) achieved validities
of .27(.58) for ‘Solving Problems’, .24(.44) for ‘Influencing People’, .14(.24) for ‘Adapting
Approaches’, and .15(.28) for ‘Delivering Results’, illustrating coverage across all four
clusters.

9.14 Summary of Saville Consulting Types

This chapter has detailed the development of Saville Consulting Types, discussing, in-
depth, its applications and interpretation.  It has presented strong evidence for the
validity and reliability of the Types model.  Saville Consulting Types aims to summarize
combinations of characteristics, which can provide information on likely behavioral
outcomes in both individual and team situations.
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10.0 Team Roles 

10.1 Introducing Saville Consulting Wave Team Roles

The Saville Consulting Wave Team Roles model was developed as part of the Wave
Research and Development programme.  The model focuses on individual team members
and their purpose or function within a team. It identifies the individual contribution each
team member is likely to make towards an effective, operational team.   When considering
the team as a whole, those with a greater variety of roles expressed are likely to be more
effective than those with less (Benne & Sheats, 1948; Belbin, 1996; Fisher, Hunter and
MacRosson, 2001).  It is also, however, important to take into account the core function
of any team and ensure the balance of roles is appropriate for this function.  For example,
a Research and Development team is likely to be more effective when it has a higher
number of team members who describe Analyst as their preferred role rather than one
with an equal balance of roles. 

Saville Consulting Wave Team Roles reports can be powered by both Professional Styles
and Focus Styles questionnaires.

10.2 Applications of Saville Consulting Wave Team
Roles

The Wave Team Roles Report is designed for use in:

•  Team Building 
Maximising the dynamics within existing teams.

•  Team Feedback
Providing clear feedback on the role preferences in the team and ensuring that
gaps, overlaps and interactions are dealt with.

•  Enhancing Team Performance
Building a performance driven culture and playing to the strengths of the group.

•  Problem Solving - Within and Across Teams
Identifying obstacles and barriers to success before providing a platform for
action planning.

•  Recruitment
Creating powerful new teams.

•  Managing Change
Working with teams, preparing them to initiate, embrace and drive change from
within.
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10.3 Model Development

The model was developed by splitting the Wave Wheel Performance Culture Framework
clusters of Solving Problems, Influencing People, Adapting Approaches and Delivering
Results into two, leading to a total of eight core functions. 

Wheel 1:   Wave Wheel - Team Roles Mapping

Two models were aligned to this framework to compare and contrast similarities and
differences; the Great Eight (Kurz and Bartram, 2002) and the Belbin Team Model (Belbin,
1996).
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Wheel 2:  The Saville Consulting Wave Team Roles Model and the
Great Eight

Wheel 2 shows the direct alignment between the Great Eight and the Saville Consulting
Wave Team Roles model. The Great Eight model (Kurz & Bartram, 2002) was one of the
original inputs into the development of the Wave Performance Culture Framework and
deployed in the Project Epsom research study (MacIver et al., 2008). Exactly the same
Great Eight equations were now adopted for the eight Team Roles constructs thus
effectively providing practitioners and researchers with Great Eight scores from Saville
Consulting Wave.  

Table 10.1 shows a rational alignment between the Saville Consulting Wave Team Roles
model and the Belbin Team Roles model (1996).
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Interpreting
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Adapting 
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Organizing & 
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Team Roles Belbin

ANALYST
MONITOR-EVALUATOR

SPECIALIST

INNOVATOR PLANT

RELATOR RESOURCE-INVESTIGATOR

ASSERTOR COORDINATOR-CHAIR

OPTIMIST (NO COVERAGE)

SUPPORTER TEAM WORKER

FINISHER
COMPLETER-FINISHER

IMPLEMENTER

STRIVER SHAPER



Table 10.1 Saville Consulting Wave Team Roles model and Belbin

Table 10.1 displays the high degree of correspondence between the two models with the
majority of Saville Consulting Wave Team Roles having a direct counterpart in Belbin’s
model.  However, the differences between the Wave Team Roles and the Belbin models
are also worthy of note.  The first difference is the inclusion of the “Optimist” role.  While
certain traits in Belbin were hypothesized to contain a measure of emotionality (e.g.
“Plant”) there is no direct team role which aligns to the Big Five factor of “Emotional
Stability” (or low “Neuroticism”).  “Emotional Stability” is shown to be linked to effective
leadership (Judge et al., 2002), competencies (Bartram, 2005) and overall effectiveness
(Saville et al., 2010) indicating that it has an important role in work performance and
should be reflected in workplace team models.  Specifically, the contributions of the
“Optimist” help the team maintain its self-belief and confidence as well as providing
reassurance to individual team members, making the “Optimist” a crucial additional team
role.    

Secondly, “Completer–Finisher” and “Implementer”, while considered as separate roles by
Belbin, are represented by one role in the Saville Consulting Wave Team Roles model.
Both of these roles underpin task completion and are strongly related to the Big Five
factor of Conscientiousness.  Given the similarity and high correlation between these
roles, they are combined into one role in the Saville Consulting Wave Team roles model:
“Finisher”.

And finally, the ninth of Belbin’s team roles, “Specialist”, is not directly assessed by the
Saville Consulting Wave Team Role model as specialist skills would typically be assessed
directly by other means (e.g. Technical Interview).  However, a strong portfolio of
individual specialist and practical skills is more likely to be associated with the “Analyst”
role than with other team roles.

10.4 Combinations and Contrasts

An important aim for the Saville Consulting Wave Team Roles report was to provide
insight into the dynamics between an individual’s most and least preferred team roles and
a unique aspect of the report is the inclusion of role combinations and contrasts.  

Role Combinations look at the top two preferred roles (Primary or 1st, Secondary or
2nd) and how they work in partnership with each other.  Each role combination in the
report highlights specific strengths that an individual can bring to the team.
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Your Preferred Team Roles

Your primary role is likely to be your strongest team role; this is the role which you are
most likely to adopt. In certain situations, you may prefer adopting your secondary team
role ahead of your primary team role. Each of your preferred roles has associated
strengths that can positively contribute towards the team’s success.

Primary Secondary

Optimist Relator

Optimists tend to be resilient and stay
calm under pressure. They help to keep
team morale high.

Strengths:

• Optimists typically remain
composed in difficult circumstances

• Optimists are likely to convey
confidence in themselves and the
team

• Optimists tend to maintain a
positive outlook

Relators actively communicate
between team members and can help
improve social interaction.

Strengths:

• Relators typically communicate
information effectively to others

• Relators tend to interact
confidently with other people

• Relators are likely to make a
positive impression upon others

Your primary and secondary team roles combine to create your dual role. This
combination also has associated strengths that are likely to be valuable when working in
a team.

Dual

Optimist Relator

Report for Alex Staton Comparison Group: Professionals & Managers (INT, IA, 2009)
Generated on: 29-Sep-2011 Page 5 © 2011 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved.

Strengths:

• People with this role combination are likely to instil confidence in the team
through positive communication

• People with this role combination typically demonstrate composure and
confidence when presenting information to others



Role Contrasts look at the most preferred roles (Primary or 1st, Secondary or 2nd)
coupled with the least preferred roles (7th and 8th).  This highlights the strengths an
individual has and the implications of having less of a preference for other roles.  Practical
advice is given to enhance an individual’s effectiveness within a team, given their role
contrasts. (1st is paired with 8th, 1st is paired with 7th, 2nd is paired with 8th, 2nd is
paired 7th).
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Primary role Less preferred role

Optimist Finisher

People with this role contrast tend to work confidently and calmly without feeling a
need to get involved in the details. Be aware of the need to help the team complete
tasks when there is pressure to meet important deadlines.

Primary role Less preferred role

Optimist Analyst

People with this role contrast typically maintain a calm and positive outlook, but may
not pay enough attention to negative information. Acknowledge problems and
recognise that that they may often present opportunities to make things better.

Secondary role Less preferred role

Relator Finisher

People with this role contrast typically prefer to spend more time discussing issues
than completing tasks. Be aware of when talk should turn into action.

Secondary role Less preferred role

Relator Analyst

People with this role contrast tend to be active communicators but may not possess a
full understanding of all the relevant facts. Discuss information with more analytical
team members, as this may help develop a clearer understanding of the important
issues.



10.5 Saville Consulting Wave Team Profiling 

A full team profile can be developed from individual members’ Team Roles.  Below is the
Team Profile of a Research & Development team, displaying each team member’s two
most preferred and two least preferred team roles (with twelve team members in total).

Wheel 3:  The Saville Consulting Group Team Profile 
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Wheel 3 displays the Team Profile of a Research & Development team within an
organization.  The primary purpose of a Research & Development team is to evaluate and
solve problems, creating new and innovative solutions.  The team would require strong
analytical and evaluation skills and may demand a somewhat heightened creative
element to be effective.  

Considering the purpose of such a team it is perhaps unsurprising that half of all preferred
roles fall under “Analyst” and “Innovator”, with no team member citing “Analyst” as a least
preferred role.  Such roles would be key in the effectiveness of the team considering its
purpose and the clustering here is likely to be of benefit.   

The team overall displays five out of the eight team roles, demonstrating gaps in
“Relator”, “Assertor” and “Striver” roles. There is a particularly balanced distribution of
preferred and least preferred roles within “Finishers”, “Supporters” & “Innovators” and an
obvious crowding around the “Analyst” role.

There are a number of gaps within the team and these may prevent the team from
maximising its effectiveness and reaching its full potential.  Primarily, the marked
absence of “Assertors” and “Relators” as preferred roles, combined with these roles being
cited as least preferred roles in eight instances, may be indicative of a potential limitation
within the team with regard to influence and communication.  The absence of “Striver”
being cited both as a preferred role and as a less preferred role, suggests a moderate
preference for striving is held by all team members.  While this may create an adequate
balance, it would be an interesting area to explore further in relation to team
developments. One could also argue that the comparative lack of “Optimists” as preferred
roles, with a third of the team citing the role as the one they would least prefer, could
have the potential to foster an overly negative environment (although, as analysts and
evaluators, a substantial part of the team’s role would require looking for problems and
questioning assumptions, probably holding a more pessimistic than optimistic view).  
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10.6 Reliability of Saville Consulting Wave Team Roles 

Table 10.2 gives the alternate form reliabilities of Saville Consulting Wave Professional
Styles Team Roles based on the standardization data (N=1,153). Details of the sample are
provided in Appendix B of this handbook.

Table 10.2: Alternate Form Reliability of Saville Consulting Wave Team Roles.
(N=1,153)

As can be seen from Table 10.2, the Team Roles have high reliability estimates which
average .92 and range from .91 to .94. Clear evidence of the separation of the construct
is shown as the off diagonal correlations are considerably lower than the main diagonal
of alternate forms.  The highest correlating two Team Roles are “Assertor” and “Striver” at
.67, and this is likely to be a common combination of primary and secondary roles.  The
low and negative correlations of certain other team roles indicate those that are far less
likely to be seen in combination (e.g. “Analyst” and “Supporter” at -.45).
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Analyst .92 .53 -.18 .01 -.05 -.42 .01 .12

Innovator .56 .94 .18 .49 .24 -.25 -.19 .43

Relator -.19 .18 .94 .51 .41 .23 -.36 .34

Assertor .04 .50 .49 .93 .47 -.02 -.07 .67

Optimist -.01 .29 .39 .47 .91 -.04 -.22 .40

Supporter -.45 -.27 .25 .01 -.02 .91 -.27 -.25

Finisher .00 -.17 -.37 -.04 -.20 -.31 .92 .19

Striver .12 .44 .33 .67 .40 -.28 .18 .92

SA

IA



Table 10.3 gives the Test Retest reliabilities of Saville Consulting Professional Styles
Wave Team Roles (N=100).  Details of the sample are provided in Appendix T of the Wave
Professional Styles Handbook.

Table 10.3: Test Retest Reliability of Saville Consulting Wave Team Roles Model.
(N=100)

The Test- Retest provides further evidence of the reliability of Team Roles over time.  The
average reliability is .81 and it ranges from .79 to .85. Based on an 18 month gap, this
indicates the long term stability of these Team Role preferences.

243

© 2012 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.0.

Team Role Meant1 SDt1 Meant2 SDt2 SEm (Sten) rt

Analyst 11136.02 1708.07 11138.97 1744.94 .92 .79

Innovator 10949.54 1757.80 11191.32 1905.67 .91 .79

Relator 10240.73 1911.10 10117.83 1943.07 .78 .85

Assertor 11021.52 1794.71 11298.00 1916.88 .90 .80

Optimist 11059.02 1595.64 11029.55 1654.79 .88 .81

Supporter 12118.88 1877.67 11918.10 1957.77 .79 .84

Finisher 12436.52 1612.79 12519.42 1598.98 .92 .79

Striver 11389.08 1783.98 11389.89 1813.68 .83 .83

Mean 11293.91 1755.22 11325.38 1816.97 .87 .81

Median 11097.52 1770.89 11244.66 1859.67 .89 .80

Max 10240.73 1595.64 10117.83 1598.98 .78 .79

Min 12436.52 1911.10 12519.42 1957.77 .92 .85



10.7 Validity of Saville Consulting Wave Team Roles

The Wave Competency Potentials underpinning the Saville Consulting Team Roles model
are displayed in the table entitled ‘Conceptual Mapping of the ‘Great Eight’ Competencies
against Wave Professional Styles’ and other assessments’ scales’ in the Validity chapter
of this handbook.  The table demonstrates how Great Eight competencies underpinned by
Wave competencies can be aligned to those underpinned by other instruments’ scales
and, therefore, shows how Saville Consulting Team Roles are generalizable across other
personality instruments.  It follows, therefore, that the validities associated with the
Great Eight in the Validity chapter of this handbook can be extrapolated to Saville
Consulting Team Roles, however, to aid interpretation, a summary of construct and
concurrent validity is presented here.   

Construct Validity

As already discussed in the Model Development section of this chapter, Saville Consulting
Wave Team Roles is designed to align directly to the ‘Great Eight’ criteria.  To establish
construct validity, individuals’ Team Roles scores were correlated with their scores on the
‘Great Eight’ competencies, derived from responses to the OPQ32i.  Table 10.4 displays
the correlations between Team Roles and OPQ ‘Great Eight’ competencies.  Analysis was
conducted using the Epsom sample (N=308), for further information on this sample refer
to Appendix C in this handbook.

Table 10.4 Correlations between Saville Consulting Team Roles and OPQ-based
‘Great Eight’ competency predictor scores (N=308)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and
any raw correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).
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Analyst .63 .33 -.27 .17 -.04 -.44 -.03 .11

Innovator .24 .73 -.07 .40 -.04 -.45 -.14 .26

Relator -.19 .16 .69 .38 .04 .11 -.41 .13

Assertor -.03 .30 .29 .71 -.04 -.27 -.09 .26

Optimist -.16 .20 .28 .39 .51 -.30 -.20 .24

Supporter -.31 -.24 .30 -.28 -.05 .75 -.17 -.23

Finisher .03 -.26 -.27 -.07 -.18 -.15 .70 .11

Striver -.07 .27 .07 .51 -.01 -.44 .03 .55



The results displayed in the above table provide strong evidence for the constructs of the
eight Saville Consulting Team Roles.  Correlations between Team Roles and corresponding
‘Great Eight’ competency predictors scores (from OPQ32i) ranged from .51 to .75,
averaging at .66.  Low correlations, averaging .01, between Team Roles and non-
associated ‘Great Eight’ competencies provide evidence to support the discriminant
validity of the scales. 

Concurrent criterion-related validity

To establish concurrent criterion-related validity, individuals’ Team Roles scores were
correlated against external ratings of work performance on the ‘Great Eight’
competencies, as measured by Wave Performance 360.  Table 10.5 displays the a priori
hypothesized correlations and the three highest other significant correlations, which were
not a priori hypothesized. Again, analysis was conducted using the Epsom sample
(N=308), for further information on this sample refer to Appendix C in this handbook.  All
validities were corrected for attenuation based on the reliability of the criteria (based on
263 pairs of criterion ratings).  No further corrections were applied (e.g. restriction of
range, predictor unreliability).  Corrected correlations are displayed in brackets after
uncorrected, raw correlations.   
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Table 10.5 Saville Consulting Team Roles scales against work performance ratings
(N=308)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and
any raw correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).
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Team 
Role

A priori hypothesized
correlations

r uncorrected 
(r corrected)

Highest other correlations 
(not a priori)

r
uncorrected

Analyst Analyzing & Interpreting .09 (.20) Organizing & Executing .10

Creating & Conceptualizing .07

Innovator Creating & Conceptualizing .20 (.61) Enterprising & Performing .14

Organizing & Executing .12

Relator Interacting & Presenting .33 (.69) Leading & Deciding .18

Enterprising & Performing .11

Creating & Conceptualizing .08

Assertor Leading & Deciding .30 (.55) Creating & Conceptualizing  .20

Enterprising & Performing .26

Interacting & Presenting .24

Optimist Adapting & Coping .22 (.46) Creating & Conceptualizing .19

Leading & Deciding .26

Analyzing & Interpreting .20

Supporter Supporting & Cooperating .09 (.21) Interacting & Presenting .09

Finisher Organizing & Executing .22 (.51) Adapting & Coping .09

Enterprising & Performing .09

Creating & Conceptualizing .06

Striver Enterprising & Performing .34 (.76) Adapting & Coping .21

Leading & Deciding .25

Creating & Conceptualizing .24
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Six out of eight Team Roles were positively associated with their a priori hypothesized
matched ‘Great Eight’ criterion ratings  and most, with the exceptions of ‘Analyst’,
‘Supporter’ and ‘Finisher’, were additionally positively associated with work performance
ratings on other ‘Great Eight’ competencies.  Criteria relating to Analyzing & Interpreting
and Supporting & Co-operating were generally less reliably assessed within the Epsom
sample and it is, therefore, not surprising that in this instance, the roles Analyst and
Supporter correlated less strongly with their associated ‘Great Eight’ competencies. 

10.8 Summary of Team Roles 

This chapter has provided a concise overview of Saville Consulting Team Roles, its
development and validation and how it aligns with other, existing team models
(specifically Belbin, 1996). 

Saville Consulting Team Roles is a new model encompassing the Optimist role, one
ignored by previous models.  As a performance centric model derived from Saville
Consulting research, Team Roles not only has high reliability, but seeks to maximise the
prediction of performance of individuals performing in teams.  

The approach of focusing on contrasts and combinations of team roles goes one step
further by highlighting to individual team members not only what their preferred roles are
likely to contribute, but also how these strengths combine with their least preferred roles
– and the impact that this can have on their team.

The chapter also outlines the appropriate uses of Saville Consulting Team Roles and
details how full team profiling can be generated alongside individuals’ reports to support
activities from team recruitment, management and team building through to problem
solving, team performance enhancement and change management.
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11.0 Leadership Report

11.1 The Leadership Report

For further information on the Leadership report, please refer to the Saville Consulting
Wave Leadership Report: User Handbook.  This chapter provides some additional
information and analyses. 

The Leadership Report is based on Saville Consulting’s Leadership Model.  It has been
developed against theoretical leadership constructs and literature, and empirically
validated using international workplace performance and effectiveness criterion data.

It combines styles, situations and underlying leadership potential to assess the impact of
Professional, People and Pioneering leadership within organizations.  As it is based on the
Wave model, the Leadership Report can also distinguish between motives and talents
whilst highlighting areas of potential over or under-rating.

Powered by Wave Professional Styles, the Leadership Report has a wide range of
applications including selection, succession planning, coaching or development and
assessing a leader’s fit to their environment.

The report consists of three sections, starting with the 'The 3P Leader Base Profile'.  This
summarizes scores in six key aspects of leadership, displayed under their corresponding
headings of Demonstrating Capability (Professional), Working Together (People) and
Promoting Change (Pioneering).  The Leader Base Profile provides a rapid indication of the
breath of leadership potential across situations.  If an individual has high potential in just
one area they are likely to be a specialist leader.

The 3P Leader Base Profile
This profile provides a summary of the likely potential of Alex Staton in six key aspects
underpinning overall leadership effectiveness.

Professional
Likely to be effective at leading in specialist contexts and providing professional or technical knowledge.

Logical
Leadership based on applying strong analytical and reasoning capability

2

Expert
Leadership based on investigating and solving problems using specialist expertise

7

People
Likely to be effective at managing a wide range of people across teams or functions.

Adaptable
Leadership based on understanding and adapting to the needs of others

5

Dominant
Leadership based on interacting assertively with people to achieve results

4

Pioneering
Likely to be effective at driving success, change and growth.

Entrepreneurial
Leadership based on seizing commercial opportunities and outperforming
competitors

9

Revolutionary
Leadership based on generating imaginative solutions and a long-term vision

7
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Following this, the ‘Leadership Styles Profile’ section presents scores on the 24
leadership styles, displayed under their corresponding 3P headings.  Motive-Talent splits
are displayed on this profile (for more information on splits see the ‘Response Style
Summary Scales’ section in the ‘Scale Description’ chapter of this Handbook or the ‘Rich
Interpretation – The Deep Dives’ section in the ‘Feedback’ chapter of this Handbook).

The ‘Leadership Styles Summary Profile’ section gives an overview of the 24 leadership
styles on one page, without descriptive text, allowing for quick comparisons of the
different styles.  As with the detailed ‘Leadership Styles Profile’ it displays the 24 styles
under their corresponding cluster headings and highlights where motive-talent splits,
with the letter displayed indicating which is higher.

Following this, the ‘Response Summary’ section provides information about the manner in
which the respondent completed the Wave Professional Styles questionnaire.  It details
the respondent’s Ratings Acquiescence and Consistency of Rankings (for more
information on Ratings Acquiescence and Consistency of Rankings see the ‘Response
Style Summary Scales’ section in the ‘Scale Description’ chapter of this Handbook).  It also
details where there are potential under-ratings or over-ratings on the Leadership Styles
Profile.

Leadership Styles Profile
Professional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Intellectual
Uses intellect to seek out and filter critical information

Leadership Styles Profile Summary
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Splits

P
ro

fe
ss

io
na

l

Intellectual

Controller

Administrator

Crisis Handler

Technician

Strategic Planner

Coordinator

Transactor
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The final section is the ‘Predicted Situational Leadership Effectiveness’ profile which
gives an indication of the situations in which the respondent is likely to be an effective
leader.  The profile shows the top  and bottom six ranked situations.

11.2 The Universal Leader

While different styles of leadership are suited to different work contexts, a leader who is
able to demonstrate a number of styles is likely to be more effective than one who only
makes use of one or two styles.  The Saville Consulting Leadership Model is designed to
harness leadership potential, leadership styles and the situational aspects of leadership
in order to provide a comprehensive picture of an individual’s likely effectiveness as a
workplace leader.  The Saville Consulting Leadership Report measures leadership using
the Wave Professional Styles online assessment and then matches a person’s leadership
style to a situation where their style is most likely to be suited.  

Kurz et al. (2009) provide evidence of three factors of effectiveness representing three
well-known psychological constructs: ‘Working Together’, ‘Promoting Change’ and
‘Demonstrating Capability’.  ‘Working Together’ relates to the Big Five’s ‘Agreeableness’
and ‘Emotional Stability’.  ‘Promoting Change’ relates to the Big Five’s ‘Openness’ and
‘Extraversion’ as well as the constructs ‘Need for Achievement’ and ‘Need for Power’.
Finally, ‘Demonstrating Capability’ is associated with ability and behavior items which
reflect the dependability aspects of the Big Five’s ‘Conscientiousness’ construct, as well
as the construct of ‘Reasoning’.  These three factors of effectiveness can be extrapolated
as leadership styles.  ‘Working Together’ can be aligned with the construct of a ‘People
Leader’, ‘Promoting Change’ with a ‘Pioneering Leader’ and ‘Demonstrating Capability’

Predicted Situational Leadership Effectiveness
This profile indicates the situations where Alex Staton is likely to be an effective leader.
The profile shows the top six followed by the bottom six situations.

10
Likely to be extremely well suited to leadership where purposeful interaction with
others is required to achieve a goal

Response Summary
The Overall Response Summary section provides an overview of the responses of Alex
Staton to Wave Professional Styles through two indicators. The pattern of responses
should be kept in mind when interpreting the psychometric profile.

Overall Response Summary

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Ratings Acquiescence
Overall, fairly critical in self-ratings
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with a ‘Professional Leader’.  The 3P Model of Leadership is depicted below, with ‘The
Universal Leader’ at the top.

Evidence of the 3Ps

Factor analyses were conducted using Performance 360 multi-rater data and Professional
Styles self-report data (N=13,017 and N=10,953 respectively) to establish evidence for
the three Ps.

Analysis 1: Performance 360 data (N=13,017)

Thirty-six behavior, six ability and three global performance items were measured using the
Wave Performance 360.  Individual scores were averaged within one rater category (Boss,
Self, Peer, Report) and then across these four categories (N=13,017).  Principle Components
Analysis with Varimax rotation was conducted on the 45 items and three factors were
extracted, accounting for 46 per cent of variance.  The factors extracted replicated those
originally extracted by Kurz et al. (2009).  The first factor labelled ‘Pioneering’ reflects the
construct of visionary leadership, covering entrepreneurial, strategic and action-oriented
behaviors.  The second factor, labelled ‘People’ reflects the construct of people-focused
leadership.  The third factor, labelled ‘Professional’, reflects the constructs of task-based
leadership and the expert leader.  On the first unrotated component all 45 Performance 360
items loaded positively with the lowest value of .25 for the scale Working with Equipment
and the highest value of .75 for the scale Accomplishing Objectives.

Table 11.2 illustrates the rotated components of the analysis of Performance 360 items
averaged across self and external ratings (N=13,017).  Factor loadings below .40 are
omitted.  Where an item failed to load onto any factor above .40, all loadings are
presented in grey.

The Universal Leader

Professional

Demonstrating
Capability/

Getting it Right*

People

Working
Together/

Getting Along

Pioneering

Promoting
Change/

Getting Ahead

Logical

Expert

Adaptable

Dominant

Revolutionary

Entrepreneurial

The 3Ps

Saville
Consulting

Leader 
Bases

Saville
Consulting

Factor/Hogan
Title

*Getting it Right - Putative title



© 2014 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.1.

253

Table 11.2 The rotated components of Principle Components Analysis, extracting a
three factor solution using Performance 360 data (N=13,017)

* global items;     † ability items

Pioneering People Professional

Generating Ideas .71

Developing Strategies .69

Seizing Opportunities .69

Taking Action .68

Conveying Self-Confidence .66

Providing Insights .66

Pursuing Goals .66

Challenging Ideas .63

Convincing People .63

Demonstrating Potential* .62

Exploring Possibilities .60

Making Decisions .60

Impressing People .58

Accomplishing Objectives* .58

Directing People .58 .41

Articulating Information .56

Examining Information .49 .43

Developing Expertise .46

Embracing Change .44

Adopting Practical Approaches .43

Understanding People .79

Establishing Rapport .76

Valuing Individuals .76

Team Working .72

Resolving Conflict .69

Empowering Individuals .41 .67

Interacting with People .42 .61

Inviting Feedback .55

Thinking Positively .41 .52

Showing Composure .49

Upholding Standards .44 .42

Checking Things .70

Working with Details† .67

Working with Systems† .64

Working with Numbers† .62

Following Procedures .60

Managing Tasks .57

Interpreting Data .57

Meeting Timescales .50

Working with Designs† .49

Documenting Facts .48

Producing Output .44 .45

Applying Specialist Expertise* .41 .43

Working with Equipment† .42

Working with Words† .23 .13 .39
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Analyses 2: Professional Styles data analysis (N=10,953)

Ratings on 36 behavior items were extracted from responses to the Wave Professional
Styles questionnaire.  Ranking responses were removed due to the consequential
interdependency of variables, leading to bipolar factors, of which integration is far less
appropriate.  Principle Components Analysis with Varimax rotation was conducted on the
36 items and three factors were extracted, accounting for 50 per cent of variance.  The
factors extracted replicated both those originally extracted by Kurz et al. (2009) and
those presented in preceding analysis.  On the first unrotated components all Professional
Styles rating (normative) data all items loaded positively with the lowest value of .16 for
the scale Conforming and the highest value of .73 for the scale Striving.

Factors were, again, labelled ‘Pioneering’, ‘People’ and ‘Professional’ respectively.
‘Pioneering’ reflected revolutionary and entrepreneurial leadership behaviors. ‘People’
represented adaptable and people-focused leadership behaviors while ‘Professional’
reflected expert and task-based leadership behaviors.

Table 11.3 illustrates the rotated components of the analysis of Professional Styles items
(N=10,953).  Factor loadings below .40 are omitted.  None of the 36 items failed to load
onto any factor above .40.  
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Table 11.3 The rotated components of Principle Components Analysis, extracting a
three factor solution using Professional Styles rating data (N=10,953)

Pioneering People Professional

Purposeful .75

Convincing .72

Inventive .72

Dynamic .71

Enterprising .71

Insightful .69

Strategic .68

Directing .67

Striving .63

Change Oriented .62

Challenging .60

Composed .54

Articulate .52 .49

Activity Oriented .49

Self-assured .44

Self-promoting .43

Attentive .75

Engaging .73

Involving .71

Accepting .68

Empowering .52 .61

Resolving .58

Positive .58

Interactive .45 .52

Receptive .44

Meticulous .79

Organised .68

Factual .67

Reliable .67

Conforming .64

Rational .63

Analytical .55 .55

Principled .40 .52

Abstract .48

Learning Oriented .46

Practically Minded .43
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Both factor analyses provide compelling evidence for the 3Ps of leadership and highlight
the importance of situational leadership styles.  The ‘Professional Leader’ would be most
suited to leadership environments requiring specialist expert knowledge.  The ‘People
Leader’ would be most suited to situations demanding a people-focused leadership style.
The ‘Pioneering Leader’ would be most suited to situations requiring a visionary
spearhead to drive an organization forward.

11.2 Summary of Saville Consulting Leadership 

The Saville Consulting Leadership model combines styles and situations together with
underlying leadership potential to provide a comprehensive overview of the impact of
Professional, People and Pioneering leadership within organizations.

The Leadership report summarizes succinctly preferred styles of leadership and highlights
situations in which leaders are more and less likely to prosper, the specialist leader
demonstrating high potential in one or two situations and the universal leader
demonstrating high potential across situations.  It also enables the identification of areas
of potential over or under-rating and distinguishes between motives and talents, allowing
for rich interpretation of an individual’s profile.

For further information on the Leadership report, refer to the Saville Consulting Wave
Leadership Report: User Handbook.



257

© 2012 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.0.

12.0 Reflections

12.1 Introduction to Saville Consulting Wave®
Reflections

Saville Consulting’s Reflections Model focuses on the potential positive and negative
associations of nine combinations leading to 18 contrasting workplace styles.  The
interaction between these contrasting styles may give rise to core strengths, but equally
can lead to behavioral tendencies that have a negative impact in the workplace.

Reflecting on such combinations of contrasting styles can help individuals to identify the
likely impact of their preferred workplace styles and in particular where these
combinations can be counterproductive or have unintended consequences.  Armed with
such knowledge, individuals are likely to be better placed to prevent these adversely
affecting their career and reputation.  The Wave Reflections Report provides an effective
way to gain a clearer insight into what specific behaviors may be limiting an individual’s
effectiveness in the workplace.

To use an example from the Big Five, somebody who is high on Emotional Stability but
low on Agreeableness may, as a positive, feel comfortable dealing with difficult issues
and be more willing to address problems with others, but, on the other hand may appear
unhelpful and unsupportive and might sometimes be seen by others to create
unnecessary conflict.  As a leader this could mean that they tend to get things done in the
face of difficulties, but may not be liked for how they go about getting the job done.  If
we look at the opposing combination by contrast, somebody who is low on Emotional
Stability, but high on Agreeableness will probably be seen as sympathetic and supportive
by others but as a negative, they are likely to find dealing with disagreements and
difficulties more arduous and may succumb too readily to the influence of others.  As a
leader, they may be more likely to be blown off course, but at the same time are also more
likely to have a consensual approach to agreeing direction with others – one that can be
more appropriate, for example, in partnership organizations.

The Saville Consulting Wave Reflections Report gives greater detail than Emotional
Stability, Agreeableness and other Big Five Personality Factors.  To draw on an example
from Saville Consulting Wave Reflections, on the Impressionable-Skeptical scale,
somebody who is much more Skeptical than they are Impressionable, may be able to
identify important issues and problems overlooked by less skeptical colleagues, however
against this advantage by contrast, their skepticism may result in others viewing them as
being overly critical or even an impediment to progress.  Skeptics can find that they lose
influence over time and may not always be consulted for fear that they will hold back
progress.  At the extreme, Skeptics (who are not Impressionable) may find their career
development hindered, by being overlooked for promotion as a result of developing a
reputation for being unnecessarily negative.

In contrast, somebody who is more Impressionable than Skeptical, may, as a positive,
create a more supportive environment for the generation of new approaches.  Yet as a
negative, they may also be at risk of contributing to the social psychological phenomenon
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‘Group Think’, where managers can continue with a course of action, despite
overwhelming evidence that what they are doing will be counterproductive, just because
the group has committed to and has the momentum to achieve such course of action.  At
the extreme, being more Impressionable could negatively affect someone’s own career if
they were to take the wrong path at another’s suggestion; they also may not be the first
to realize that they have made the wrong career choice!  Skeptics in Wave Professional
Styles Reflections tend to be highly Analytical, Factual and Rational and less Positive,
Receptive and Accepting.  By contrast Impressionable people tend to be highly Positive,
Receptive and Accepting and less Analytical, Factual and Rational.

The above example can be extrapolated to a real life situation to exemplify the
potentially catastrophic, yet completely unintended, impact individuals’ preferred styles
can have in the workplace.  The 1986 Challenger Space Shuttle disaster was caused by
an O-ring failure in one of the shuttle’s Solid Rocket Boosters (SRBs), sparking a chain of
events that led to the orbiter itself breaking up 73 seconds after launch and the deaths
of all seven crew members.  Morton Thiokol was the company responsible for the
Challenger’s SRB’s and several of the company’s engineers had raised concerns regarding
the effectiveness of rubber O-rings at cold temperatures, arguing that there was not
sufficient data to determine whether or not O-rings would seal the required joints
properly at temperatures below 53°F (12°C).  A subsequent investigation revealed the 
O-ring failure had been caused to some extent by the particularly cold conditions on the
day of the shuttle’s launch.  The message of the engineers, whose analytical natures
were paramount in identifying potential problems, although extremely important, was not
taken sufficiently seriously by the organizations’ managers.  This is just one example of
how real life situations can display the contrast between individuals who are more
Impressionable and those who are more Skeptial.

The development of the Saville Consulting Wave Reflections Model has been guided by
empirical research from initial conception to finalization and is based on international
research on thousands of employees across hundreds of different organizations.

12.2 Reflections and Derailment

Career derailment can be defined as an individual failing to fulfill their anticipated level of
potential, through being involuntarily plateaued, dismissed or demoted.  It also
encompasses individuals who reach a high level of management, but upon doing so fail to
succeed in their role (McCall and Lombardo, 1983).

The avoidance of career derailment is an important consideration for individuals and
businesses alike.  Research conducted in the US by Smart (1999) estimated that the
financial cost of a failed executive to a business could be as high as $2,700,000.

Early research into the causes of career derailment included studies by Bentz (1967,
1985a, 1985b), McCall and Lombardo (1983), Morrison, White and Van Velsing (1987).
They generally agreed that there are common specific behaviors that contribute towards
career derailment.  Among the factors cited were not possessing the necessary
interpersonal skills, failing to employ proper teamwork and delegate properly, and being
unable to change or adapt.
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Lombardo, Ruderman & McCauley (1988) confirmed the findings of these studies, and
proposed three broad areas where successful and derailed managers differ in
performance: managerial skills, personality factors and the leadership of others.  These
three factors are mirrored in the Task, People and Growth higher level groupings of Saville
Consulting’s Reflections model, with Task being broadly aligned to managerial skills,
personality factors being primarily People related and Growth being linked to leadership
of others.

Lombardo & Eichinger (1988) identified how derailment can occur as a result of not only
the weaknesses an individual possesses, but also the strengths.  Specifically, in certain
situations individuals may overplay their strengths, often to mask a weakness.  They
assert that in less senior positions, this can be glossed over, with the strength being
rewarded and the weakness tolerated.  However, when it comes to a stage of high level
management, flaws can no longer be ignored; they may influence too many subordinates
in the business and have a significant effect on their ability to perform at the highest level.

A key strategy which can be adopted to avoid derailment is to recognize contributing
factors as early as possible, and attempt to address them while an individual is still
learning and building on their skill base.  Individuals should be encouraged to develop any
weaknesses they possess, and consider how to deal with where their strengths could be
overplayed to their disadvantage.

Gentry, Hammum, Ekelund and Jong (2007) highlighted the discrepancies between self
and observer ratings of characteristics that could lead to derailment.  They discovered
that managers rated themselves as less likely to exhibit derailment behaviors than their
bosses, peers and subordinates, and that the discrepancy gets wider as the level of
management seniority increases.  This indicates that self-awareness is likely to be
important in allowing people to acknowledge potential derailment behaviors they may
possess, and in turn affect their ability to successfully counteract them.  The value of 360
assessments is underlined by this study with regards to personal development.

A similar study by Gentry, Britton Katz and McFeeters (2008) studied the importance of
individuals actively recognizing and attempting to improve any derailment behavior that
they may exhibit.  Their study focused on the relationship of self and observer ratings of
willingness to improve with boss ratings of derailment.  Results showed that individuals who
demonstrated an increased desire to improve were rated by their bosses as less likely to
exhibit behavior that could contribute towards derailment later on in their career.  With this
in mind, advanced users of Wave when coaching may want to consider an individual’s scores
on dimensions such as Learning Orientation, Receptive and Striving to gauge the openness
to development of an individual on the basis of the feedback of the Reflections report.

A recent study into leadership and derailment by Yi Zhang and Chandrasekar (2011)
highlighted that for leadership to be effective two factors have to be considered.  Firstly,
building on strengths that are deemed necessary for effective leadership, and secondly,
reducing derailment potential by avoiding problem behaviors pointed out by the existing
derailment literature.  The study illustrates the importance of not only focusing on either
ones strengths or weaknesses, but ensuring that both are considered equally if
leadership capability is to be successfully improved.  The Wave Development Report that
is designed to work with Wave Reflections focuses on building strengths as well as
managing limitations.



12.3 Reflecting on Negatives

The prime focus on some assessments is the forecasting of behaviors that have negative
consequences.  The Hogan Development Survey is a notable example.  Wave Reflections
is designed to give a balanced perspective on the impact of extreme scores which are
likely to be associated with both positive and negative consequences.  If someone can
understand not only the positive side of their profile, but at the same time why their
strengths could be overplayed and might have unintended consequences, particularly in
conjunction with some of their areas of limitation, they can better understand the impact
they have at work and use their strengths more wisely.  The approach in developing
Reflections was ensuring that these links are not just hypothesized but empirically
validated.

Throughout the development of Wave and the Reflections Model, a validation-centric
developmental approach was followed, whereby the construction was influenced heavily
by the evidence from real workplace performance outcomes.  The Reflections Model takes
a non-clinical, work-centered view to the identification of potential derailment factors in
individuals.  Providing users with tangible evidence of the empirical validity of an
assessment is an integral component of Saville Consulting’s long-term research and
development program.  As a result the Reflections Report informs the user of their likely
workplace effectiveness based on previous information from independent, validated,
workplace specific criterion ratings

12.4 Overview

The Reflections Model

The Saville Consulting Reflections Model has the following features:

• It gives positive and negative reflections on workplace style and their impact on
performance 

• It provides information about the combinations of workplace styles an individual
is likely to adopt

• It is performance-driven and has been empirically validated

• It allows for the targeting of specific dimensions that may require particular
attention when considering personal development

The report is based on the completion of the Wave Professional Styles online assessment,
and provides the user with scores on 18 contrasting workplace styles provided in nine
different Reflections scales.  The transparency of the report allows the user to observe in
greater detail the individual behavioral dimensions that contribute to each Reflections
score, and more crucially, where the combination of high and low scores can combine to
generate extreme score combinations.  For example, being highly analytical and
pessimistic in combination is likely to make an individual more skeptical and less
impressionable, which can have advantages and disadvantages.  In some instances being260
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skeptical can be useful; a person is more likely to bring attention to the potential problems
of a plan or idea.  However, it can also be problematic if taken to the extreme; being
overly-critical toward ideas or others’ contributions may inhibit progress.  An individual
user of the report is able to reflect on any extreme scores they may have, and consider
how they might avoid the associated negative behavioral tendencies.

The Reflections Report

The report consists of two sections, starting with the ‘Reflections Overview’.  This
summarizes the nine Reflections scales, showing each overall score on a bipolar scale.
The scales are categorized into three higher-order areas, “Task”, “People” and “Growth”.

Following this, the ‘Detailed Reflections Profile’ presents the nine scales in more detail,
beginning with the positive and negative scale descriptions.  The overall score is
displayed on a bipolar scale, with the Wave dimension sub scores displayed above and
below this on separate unipolar scales.

While bipolar scales have the advantage of providing a mechanism to compare and
contrast combinations of scores, they also come with a logical problem.  Practically, no two
traits are perfectly negatively correlated or opposite to each other.  To overcome this
issue the contributing unipolar scales (Wave dimensions) are shown as well as the overall
scores.  So while it may, for example, be difficult to observe how an individual can be both
‘Impressionable’ and ‘Skeptical’ using solely a bipolar scale, with the help of the dimension 261
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scores that contribute to being ‘Skeptical’ and ‘Impressionable’, we can see the underlying
characteristics which make an individual in some ways more skeptical, but also those that
make them more impressionable.

The report also allows for the presentation of differences between middle scorers, who
can be classified into three types; those who are moderate on both sides of the scale,
those who are low on both sides of the scale and those who are high on both sides of the
scale.  While all three would display the same middle score overall, their behavior may be
quite different and the inclusion of the contributing unipolar scales in the report allows
for such distinction.

12.5 Development and Validation 
The development of the Reflections Model itself took place in 2010 and 2011 as part of
the ongoing Wave research and development program.

A team of four psychometricians produced equations specifying the nine Reflections
scales using 35 of the 36 dimensions from Wave Professional Styles.  The dimension
‘Directing’ was not used in the equations, due to it being a measure of leadership
orientation in general; as a result it tends to have clear positive correlations with the
majority of competencies.  The scales were validated using empirical data during the
model’s development.  Between 2007 and 2008, a sample of 308 individuals completed
a large range of different assessments, including Wave Professional Styles as part of
Project Epsom.  They also received comprehensive ratings of their workplace
effectiveness from external raters.

The development team hypothesized a priori which Reflections scales should correlate
with which workplace competencies.  These outcome criteria spanned several different
levels of specificity, from individually matched competencies and ratings of overplayed
strengths through to global (overall) measures of effective workplace performance.
Resultant analyses provided criterion-related validity evidence for each of the 18
contrasting combinations of workplace style with the Reflections model, specifically in
terms of how well they predicted an individual’s performance in the relevant constructs
of workplace performance.

This information was used to refine some of the equations to optimize their validity,
through an iterative process.  For this particular sample of data, any equations which
could not be theoretically and conceptually justified were ruled out, regardless of their
strength in predicting workplace outcomes.

The production of the Reflections equations was accompanied by the development of
positive and negative scale descriptions, designed to help an individual reflect upon
typical behaviors that are associated with the ends of each scale.  Positive scale
descriptions describe effective workplace behaviors, whereas negative scale descriptions
describe undesirable behavioral tendencies which may also occur.

Validity analyses are included in the Interpreting the Reflections Scales section of this
chapter.
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Concurrent validity was established by correlating the Reflections scales against external
ratings of behavioral work performance (at the dimension level), external ratings of
effectiveness (at the global and overall level) and external ratings of the ‘Great Eight’
competencies.  All external ratings are based on Wave Performance 360 data and analysis
was conducted using the Epsom sample (N=308).  For further information on the sample,
see Appendix C of this handbook.  For further information on Project Epsom, refer to the
validity chapter of this handbook.  All validities were corrected for attenuation based on
the reliability of the criteria (based on 263 pairs of criterion ratings).  No further
corrections were applied (e.g., restriction of range, predictor unreliability).  Corrected
correlations are displayed in brackets after uncorrected raw correlations.

Further evidence for the concurrent validity of the Reflections Scales is demonstrated
with examples from Saville Consulting’s Overplayed Strengths research.  A sub-sample of
the Epsom sample (N=254) completed Wave Professional Styles and were also asked to
rate the relevance to themselves of issues relating to overplayed strengths, for example
‘Does a strong interest in analysis sometimes outweigh the need to make a decision or
recommendation?’  These self-rating responses were correlated with scores on Wave
Competency Potentials at the dimension level to determine issues likely to arise when
people report themselves as being high on various competencies.  The above example
correlated at .22 with the competency Examining Information, indicating that those who
rate themselves highly on the competency Examining Information are more likely to fall
prey to the issue of ‘a strong interest in analysis sometimes outweighing the need to
make a decision or recommendation’.  By identifying issues signifying overplayed
strengths relating to those competencies demonstrating strong correlations with a
Reflections scale, it is possible to demonstrate the potential problems that can occur
when one is at one of the two extreme ends of the scale.  Examples of overplayed
strengths were a priori linked to specific competency potential dimensions within the
Reflections model.

To better understand the construct validity of the Reflections combinations, the scales of
Reflections were correlated with those of the Hogan Development Survey.

Reliability analysis is also presented in the Interpreting the Reflections Scales section.
Alternate Form (N=1,153) and Test-Retest (N=100) reliability were used to establish
scale reliability.  Internal consistency estimates are not provided - when constructs cover
different areas of theoretical domain, such is not an appropriate measure to use.  The
standardization sample (N=1,153) was used for Alternate Form reliability analysis and
the Test-retest sample (N=100) for the Test-Retest reliability analysis.  For further
information on these samples refer to Appendices B and T respectively.
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12.6 Applications of the Reflections Report

The Reflections Report is designed to be used by all Wave-trained users, and has a range
of possible uses.

A non-exhaustive list of examples is included below:

Coaching

The Reflections Report can help an individual easily identify and reflect on key strengths
and weaknesses that result from their preferred working styles.  These can be used to
inform positive developmental action and coaching strategies, so that limitations can be
addressed and potential longer term negative impact of their style in the workplace
reduced, allowing them to make the most of their style.

Personal Development

The Reflections Report provides a method to highlight the areas of performance that may
require more focused attention and development, through the display of the individual
Wave dimensions that combine towards the overall Reflections scores.

Saville Consulting recommend using the Reflections Report in combination with other
reports to attain the most comprehensive overview of an individual for personal
development activities.  The Development Report can assist in providing development
tips for low scoring dimensions as well as how to avoid overplaying strengths related to
high scoring dimensions.  The Wave Expert Report can provide a richer and fuller
explanation of the style which underpins the nine Reflections scales.

Leadership Development

The Reflections Report can help to improve a leader’s self-awareness of their strengths
and weaknesses, which is an important factor in improving leadership capability.  Actively
recognizing and developing weaknesses, as well as being careful not to overplay
strengths is likely to lessen a leader’s chance of derailing in their career.

Leader Selection

The Reflections Report can help identify individuals with an appropriate balance of
working styles in those areas relevant to the leadership role in question.  Being able to
identify any potential undesirable behavioral tendencies at an early stage of leadership
selection or development is vital.  Wave Reflections offers an efficient method of risk
assessing a potential leader, drawing attention to areas of particular concern for an
individual who is in a position of responsibility and may have significant influence on
those working around them.
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12.7 How to Use the Reflections Scales

265

© 2012 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.0.

Validity

Concurrent Criterion-Related Validity

Behavioral Competencies

Table 12.1 Correlations of Impressionable – Skeptical with external ratings of work
performance competencies (N=308)

Note.  White cells display a priori predictions based on corresponding competencies.  Shaded cells show the highest
three other correlations not a priori hypothesized.

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw
correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=308.

Overall Effectiveness

‘Impressionable-Skeptical’ demonstrated no significant correlation with ‘Overall
Effectiveness’, as measured by Performance 360, (r=.04 (.07) when more Impressionable
and less Skeptical and -.04 (-.07) when more Skeptical and less Impressionable).  Those
more Impressionable and less Skeptical were rated as more effective in ‘Accomplishing
Objectives’ (r =.08 (0.16)) but no statistically significant relationship was demonstrated
between the scale and ‘Applying Specialist Expertise’ (r=.05 (.11)) or ‘Demonstrating
Potential’(r =-.02 (-.03)).

Great Eight Correlations

The ‘Impressionable-Skeptical’ scale was correlated with independent Great Eight criteria
as measured by external ratings of work performance.  ‘Impressionable-Skeptical’
correlated with the Great Eight’s ‘Supporting & Cooperating’ at .13(28), ‘Interacting &
Presenting’ at .11 (.24), and ‘Analyzing & Interpreting’ at -.09 (-.20) (more Impressionable
and less Skeptical).  Someone more Impressionable and less Skeptical is likely to be highly
receptive to and encouraging of other people’s ideas and probably enjoys interaction with
others.  Someone more Skeptical and less Impressionable is more likely to bring attention
to potential problems and is probably better equipped to be a skilled analyst.
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Impressionable (Low Skeptical) Skeptical (Low Impressionable)

Understanding People .25 (.50) Interpreting Data .13 (.26)

Establishing Rapport .21 (.37) Managing Tasks .11 (.23)

Interacting with People .21 (.37) Checking Things .12 (.22)

Valuing Individuals .15 (.29) Examining Information .08 (.16)

Inviting Feedback .09 (.19) Challenging Ideas .06 (.12)

Thinking Positively .10 (.17) Documenting Facts .04 (.08)
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Impressionable – Skeptical

This scale measures how open an individual is to the views and ideas of others and the
degree to which they are likely to accept or question them.

Scale Summary

More Impressionable

More impressionable individuals tend to be highly receptive to contributions from other
people. They are likely to be skilled at interacting with people, find it easy to establish
rapport, and generally demonstrate a large amount of openness towards others.
However, being too impressionable may lead them to accept ideas or decisions without
sufficient questioning.  They are unlikely to place a great deal of value on evaluating
information, and may lack the capability to get the full benefit from facts and data.

More Skeptical

More skeptical individuals are likely to bring attention to potential problems.  They tend
to prioritize the use of facts and data ahead of subjective opinion when forming views.
This makes their outlook advantageous in situations where issues need to be fully
dissected and debated.  Conversely, in situations where their skepticism goes too far they
may inhibit progress by being overly-critical of others’ contributions.  A highly skeptical
nature can make others feel that they are not trusted, and being pessimistic about others’
views can at times make others consider them hard to work with.
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Impressionable Skeptical

Likely to be highly receptive to
contributions from other people

Likely to bring attention to potential
problems

May accept ideas or decisions without
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May inhibit progress by being overly-critical
of others' contributions

Analytical 
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Rational 

Positive

Accepting 
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Wave Professional Styles Dimensions loaded into scale

Associated Positive and Negative Behavioral Tendencies

Reflections 
Scale Name

Detailed behavioral descriptions of each end of 
the Reflections scale

Table presents correlations of Reflections scale with external ratings 
of work performance competencies. White cells display a priori 
predictions based on corresponding competencies.  Shaded cells show 
the highest three other correlations not a priori hypothesized.

Note. Due to the bipolar nature of the scales, the unipolar Wave 
dimensions will correlate at the same value with one end of the scale 
as it does with the other end of the scale, with just the direction of 
the correlation changing.  Analysis was conducted using the Epsom 
sample (N=308).  For information on this sample, see Appendix C in 
this handbook.

Scale Summary from the Detailed 
Reflections Profile report: with 
positive and negative behavioral 
tendencies and Wave Professional 
Styles dimensions 

Summary of correlational analyses of 
Reflections scale with external ratings 
of ‘Great Eight’ competencies

Summary of correlational analyses of 
Reflections scale with external ratings 
of global and overall effectiveness
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Reliability

Relationships with other Reflections scales

If more Impressionable (than Skeptical) people are very likely to be:
None

If more Impressionable (than Skeptical) people are moderately likely to be: 
More Sympathetic (less Tenacious)
More Obliging (less Outspoken)

If more Skeptical (than Impressionable) people are very likely to be:
None

If more Skeptical (than Impressionable) people are moderately likely to be:
More Tenacious (less Sympathetic)

More Outspoken (less Obliging)

Table 12.3 Summary of correlations between Impressionable – Skeptical and other
Reflections scales (N=1,153)

Alternate Form Reliability (N=1,153) .89*

Test Re-test Reliability (N=100) .77*

Reflections scale More Impressionable – 
Less Skeptical

More Skeptical – 
Less Impressionable

More Task Immersed – Less Socially Immersed -.28* .28*

More Broadminded – Less Particular .22* -.22*

More Obliging – Less Outspoken .36* -.36*

More Tough-Minded – Less Sensitive -.24* .24*

More Self-focused – Less Focused on Others -.23* .23*

More Daring – Less Cautious .11 -.11

More Sympathetic – Less Tenacious .33* -.33*

More Reflective – Less Impulsive -.26* .26*
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Overplayed Strengths

Research by Saville Consulting into overplayed strengths highlights the potential pitfalls
at the extremes of the ‘Impressionable-Skeptical’ scale.  Being highly Impressionable and
less Skeptical can leave one prey to ‘being perceived as overly enthusiastic and lacking in
judgment or discrimination’ (self-rating on overplayed strength (OS) correlated at .22 with
Wave Competency Potential dimension Interacting with People; those more
Impressionable and less Skeptical are likely to be rated highly on the competency
Interacting with People (r=.37)).  Being highly Skeptical and less Impressionable may
result in ‘a strong interest in analysis sometimes outweighing the need to make a decision
or recommendation’ (self-rating on OS correlated at .22 with Wave Competency Potential
dimension Examining Information; those more Skeptical and less Impressionable are more
likely to be rated highly on the competency Examining Information (r=.16).

Construct Validity

Table 12.2 Strongest correlations with scales from the Hogan Development Survey
(N=306)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw
correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=306.

The strongest correlation when more Skeptical and less Impressionable was with the HDS
scale ‘Reserved’ (r=.37); that with the HDS scale of the same name was lower at .23.  This
can be explained by the underlying nature of the two scales.  The Wave Reflections
skeptic is very task focused, comprising the dimensions Analytical, Factual and Rational
and correlating with external ratings of work performance on Interpreting Data (r=.26),
Managing Tasks (r=.23), Checking Things (r=.22) and Examining Information (.16).  The
HDS skeptic is more likely to be more people oriented in their skepticism, with the scale
demonstrating only one significant correlation with Wave Thought cluster dimensions and
showing much stronger correlations with dimensions such as Challenging (r=.27).  For
further detail see Matrix 6 in the Appendix of this handbook.  The strongest correlation
when more Impressionable and less Skeptical was with the HDS scale ‘Dutiful’ (r=.28).

Impressionable (Low Skeptical) Skeptical (Low Impressionable)

Dutiful .28 Reserved .37

Colorful .13 Skeptical .23

Excitable .18

Leisurely .16

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .06 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and 
any raw correlation higher than .05 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).

Table displaying statistically significant correlations with Hogan 
Development Survey (HDS) scales (p<.05, two-tailed)

Note. Due to the bipolar nature of the scales, the unipolar HDS 
scales will correlate at the same value with one end of the scale as 
it does with the other end of the scale, with just the direction of 
the correlation changing.  

Table summarizing relationships between the scale in question and all 
other Reflections scales.

Reliability statistics: only Alternate Form and Test-Retest reliabilities are reported; 
the use Internal Consistency estimates are considered inappropriate due to the 
bipolar nature of the Reflections scales.

Note.  Analyses were conducted using the Standardization sample (N=1153) for 
Alternate Form reliability analysis and the Test-retest sample (N=100) for 
Test-retest reliability analysis.  For full descriptions of the samples see Appendices 
B and T in this handbook. 

Summary of evidence from Saville Consulting research into 
overplayed strengths; individuals’ (N=254) Wave Professional 
Styles scores were correlated with ratings of relevance to 
themselves of issues relating to overplayed strengths 
(self-ratings).

Note.  Analysis was conducted using a sub-sample of the Epsom 
sample.  For information on the Epsom sample, see Appendix C in 
this handbook

Relationships between the scale and other Reflections scales.  Where 
correlations are above .30, an association is described as ‘very likely’, 
where correlations are above .40, an association is described as 
‘moderately likely’.

Note. Analysis was conducted using the Standardization sample 
(N=1,153); for a full description of the sample see Appendix B in this 
handbook



Impressionable – Skeptical

This scale measures how open an individual is to the views and ideas of others and the
degree to which they are likely to accept or question them.

Scale Summary

More Impressionable

More impressionable individuals tend to be highly receptive to contributions from other
people. They are likely to be skilled at interacting with people, find it easy to establish
rapport, and generally demonstrate a large amount of openness towards others.
However, being too impressionable may lead them to accept ideas or decisions without
sufficient questioning.  They are unlikely to place a great deal of value on evaluating
information, and may lack the capability to get the full benefit from facts and data.

More Skeptical

More skeptical individuals are likely to bring attention to potential problems.  They tend
to prioritize the use of facts and data ahead of subjective opinion when forming views.
This makes their outlook advantageous in situations where issues need to be fully
dissected and debated.  Conversely, in situations where their skepticism goes too far they
may inhibit progress by being overly-critical of others’ contributions.  A highly skeptical
nature can make others feel that they are not trusted, and being pessimistic about others’
views can at times make others consider them hard to work with.
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Validity

Concurrent Criterion-Related Validity

Behavioral Competencies

Table 12.1 Correlations of Impressionable – Skeptical with external ratings of work
performance competencies (N=308)

Note.  White cells display a priori predictions based on corresponding competencies.  Shaded cells show the highest
three other correlations not a priori hypothesized.

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw
correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=308.

Overall Effectiveness

‘Impressionable-Skeptical’ demonstrated no significant correlation with ‘Overall
Effectiveness’, as measured by Performance 360, (r=.04 (.07) when more Impressionable
and less Skeptical and -.04 (-.07) when more Skeptical and less Impressionable).  Neither
were statistically significant relationships demonstrated between the scale and
‘Accomplishing Objectives’ (r=.08 (.16)), ‘Applying Specialist Expertise’ (r=.05 (.11)) or
‘Demonstrating Potential’ (r =-.02 (-.03)).

Great Eight Correlations

The ‘Impressionable-Skeptical’ scale was correlated with independent Great Eight criteria
as measured by external ratings of work performance.  ‘Impressionable-Skeptical’
correlated with the Great Eight’s ‘Supporting & Cooperating’ at .13 (.28), (more
Impressionable and less Skeptical).  Someone more Impressionable and less Skeptical is
likely to be highly receptive to and encouraging of other people’s ideas and probably
enjoys interaction with others.  Someone more Skeptical and less Impressionable is less
likely to exhibit such behaviors.
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Impressionable (Low Skeptical) Skeptical (Low Impressionable)

Understanding People .25 (.50) Interpreting Data .13 (.26)

Establishing Rapport .21 (.37) Managing Tasks .11 (.23)

Interacting with People .21 (.37) Checking Things .12 (.22)

Valuing Individuals .15 (.29) Examining Information .08 (.16)

Inviting Feedback .09 (.19) Challenging Ideas .06 (.12)

Thinking Positively .10 (.17) Documenting Facts .04 (.08)
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269

Overplayed Strengths

Research by Saville Consulting into overplayed strengths highlights the potential pitfalls
at the Impressionable extreme of the ‘Impressionable-Skeptical’ scale.  Being highly
Impressionable and less Skeptical can leave one prey to ‘being perceived as overly
enthusiastic and lacking in judgment or discrimination’ - self-rating on overplayed
strength (OS) correlated at .22 with Wave Competency Potential dimension Interacting
with People; those more Impressionable and less Skeptical are likely to be rated highly on
the competency Interacting with People, correlating at .21 (r=.37).

Construct Validity

Table 12.2 Strongest correlations with scales from the Hogan Development Survey
(N=306)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw
correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=306.

The strongest correlation when more Skeptical and less Impressionable was with the HDS
scale ‘Reserved’ (r=.37); that with the HDS scale of the same name was lower at .23.  This
can be explained by the underlying nature of the two scales.  The Wave Reflections
skeptic is very task focused, comprising the dimensions Analytical, Factual and Rational
and correlating with external ratings of work performance on Interpreting Data (r=.26),
Managing Tasks (r=.23), Checking Things (r=.22) and Examining Information (.16).  The
HDS skeptic is more likely to be more people oriented in their skepticism, with the scale
demonstrating only one significant correlation with Wave Thought cluster dimensions and
showing much stronger correlations with dimensions such as Challenging (r=.27).  For
further detail see Matrix 6 in the Appendix of this handbook.  The strongest correlation
when more Impressionable and less Skeptical was with the HDS scale ‘Dutiful’ (r=.28).

Impressionable (Low Skeptical) Skeptical (Low Impressionable)

Dutiful .28 Reserved .37

Colorful .13 Skeptical .23

Excitable .18

Leisurely .16
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Reliability

Relationships with other Reflections scales

If more Impressionable (than Skeptical) people are very likely to be:
None

If more Impressionable (than Skeptical) people are moderately likely to be: 
More Sympathetic (less Tenacious)
More Obliging (less Outspoken)

If more Skeptical (than Impressionable) people are very likely to be:
None

If more Skeptical (than Impressionable) people are moderately likely to be:
More Tenacious (less Sympathetic)

More Outspoken (less Obliging)

Table 12.3 Summary of correlations between Impressionable – Skeptical and other
Reflections scales (N=1,153)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .06 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and
any raw correlation higher than .05 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).

Alternate Form Reliability (N=1,153) .89

Test Re-test Reliability (N=100) .77

Reflections scale More Impressionable – 
Less Skeptical

More Skeptical – 
Less Impressionable

More Task Immersed – Less Socially Immersed -.28 .28

More Broadminded – Less Particular .22 -.22

More Obliging – Less Outspoken .36 -.36

More Tough-Minded – Less Sensitive -.24 .24

More Self-focused – Less Focused on Others -.23 .23

More Daring – Less Cautious .11 -.11

More Sympathetic – Less Tenacious .33 -.33

More Reflective – Less Impulsive -.26 .26
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Task-Immersed – Socially-Immersed

This scale measures the balance between an individual’s concern with completing work
tasks and being sociable in the workplace.

Scale Summary

More Task-Immersed

Individuals that prefer to be more task-immersed are likely to be able to maintain their
focus on tasks despite distractions.  They tend to be very organized in their work, make
effective plans, and are able to prioritize their tasks, enabling them to work efficiently.
They may often adopt a practical approach to solving problems, and their full control of all
the aspects of a task can help them to choose options which are more achievable and
realistic.  Paying too much attention to tasks could be at the expense of spending too
little time developing and maintaining workplace relationships.  Interacting with others
and establishing rapport may be seen as weaknesses of individuals that are highly task-
immersed.

More Socially-Immersed

More socially-immersed individuals are likely to help build positive relationships between
people.  They are typically highly interactive and are able to establish and maintain
rapport easily.  Their generally strong self-confidence means that they are good at
impressing others and are likely to be successful networkers.  A downside of focusing
strongly on the social aspects of work is that they may spend too little time on important
workplace tasks.  They are less likely to apply the necessary task management skills to
organize theirs or others workloads effectively.  This can lead to an insufficient grasp of
the important factors of a task and potentially result in decision making which puts undue
pressure on others by committing them to less realistic or achievable goals.

Interactive

Engaging

Self-Promoting

Organized

Dynamic

Practically Minded

Task Immersed Socially Immersed

Likely to be able to maintain their focus on
tasks despite distractions

Likely to help build positive relationship
between people

May spend too little time developing and
maintaining workplace relationships

May spend too little time on important
workplace tasks

          
         

Wave Professional Styles Dimensions loaded into scale

Associated Positive and Negative Behavioral Tendencies
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Validity

Concurrent Criterion-Related Validity

Behavioral Competencies

Table 12.4 Strongest correlations of Task-Immersed – Socially-Immersed with
external ratings of work performance competencies based on Wave 360 data
(N=308)

Note.  White cells display a priori predictions based on corresponding competencies.  Shaded cells show the highest
three other correlations not a priori hypothesized.

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw
correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=308.

Overall Effectiveness

‘Task-Immersed-Socially-Immersed’ demonstrated no significant correlation with ‘Overall
Effectiveness’, as measured by Performance 360, (r= -.02 (-.03)) when more Task-
Immersed and less Socially-Immersed and at .02 (.03) when more Socially-Immersed and
less Task-Immersed).  No significant relationships were found between the scale and the
global measures of effectiveness ‘Applying Specialist Expertise’ (r=.02 (.04)),
‘Accomplishing Objectives’ (r=-.04 (-.09)) and ‘Demonstrating Potential’ (r=-.02 (-.03)).

Great Eight Correlations 

The ‘Task-Immersed-Socially-Immersed’ scale was correlated with independent Great
Eight criteria as measured by external ratings of work performance.  ‘Task-Immersed-
Socially-Immersed’ correlated with the Great Eight’s ‘Organizing & Executing’ at .20(.47),
‘Adapting & Coping’ at .12 (.26) and ‘Interacting & Presenting’ at -.20 (-.43) (more Task-
Immersed and less Socially-Immersed).  Someone more Task-Immersed and less Socially-
Immersed is likely to be adept at maintaining their focus despite distractions and probably
a highly organized individual.  Someone more Socially-Immersed and less Task-Immersed
is more likely to spend their time interacting with others in the workplace.

Task-Immersed (Low Socially-Immersed) Socially-Immersed (Low Task-Immersed)

Managing Tasks .23 (.45) Interacting with People  .19 (.34)

Adopting Practical Approaches .16 (.33) Conveying Self-Confidence .16 (.32)

Making Decisions .16 (.32) Establishing Rapport .18 (.31)

Producing Output .15 (.29) Impressing People .14 (.28)

Meeting Timescales .15 (.28) Understanding People .13 (.26)

Taking Action .05 (.15) Articulating Information .14 (.25)
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Overplayed Strengths

Research by Saville Consulting into overplayed strengths highlights the potential pitfalls
at the extremes of the ‘Task-Immersed-Socially-Immersed’ scale.  Being highly Task-
Immersed and less Socially-Immersed may lead to ‘a danger of being seen as too
dominant in group or team settings’ - self-rating on OS correlated at .21 with Wave
Competency Potential dimension Making Decisions; those more Task-Immersed and less
Socially-Immersed are likely to be rated highly on the competency Making Decisions,
correlating at .16 (r=.32).  Being highly Socially-Immersed and less Task-Immersed may
result in ‘a focus on interacting at the expense of completing more mundane daily tasks’
- self-rating on OS correlated at .20 with Wave Competency Potential dimension
Interacting with People; those more Socially-Immersed and less Task-Immersed are likely
to be rated highly on the competency Interacting with People, correlating at .19 (r=.34).

Construct Validity

Table 12.5 Strongest correlations with scales from the Hogan Development Survey
(N=306)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw
correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=306.

The strongest correlation when more Task-Immersed and less Socially-Immersed was
with the HDS scale ‘Reserved’ (.49).  The strongest correlation when more Socially-
Immersed and less Task-Immersed was with the HDS scale ‘Colorful’ (.46).

Task-Immersed (Low Socially-Immersed) Socially-Immersed (Low Task-Immersed)

Reserved .49 Colorful .46

Diligent .25 Dutiful .19

Cautious .12 Imaginative .13



© 2012 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.0.

274

Reliability

Relationships with other Reflections scales

If more Task-Immersed (than Socially-Immersed) people are very likely to be:
None

If more Task-Immersed (than Socially-Immersed) people are moderately likely
to be:
More Cautious (less Daring)

If more Socially-Immersed (than Task-Immersed) people are very likely to be:
None

If more Socially-Immersed (than Task-Immersed) people are moderately likely
to be:
More Daring (less Cautious)

Table 12.6 Summary of correlations between Task-Immersed – Socially-Immersed
and other Reflections scales (N=1,153)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .06 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and
any raw correlation higher than .05 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).

Alternate Form Reliability (N=1,153) .91

Test Re-test Reliability (N=100) .85

Reflections scale More Task-Immersed – 
Less Socially-Immersed

More Socially-Immersed
– Task-Immersed

More Impressionable – Less Skeptical -.28 .28

More Broadminded – Less Particular -.28 .28

More Obliging – Less Outspoken .09 -.09

More Tough-Minded – Less Sensitive -.11 .11

More Self-focused – Less Focused on Others -.25 .25

More Daring – Less Cautious -.30 .30

More Sympathetic – Less Tenacious .18 -.18

More Reflective – Less Impulsive -.04 .04
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Broadminded – Particular

This scale measures whether an individual is focused more on looking at the bigger
picture or paying attention to the finer details.

Scale Summary

More Broadminded

Individuals that prefer to be more broadminded are likely to encourage and help others to
take a broad perspective.  They tend to be good at generating ideas and at keeping an
open mind to concepts that are original or abstract.  While they may be skilled at
articulating information, those less interested in concepts or theories may not easily
understand everything a more broadminded individual says.  Focusing solely on the
broader issues can also result in a tendency to place less emphasis on ensuring that
details are correct.  They may prefer not to conform to accepted ways of doing things,
viewing following procedures as unimportant and being disinclined to follow rules.

More Particular

More particular individuals are likely to be in charge of the details to ensure the
achievement of high quality standards.  They are typically very conscientious and diligent
in their approach, and tend to place importance on making sure that structured processes
are followed and standards are upheld.  The danger of focusing too much on the finer
details is that they may not give due attention to the broader issues.  There may be a lack
of focus on the bigger picture of overall strategy and the different tactical approaches or
alternatives that are available to achieve key goals.

Meticulous

Organized

Factual

Empowering

Strategic

Insightful

Broadminded Particular

Likely to control details to ensure 
achievement of high quality standards

Likely to encourage and help 
others to take a broad perspective

May focus on details without due 
attention to the broader issues

May place less emphasis on 
ensuring details are correct

          
         

Wave Professional Styles Dimensions loaded into scale

Associated Positive and Negative Behavioral Tendencies
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Validity

Concurrent Criterion-Related Validity

Behavioral Competencies

Table 12.7 Strongest correlations of Broadminded – Particular with external ratings
of work performance competencies based on Wave 360 data (N=308)

Note.  White cells display a priori predictions based on corresponding competencies.  Shaded cells show the highest
three other correlations not a priori hypothesized.

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw
correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=308.

Overall Effectiveness

‘Broadminded-Particular’ correlated with ‘Overall Effectiveness’, as measured by
Performance 360, at .13 (.23) when more Broadminded and less Particular and at -.13 (-
.23) when more Particular and less Broadminded, suggesting those who are more
Broadminded and less Particular are rated as more effective overall.  Those more
Broadminded and less Particular were also rated as more effective ‘Demonstrating
Potential’(r=.12 (.20)).  No statistically significant relationship was found between the
scale and ‘Applying Specialist Expertise’ (r=.11 (.25)), or ‘Accomplishing Objectives’ (r=.06
(.13)).

Great Eight Correlations

The ‘Broadminded-Particular’ scale was correlated with independent Great Eight criteria as
measured by external ratings of work performance.  ‘Broadminded-Particular’ correlated
with the Great Eight’s  ‘Enterprising & Performing’ at .12 (.27), ‘Interacting & Presenting’ at
.12 (.25) and ‘Leading & Deciding’ at .12 (.23) (more Broadminded and less Particular).
Someone more Broadminded and less Particular is likely to be adept at developing
enterprising concepts and ideas and may seek out a position of leadership to ensure their
ideas are adopted.  Someone more Particular and less Broadminded is less likely to exhibit
such behaviors.

Broadminded (Low Particular) Particular (Low Broadminded)

Generating Ideas .19 (.38) Following Procedures .24 (.48)

Articulating Information .21 (.36) Upholding Standards .14 (.29)

Convincing People .17 (.35) Understanding People .13 (.25)

Providing Insights .15 (.29) Checking Things .12 (.21)

Developing Strategies .11 (.22) Managing Tasks .09 (.17)

Empowering Individuals .01 (.01) Documenting Facts .06 (.12)
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Overplayed Strengths

Evidence suggests that individuals more Particular and less Broadminded are likely to be
rated as less effective in the majority of areas and those more Broadminded and less
Particular are likely to be rated as highly effective in more areas.  However, research by
Saville Consulting into overplayed strengths highlights the potential pitfalls of being at
the seemingly more favorable extreme of the scale.  Being highly Broadminded and less
Particular may lead to ‘a quest for creativity at the expense of considering essential
parameters and requirements’ - self-rating on OS correlated at .22 with Wave Competency
Potential dimension Generating Ideas; those more Broadminded and less Particular are
likely to be rated highly on the competency Generating Ideas, correlating at .19 (r=.38).

Construct Validity

Table 12.8 Strongest correlations with scales from the Hogan Development Survey
(N=306)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw
correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=306.

The strongest correlations when more Broadminded and less Particular were .42 and .37
with the ‘Colorful’ and ‘Imaginative’ HDS scales respectively.  That when more Particular
and less Broadminded was with the ‘Diligent’ HDS scale (.42).

Broadminded (Low Particular) Particular (Low Broadminded)

Colorful .42 Diligent .42

Mischievous .39 Cautious .21

Imaginative .37 Dutiful .18

Bold .29
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Reliability

Relationships with other Reflections scales

If more Broadminded (than Particular) people are very likely to be:
More Daring (less Cautious)

More Outspoken (less Obliging)

If more Broadminded (than Particular) people are moderately likely to be:
More Tough-Minded (less Sensitive)

If more Particular (than Broadminded) people are very likely to be:
More Cautious (less Daring)

More Obliging (less Outspoken)

If more Particular (than Broadminded) people are moderately likely to be:
More Sensitive (less Tough-Minded)

Table 12.9 Summary of correlations between Broadminded – Particular and other
Reflections scales (N=1,153)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .06 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and
any raw correlation higher than .05 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).

Alternate Form Reliability (N=1,153) .92

Test Re-test Reliability (N=100) .74

Reflections scale More Broadminded – 
Less Particular

More Particular -
Less Broadminded

More Impressionable – Less Skeptical .22 -.22

More Task-Immersed – Less Socially-Immersed -.28 .28

More Obliging – Less Outspoken -.47 .47

More Tough-Minded – Less Sensitive .32 -.32

More Self-focused – Less Focused on Others .29 -.29

More Daring – Less Cautious .72 -.72

More Sympathetic – Less Tenacious -.14 .14

More Reflective – Less Impulsive .08 -.08
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Obliging – Outspoken
This scale measures whether an individual is likely to challenge others or try to help
achieve a consensus.

Scale Summary

More Obliging

More obliging individuals are likely to get along with others and minimize unnecessary
confrontations.  They are likely to be good at creating a relaxed working atmosphere; they
achieve this through being trustful, considerate, and keen to resolve any differences that
may exist between others.  They also tend to ensure that procedures are followed closely.
At times, however, they may be too eager to please, and tend to avoid speaking out when
it could cause disharmony.  Therefore they are less likely to challenge others or offer
opinions that go against the majority view.

More Outspoken

Individuals who prefer to be more outspoken are likely to be effective advocates for
important issues.  They are characteristically very challenging and are able to put their
arguments across in a very convincing way.  They generally have no reservations about
openly voicing their disagreement, but if this is done too frequently against the
consensus they may be regarded as divisive.  They are less likely to be sensitive to the
feelings of those around when airing their views, and can potentially be perceived as
displaying a lack of empathy and tolerance towards others.  At the extreme their behavior
may be seen as mischievous, where they may challenge something to provoke a reaction.

Challenging

Articulate

Convincing

Accepting

Resolving

Conforming

Obliging Outspoken

Likely to be an effective 
advocate for important issues

Likely to get along with others and 
minimize unnecessary confrontations

May frequently disagree with the consensus 
and be regarded as divisive

May tend to avoid speaking 
out when it could cause disharmony

          
         

Wave Professional Styles Dimensions loaded into scale

Associated Positive and Negative Behavioral Tendencies
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Validity

Concurrent Criterion-Related Validity

Behavioral Competencies

Table 12.10 Strongest correlations of Obliging – Outspoken with external ratings of
work performance competencies based on Wave 360 data (N=308)

Note.  White cells display a priori predictions based on corresponding competencies.  Shaded cells show the highest
three other correlations not a priori hypothesized.

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw
correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=308.

Overall Effectiveness

‘Obliging-Outspoken’ correlated with ‘Overall Effectiveness’, as measured by Performance
360, at -.20 (-.30) when more Obliging and less Outspoken and at .20 (.30), when more
Outspoken and less Obliging, suggesting those who are more Outspoken and less
Obliging are rated as more effective.  Those more Outspoken and less Obliging were also
rated as more effective in ‘Demonstrating Potential’(r=.20 (.33)).  There were no
st‘atistically significant relationships between the scale and the global measures
‘Applying Specialist Expertise’ (r=.07 (.15)) or ‘Accomplishing Objectives’ (r=.11 (.24)).

Great Eight Correlations 

The ‘Obliging-Outspoken’ scale was correlated with independent Great Eight criteria as
measured by external ratings of work performance.  ‘Obliging-Outspoken’ correlated with
the Great Eight’s ‘Creating & Conceptualizing’ at -.17(-.53), ‘Enterprising & Performing’ at
-.22 (-.48), ‘Leading & Deciding’ at -.20 (-.36), ‘Analyzing & Interpreting’ at -.14 
(-.30) and ‘Interacting & Presenting’ at -.12 (-.26) (more Obliging and less Outspoken).
Someone more Outspoken and less Obliging is less likely to accept the status quo and is
probably adept at developing and creating new and enterprising concepts and ideas.
They are also likely to create for themselves a platform from which to advertise their
ideas and be highly competent in both interaction with others and adopting a position of
leadership – both key strategies in getting buy in from others.

Obliging (Low Outspoken) Outspoken (Low Obliging)

Understanding People .22 (.44) Challenging Ideas .26 (.52)

Following Procedures .19 (.38) Convincing People .23 (.47)

Valuing Individuals .17 (.32) Generating Ideas .22 (.45)

Resolving Conflict .16 (.31) Seizing Opportunities .21 (.42)

Upholding Standards .10 (.20) Conveying Self-Confidence .21 (.42)

Establishing Rapport .09 (.16) Articulating Information .23 (.40)
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Overplayed Strengths

Evidence suggests that individuals more Obliging and less Outspoken are likely to be
rated as less effective in the majority of areas and those more Outspoken and less
Obliging are likely to be rated as highly effective in more areas.  However, research by
Saville Consulting into overplayed strengths highlights the potential pitfalls of being at
the seemingly more favorable extreme of the scale.  Being highly Outspoken and less
Obliging may lead to one ‘being so determined to make a point and express a view that it
hinders listening to relevant arguments from colleagues or customers’ or ‘the act of trying
to change people’s opinion becoming a personal challenge’ - self-ratings on OSs correlated
at .27 and .25 respectively with Wave Competency Potential dimension Convincing
People; those more Outspoken and less Obliging are more likely to be rated as highly
effective in the competency Convincing People, correlating at .23 (r=.47).

Construct Validity

Table 12.11 Strongest correlations with scales from the Hogan Development
Survey (N=306)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw
correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=306.

When more Obliging and less Outspoken, the highest correlation was with the HDS scale
‘Dutiful’ at .49.  When more Outspoken and less Obliging, the highest correlations were
with the HDS scales ‘Bold’ (r=.41), ‘Mischievous’ (r=.41), ‘Colorful’ (r=.40) and ‘Imaginative’
(r=.39).

Obliging (Low Outspoken) Outspoken (Low Obliging)

Dutiful .49 Bold .41

Cautious .32 Mischievous .41

Diligent .13 Colorful .40
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Reliability

Relationships with other Reflections scales

If more Obliging (than Outspoken) people are very likely to be:
More Focused on Others (less Self-focused)

More Cautious (less Daring)

More Sensitive (less Tough-Minded)

More Sympathetic (less Tenacious)

More Particular (less Broadminded)

If more Obliging (than Outspoken) people are moderately likely to be:  
More Impressionable (less Skeptical)

If more Outspoken (than Obliging) people are very likely to be:
More Self-focused (less Focused on Others)

More Daring (less Cautious)

More Tough-Minded (less Sensitive)

More Tenacious (less Sympathetic)

More Broadminded (less Particular)

If more Outspoken (than Obliging) people are moderately likely to be:
More Skeptical (less Impressionable)

Table 12.12 Summary of correlations between Obliging – Outspoken and other
Reflections scales (N=1,153)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .06 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and
any raw correlation higher than .05 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).

Alternate Form Reliability (N=1,153) .92

Test Re-test Reliability (N=100) .81

Reflections scale More Obliging – 
Less Outspoken

More Outspoken -
Less Obliging

More Impressionable – Less Skeptical .36 -.36

More Task-Immersed – Less Socially-Immersed .09 -.09

More Broadminded – Less Particular -.47 .47

More Tough-Minded – Less Sensitive -.61 .61

More Self-focused – Less Focused on Others -.65 .65

More Daring – Less Cautious -.62 .62

More Sympathetic – Less Tenacious .54 -.54

More Reflective – Less Impulsive .03 -.03
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Tough Minded - Sensitive
This scale measures an individual’s ability to cope in pressured situations and the degree
to which they are prepared to assist others in difficult circumstances.

Scale Summary

More Tough Minded

Individuals who demonstrate more tough minded behavior are likely to appear confident
and calm in testing situations.  They are typically very self-assured and generally find it
easy to ignore any negative criticism.  The substantial self-belief they exhibit however
may be perceived by some as lacking concern and appearing unmoved under pressure.
This can be potentially unhelpful in highly stressful situations where those around them
are not as resilient as they are.

More Sensitive

Individuals who prefer to be more sensitive are likely to be highly focused on the
difficulties experienced by others.  They typically prefer to spend time tending to others
when things are not going well, and can be very understanding.  At times, others may
perceive them as delicate, and they may be seen to overreact or react inappropriately
under pressure.  Possessing a more sensitive nature also means that they are unlikely to
push others hard, particularly when others are under pressure.

Receptive

Attentive

Accepting

Self-Assured

Composed

Positive

Tough Minded Sensitive

Likely to be sensitive to 
difficulties experienced by others

Likely to appear confident and 
calm in difficult situations

May often react 
inappropriately under pressure

May be perceived as lacking concern 
and appear unmoved under pressure

          
         

Wave Professional Styles Dimensions loaded into scale

Associated Positive and Negative Behavioral Tendencies
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Validity

Concurrent Criterion-Related Validity

Behavioral Competencies

Table 12.13 Strongest correlations of Tough Minded – Sensitive with external ratings
of work performance competencies based on Wave 360 data (N=308)

Note.  White cells display a priori predictions based on corresponding competencies.  Shaded cells show the highest
three other correlations not a priori hypothesized.

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw
correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=308.

Overall Effectiveness

‘Tough Minded-Sensitive’ correlated with ‘Overall Effectiveness’, as measured by
Performance 360, at .22 (.38) when more Tough Minded and less Sensitive and at -.20 (-
.38) when more Sensitive and less Tough Minded, suggesting those who are more Tough
Minded and less Sensitive are rated as more effective.  Those more Tough Minded and
less Sensitive are also rated as more effective in ‘Applying Specialist Expertise’ (r=.17
(.37)) and ‘Demonstrating Potential’(r=.21 (.34)).  No statistically significant relationship
was found between the scale and the global measure ‘Accomplishing Objectives’ (r=.11
(.23))

Great Eight Correlations 

The ‘Tough Minded-Sensitive’ scale was correlated with independent Great Eight criteria
as measured by external ratings of work performance.  ‘Tough Minded-Sensitive’
correlated with the Great Eight’s ‘Enterprising & Performing’ at .24 (.51), ‘Creating &
Conceptualizing’ at .17 (.50), ‘Leading & Deciding’ at .26 (.48), ‘Interacting & Presenting’
at .19 (.41), ‘Analyzing & Interpreting’ at .17 (.38) and ‘Adapting & Coping’ at .16 (.33)
(more Tough Minded and less Sensitive).  These results would be expected.  Someone
more Tough Minded and less Sensitive is likely to excel in most areas, except perhaps
those relating to the consideration of others, where their lack of sensitivity is unlikely to
foster a supportive environment.  Indeed, the only great eight with which the scale
showed no correlation was ‘Supporting & Cooperating’.

Tough Minded (Low Sensitive) Sensitive (Low Tough Minded)

Conveying Self-Confidence .28 (.56) Understanding People .21 (.43)

Seizing Opportunities .24 (.49) Following Procedures .14 (.27)

Taking Action .23 (.45) Valuing Individuals .07 (.14)

Articulating Information .26 (.45) Upholding Standards .06 (.12)

Thinking Positively .15 (.27) Resolving Conflict .06 (.12)

Showing Composure .12 (.23) Inviting Feedback -.05 (-.10)
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Overplayed Strengths

Evidence suggests that individuals more Sensitive and less Tough Minded are likely to be
rated as less effective in the majority of areas and those more Tough Minded and less
Sensitive are likely to be rated as highly effective in more areas.  However, research by
Saville Consulting into overplayed strengths also highlights the potential pitfalls of being
at the seemingly more favorable extreme of the scale.  Being highly Tough Minded and
less Sensitive could cause ‘other people to find such strong personal confidence
intimidating’ and there may ‘be concern that as well as being seen as self-confident, one
could appear to others as self-absorbed and selfish’ - self-ratings on OSs correlated at .24
and .27 respectively with the Wave Competency Potential dimension Conveying Self-
Confidence; those more Tough Minded and less Sensitive are likely to be rated as highly
effective in the competency Conveying Self-Confidence, correlating at .28 (r=.56).

Construct Validity

Table 12.14 Strongest correlations with scales from the Hogan Development
Survey (N=306)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw
correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=306.

The highest correlation when more Tough Minded and less Sensitive was with the HDS
scale ‘Colorful’ at .41.  Those when more Sensitive and less Tough Minded were with the
HDS scales ‘Cautious’ and ‘Dutiful’ (r=.46 for both).

Tough Minded (Low Sensitive) Sensitive (Low Tough Minded)

Colorful .41 Dutiful .46

Mischievous .37 Careful .46

Bold .35 Excitable .17

Imaginative .13
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Reliability

Relationships with other Reflections scales

If more Tough-Minded (than Sensitive) people are very likely to be:
More Self-focused (less Focused on Others)

More Tenacious (less Sympathetic)

More Outspoken (less Obliging)

If more Tough-Minded (than Sensitive) people are moderately likely to be:   
More Daring (less Cautious)

More Broadminded (less Particular)

If more Sensitive (than Tough-Minded) people are very likely to be:
More Focused on Others (less Self-focused)

More Sympathetic (less Tenacious)

More Obliging (less Outspoken)

If more Sensitive (than Tough-Minded) people are moderately likely to be:
More Cautious (less Daring)

More Broadminded (less Particular)

Table 12.15 Summary of correlations between Tough-Minded – Sensitive and other
Reflections scales (N=1,153)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .06 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and
any raw correlation higher than .05 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).

Alternate Form Reliability (N=1,153) .90

Test Re-test Reliability (N=100) .83

Reflections scale More Tough-Minded – 
Less Sensitive

More Sensitive -
Less Tough-Minded

More Impressionable – Less Skeptical -.24 .24

More Task-Immersed – Less Socially-Immersed -.11 .11

More Broadminded – Less Particular .32 -.32

More Obliging – Less Outspoken -.61 .61

More Self-focused – Less Focused on Others .66 -.66

More Daring – Less Cautious .39 -.39

More Sympathetic – Less Tenacious -.62 .62

More Reflective – Less Impulsive -.17 .17
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Self-focused – Focused on Others

This scale measures the balance between an individual’s focus on their own interests and
on the interests of others.

Scale Summary

More Self-focused

More self-focused individuals are likely to impress people and seize personal
opportunities.  They are likely to be good at promoting themselves and their cause, and
feel confident in situations where they are the center of attention.  As well as impressing
others with their achievements they often tend to be good at winning people round.  At
times, however, more self-focused individuals may neglect to focus sufficiently on the
needs of others.  This may be unhelpful in situations where teamwork is a key to success.
More self-focused individuals tend to make sure that their personal goals are achieved
first.  At the extreme this could be at the expense of those around them or even the
organization as a whole.

More Focused on Others

Individuals who favor being more focused on others are likely to do things for the good
and welfare of other people.  They typically would prefer those around them to benefit
from their work, rather than themselves.  However, a strong need to focus on others mean
they may do too little to promote their own interests.  They are likely to be less forceful
in convincing others, and may not believe that imposing their views on others is
appropriate.  This may mean that they fail to take the fullest advantage of situations that
present themselves and as a result miss important career and personal opportunities.

Principled

Involving

Attentive

Self-Promoting

Convincing

Self-Assured

Self-focused Focused on Others

Likely to do things for the good 
and welfare of other people

Likely to impress people and 
seize personal opportunities

May do too little to promote 
their own interests

May promote their own interests
over the interests of others

          
         

Wave Professional Styles Dimensions loaded into scale

Associated Positive and Negative Behavioral Tendencies
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Validity

Concurrent Criterion-Related Validity

Behavioral Competencies

Table 12.16 Strongest correlations of Self-focused – Focused on Others with external
ratings of work performance competencies based on Wave 360 data (N=308)

Note.  White cells display a priori predictions based on corresponding competencies.  Shaded cells show the highest
three other correlations not a priori hypothesized.

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw
correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=308.

Overall Effectiveness

‘Self-focused-Focused on Others’ correlated with ‘Overall Effectiveness’, as measured by
Performance 360, at .16 (.28) when more Self-focused and less Focused on Others and at
-.16 (-.28) when more Focused on Others and less Self-focused, suggesting those who
are more Self-focused and less Focused on Others are rated as more effective.  Those
more Self-focused and less Focused on Others were also rated more effective in
‘Demonstrating Potential’(r=.22 (.36)). No significant relationship was found with the
global measure ‘Applying Specialist Expertise’ (r=.05 (.10)), or ‘Accomplishing Objectives’
(r=.07 (.15)).

Great Eight Correlations 

The ‘Self-focused-Focused on Others’ scale was correlated with independent Great Eight
criteria as measured by external ratings of work performance.  ‘Self-focused-Focused on
Others’ correlated with the Great Eight’s ‘Creating & Conceptualizing’ at .11 (.33), ‘Leading
& Deciding’ at .14 (.25), ‘Enterprising & Performing’ at .15 (.32) and ‘Supporting &
Cooperating’ at -.12 (-.25) (more Self-focused and less Focused on Others).  Someone
more Self-focused and less Focused on Others is likely to strive to ensure that things go
their way, especially when it comes to the arenas of developing new and enterprising
ideas, where they might have to steer others in a certain direction to make sure their
ideas are adopted.  They are, therefore, more likely to be seen as more effective in most
areas with, evidently, the exception of ‘Supporting & Cooperating’, where, unsurprisingly,

Self-focused (Low Focused on Others) Focused on Others (Low Self-focused)

Impressing People .24 (.48) Understanding People .27 (.53)

Conveying Self-Confidence .23 (.46) Valuing Individuals .21 (.39)

Seizing Opportunities .19 (.37) Upholding Standards .18 (.36)

Taking Action .18 (.35) Resolving Conflict .18 (.35)

Convincing People .15 (.31) Following Procedures .16 (.32)

Pursuing Goals .16 (.31) Team Working .08 (.17)
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those who are more Focused on Others and less Self-focused are considered more
effective.

Overplayed Strengths

Evidence suggests that individuals more Focused on Others and less Self-focused are
likely to be rated as less effective in the majority of areas and those more Self-focused
and less Focused on Others are likely to be rated as highly effective in more areas.
However, research by Saville Consulting into overplayed strengths also highlights the
potential pitfalls of being at the extreme of the seemingly more favorable end of the
scale.  Being highly Self-focused and less Focused on Others could cause ‘one to attract
too much unnecessary attention, particularly in extremely competitive or confrontational
environments’ and there may be a danger of ‘inappropriately taking center stage from
someone more senior or who is formally presenting information to others’ - self-ratings
on OSs correlating at .21 and .27 respectively with the Wave Competency Potential
dimension Impressing People; those more Self-focused and less Focused on Others are
likely to be rated as highly effective in the competency Impressing People, correlating at
.24 (r=.48).

Construct Validity

Table 12.17 Strongest correlations with scales from the Hogan Development
Survey (N=306)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw
correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=306.

When more Self-focused and less Focused on Others the highest correlations were with
the HDS scales ‘Colorful’ (r=.47), ‘Bold’ (r=.45) and ‘Mischievous’ (r=.42).  The highest
correlations when more Focused on Others and less Self-focused were with the HDS
scales ‘Dutiful’ (r=.29) and ‘Cautious’ (r=.28).

Self-focused (Low Focused on Others) Focused on Others (Low Self-focused)

Colorful .47 Dutiful .29

Bold .45 Cautious .28

Mischievous .42

Imaginative .33

Skeptical .28

Leisurely .12
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Reliability

Relationships with other Reflections scales

If more Self-focused (than Focused on Others) people are very likely to be:
More Tough-minded (less Sensitive) 
More Outspoken (less Obliging)
More Tenacious (less Sympathetic)

If more Self-focused (than Focused on Others) people are moderately likely to be:
More Daring (less Cautious)

If more Focused on Others (than Self-focused) people are very likely to be:
More Sensitive (less Tough Minded)

More Obliging (less Outspoken)

More Sympathetic (less Tenacious)

If more Focused on Others (than Self-focused) people are moderately likely to be:
More Cautious (less Daring)

Table 12.18 Summary of correlations between Self-focused – Focused on Others
and other Reflections scales (N=1,153)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .06 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and
any raw correlation higher than .05 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).

Alternate Form Reliability (N=1,153) .89

Test Re-test Reliability (N=100) .74

Reflections scale
More Self-focused – 
Less Focused on

Others

More Focused on
Others -

Less Self-focused

More Impressionable – Less Skeptical -.23 .23

More Task-Immersed – Less Socially-Immersed -.25 .25

More Broadminded – Less Particular .29 -.29

More Obliging – Less Outspoken -.65 .65

More Tough-Minded – Less Sensitive .66 -.66

More Daring – Less Cautious .36 -.36

More Sympathetic – Less Tenacious -.61 .61

More Reflective – Less Impulsive -.06 .06
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Daring – Cautious
This scale measures whether an individual is more inclined to take risks and promote
change, or favor more conservative options with which they are already familiar.

Scale Summary

More Daring

Individuals who prefer a more daring approach are likely to take calculated risks, which
may result in effective change.  They are likely to be innovative, and good at generating
ideas that can take advantage of unexplored areas.  Being too daring may, however,
increase exposure to risk.  More daring individuals must assess the right time to try to
seize an opportunity, in addition to making sure that they follow the required procedures.
They may also lack structure in the way in which they work, and specifically may not meet
timescales or fulfil their obligations.

More Cautious

More cautious individuals are likely to favor methods which have been successfully tried
and tested.  They typically prefer lower risk options and are eager to ensure that rules and
regulations are adhered to.  They can generally be counted upon as reliable individuals
who wish to continue doing things conventionally.  A potential weakness of being too
cautious is that they may miss opportunities to experiment with new approaches; most
likely the result of not being particularly creative combined with a reluctance to seize
opportunities.

Conforming

Rational

Reliable

Enterprising

Change Oriented

Inventive

Daring Cautious

Likely to favor methods which have
been successfully tried and tested

Likely to take calculated risks
 which may result in effective change

May miss opportunities to 
experiment with new approaches

May increase exposure to risk
in the need to enforce change

          
         

Wave Professional Styles Dimensions loaded into scale

Associated Positive and Negative Behavioral Tendencies
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Validity

Concurrent Criterion-Related Validity

Behavioral Competencies

Table 12.19 Strongest correlations of Daring - Cautious with external ratings of
work performance competencies based on Wave 360 data (N=308)

Note.  White cells display a priori predictions based on corresponding competencies.  Shaded cells show the highest
three other correlations not a priori hypothesized.

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw
correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=308.

Overall Effectiveness

‘Daring-Cautious’ correlated with ‘Overall Effectiveness’, as measured by Wave 360, at .13
(.23) when more Daring and less Cautious and at -.13 (-.23) when more Cautious and less
Daring, suggesting those who are more Daring and less Cautious are rated as more
effective.  Those more Daring and less Cautious were also rated as more effective in
‘Demonstrating Potential’ (r=.15 (.25)).  No statistically significant relationship was found
between the scale and the global measures ‘Applying Specialist Expertise’ (r=.08 (.17))
and ‘Accomplishing Objectives’ (r=.05 (.12))

Great Eight Correlations 

The ‘Daring-Cautious’ scale was correlated with independent Great Eight criteria as
measured by external ratings of work performance.  ‘Daring-Cautious’ correlated with the
Great Eight’s ‘Creating & Conceptualizing’ at .16 (.47), ‘Enterprising & Performing’ at .13
(.28) and ‘Supporting & Cooperating’ at -.12 (-.26) (more Daring and less Cautious).  These
results would be expected.  Someone more Daring and less Cautious is more likely to
propose new, radical ideas and jump at opportunities.  Being less satisfied with
conforming to the status quo, they are more likely to drive things forward and, therefore,
are more likely to be seen as more effective in most areas, with, again, the exception of
‘Supporting & Cooperating’, where it is likely that their desire for variety and new things
may not be conducive to the wellbeing of those around them.

Daring (Low Cautious) Cautious (Low Daring)

Generating Ideas .23 (.46) Following Procedures .30 (.59)

Seizing Opportunities .19 (.38) Upholding Standards .18 (.35)

Convincing People .19 (.38) Meeting Timescales .17 (.32)

Exploring Possibilities .18 (.36) Understanding People .14 (.29)

Articulating Information .20 (.35) Valuing Individuals .15 (.28)

Embracing Change .10 (.19) Interpreting Data -.07 (-.15)
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Overplayed Strengths

Evidence suggests that individuals more Cautious and less Daring are likely to be rated as
less effective in the majority of areas and those more Daring and less Cautious are likely
to be rated as highly effective in more areas.  However, research by Saville Consulting into
overplayed strengths also highlights the potential pitfalls of being at the extreme of the
seemingly more favorable end of the scale.  Being highly Daring and less Cautious could
result in ‘a passion for producing ideas creating difficulties when listening to others’ ideas
and accepting alternative views’ - self-rating on OS correlated at .22 with the Wave
Competency Potential dimension Generating Ideas; those more Daring and less Cautious
are likely to be rated as highly effective in the competency Generating Ideas, correlating
at .23 (r=.46).  It also may mean that ‘more time and energy is spent seeking new
opportunities than dealing with existing demands’ or ‘a too great a focus on pursuing one
or two big opportunities which never seem to materialize at the expense of more modest
opportunities which are more likely to come to fruition’ - self-ratings on OSs correlated at
.34 and .31 respectively with the Wave Competency Potential dimension Seizing
Opportunities; those more Daring and less Cautious are likely to be rated as highly
effective in the competency Seizing Opportunities, correlaing at .19 (r=.38).

Construct Validity

Table 12.20 Strongest correlations with scales from the Hogan Development
Survey (N=306)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw
correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=306.

The highest correlations when more Daring and less Cautious were with the HDS scales
‘Imaginative’ and ‘Colorful’ .50 and ‘Mischievous’ at .45.  When more Cautious and less
Daring, the highest correlation was with the HDS scale ‘Diligent’ (r=.39) rather than its
HDS namesake ‘Cautious’ (r=.32).  Again, looking at the components and correlates of
these scales explains why; the characteristics of being more Cautious and less Daring (the
Cautious element comprising Conforming, Rational and Reliable) align more comfortably
with the HDS’s ‘Diligent’ (correlating with Conforming at .38, Rational at .22 and Reliable
at .46) than ‘Cautious’ (correlating with Conforming at .40, Rational at -.06 and Reliable at
.08).  See Matrix 6 in the Appendices of this handbook for further detail).

Daring (Low Cautious) Cautious (Low Daring)

Mischievous .50 Diligent .39

Imaginative .45 Cautious .32

Colorful .45 Dutiful .32

Bold .29
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Reliability

Relationships with other Reflections scales

If more Daring (than Cautious) people are very likely to be:
More Broadminded (less Particular)
More Outspoken (less Obliging)

If more Daring (than Cautious) people are moderately likely to be:     
More Tough-Minded (less Sensitive)

More Self-focused (less Focused on Others)

More Socially-Immersed (less Task-Immersed)

If more Cautious (than Daring) people are very likely to be:
More Particular (less Broadminded)
More Obliging (less Outspoken)

If more Cautious (than Daring) people are moderately likely to be:
More Sensitive (less Tough-Minded)

More Focused on Others (less Self-focused)

More Task-Immersed (less Socially-Immersed)

Table 12.21 Summary of correlations between Daring – Cautious and other
Reflections scales (N=1,153)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .06 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and
any raw correlation higher than .05 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).

Alternate Form Reliability (N=1,153) .94

Test Re-test Reliability (N=100) .82

Reflections scale More Daring – 
Less Cautious

More Cautious -
Less Daring

More Impressionable – Less Skeptical .11 -.11

More Task-Immersed – Less Socially-Immersed -.30 .30

More Broadminded – Less Particular .72 -.72

More Obliging – Less Outspoken -.62 .62

More Tough-Minded – Less Sensitive .39 -.39

More Self-focused – Less Focused on Others .36 -.36

More Sympathetic – Less Tenacious -.28 .28

More Reflective – Less Impulsive .00 .00
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Sympathetic – Tenacious
This scale measures how concerned an individual is with achieving the best possible
results in contrast with the level of support that people receive.

Scale Summary

More Sympathetic

Individuals who prefer to be more sympathetic are likely to be effective at supporting
other people.  They tend to be good listeners and display a large amount of empathy.
They typically find it easy to establish rapport with others, and can generally be described
as friendly.  However on occasions where their sympathy is taken to the extreme it may
become problematic, as they may focus on the needs of others at the expense of
delivering results.

More Tenacious

More tenacious individuals are likely to be good at achieving goals and objectives.  They
are characteristically proactive in their approach, often attempting to get things started
and make things happen.  They are also typically very results oriented, and seek to turn
action and opportunities into tangible results.  By overstressing the importance of results,
however, they may push people hard and show a limited concern for the well-being of
others.  They are likely to display relatively little patience towards others who contribute
little or underperform in their eyes.

Striving

Dynamic

Activity-Oriented

Involving

Attentive

Receptive

Sympathetic Tenacious

Likely to be good at achieving
 goals and objectives

Likely to be effective at 
supporting other people

May push people hard and show a 
limited concern for their well-being

May focus on the needs of other
 at the expense of delivering results

          
         

Wave Professional Styles Dimensions loaded into scale

Associated Positive and Negative Behavioral Tendencies
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Validity

Concurrent Criterion-Related Validity

Behavioral Competencies

Table 12.22 Strongest correlations of Sympathetic - Tenacious with external ratings
of work performance competencies based on Wave 360 data (N=308)

Note.  White cells display a priori predictions based on corresponding competencies.  Shaded cells show the highest
three other correlations not a priori hypothesized.

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw
correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=308.

Overall Effectiveness

‘Sympathetic-Tenacious’ correlated with ‘Overall Effectiveness’, as measured by Wave
360, at -.25 (-.45) when more Sympathetic and less Tenacious and at .25 (.45) when more
Tenacious and less Sympathetic, suggesting those who are more Tenacious and less
Sympathetic are rated as more effective.  Those more Tenacious and less Sympathetic
were also rated as more effective in ‘Applying Specialist Expertise’ (r=.13 (.29)),
‘Accomplishing Objectives’ (r=.15 (.33)) and ‘Demonstrating Potential’ (r=.28 (.45)).

Great Eight Correlations 

The ‘Sympathetic-Tenacious’ scale was correlated with independent Great Eight criteria as
measured by external ratings of work performance.  ‘Sympathetic-Tenacious correlated
with the Great Eight’s ‘Creating & Conceptualizing’ at -.24 (-.74), ‘Enterprising &
Performing’ at -.30 (-.66), ‘Organizing & Executing’ at -.17 (-.41), ‘Analyzing & Interpreting’
at -.17 (-.37), ‘Adapting & Coping’ at -.18 (-.37) and ‘Leading & Deciding’ at 
-.20 (-.37) (more Tenacious and less Sympathetic).  This would be expected; someone
more Tenacious and less Sympathetic is likely to be highly results oriented and, therefore,
more likely to be seen as more effective in nearly all areas, with, once again, the exception
of ‘Supporting & Cooperating’, where it is likely that their focus on successful task delivery
is at the expense of a concern for the welfare of others.

Sympathetic (Low Tenacious) Tenacious (Low Sympathetic)

Understanding People .19 (.38) Taking Action .27 (.53)

Following Procedures .09 (.19) Providing Insights .24 (.48)

Valuing Individuals .09 (.17) Seizing Opportunities .22 (.45)

Establishing Rapport .09 (.16) Pursuing Goals .22 (.44)

Team Working .00 (.00) Producing Output .21 (.42)

Inviting Feedback -.02 (-.04) Generating Ideas .20 (.40)
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Overplayed Strengths

Evidence suggests that individuals more Sympathetic and less Tenacious are likely to be
rated as less effective in the majority of areas and those more Tenacious and less
Sympathetic are likely to be rated as highly effective in more areas.  However, research by
Saville Consulting into overplayed strengths also highlights the potential pitfalls of being
at the extreme of the seemingly more favorable end of the scale.  Being highly Tenacious
and less Sympathetic could result in ‘pushing people unnecessarily hard’ or ‘personal
ambition becoming too much of a focus and driver’ - self-rating on OS correlating at .20
and .30 respectively with Wave Competency Potential dimension Pursuing Goals; those
more Tenacious and less Sympathetic are likely to be rated as more effective in the
competency Pursuing Goals , correlating at .22 (r=.44).  There may also be a risk of ‘the
desire to make things happen tending to throw existing projects into disarray’ - self-rating
on OS correlated at .24 with Wave Competency Potential dimension Taking Action; those
more Tenacious and less Sympathetic are likely to be rated as more effective in the
competency Taking Action, correlating at .27 (r=.53).

Construct Validity

Table 12.23 Strongest correlations with scales from the Hogan Development
Survey (N=306)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw
correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=306.

The highest correlation when more Sympathetic and less Tenacious was with the HDS
scale ‘Dutiful’ at .39.  Those when more Tenacious and less Sympathetic were with the
HDS scales ‘Mischievous’ (r=.33) and ‘Bold’ (r=.29).

Sympathetic (Low Tenacious) Tenacious (Low Sympathetic)

Dutiful .39 Mischievous .33

Cautious .27 Bold .29

Colorful .21

Imaginative .17

Skeptical .17

Reserved .17

Leisurely .12
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Reliability

Relationships with other Reflections scales

If more Sympathetic (than Tenacious) people are very likely to be:
More Sensitive (less Tough-Minded)
More Focused on Others (less Self-focused)
More Obliging (less Outspoken)

If more Sympathetic (than Tenacious) people are moderately likely to be:
More Reflective (less Impulsive)
More Impressionable (less Skeptical)

If more Tenacious (than Sympathetic) people are very likely to be:
More Tough-Minded (less Sensitive)
More Self-focused (less Focused on Others)
More Outspoken (less Obliging)

If more Tenacious (than Sympathetic) people are moderately likely to be:
More Impulsive (less Reflective)
More Skeptical (less Impressionable)

Table 12.24 Summary of correlations between Sympathetic – Tenacious and other
Reflections scales (N=1,153)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .06 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and
any raw correlation higher than .05 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).

Alternate Form Reliability (N=1,153) .90

Test Re-test Reliability (N=100) .81

Reflections scale More Sympathetic – 
Less Tenacious

More Tenacious -
Less Sympathetic

More Impressionable – Less Skeptical .33 -.33

More Task-Immersed – Less Socially-Immersed -.18 .18

More Broadminded – Less Particular -.14 .14

More Obliging – Less Outspoken .54 -.54

More Tough-Minded – Less Sensitive -.62 .62

More Self-focused – Less Focused on Others -.61 .61

More Daring – Less Cautious -.27 .27

More Reflective – Less Impulsive .34 -.34
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Reflective - Impulsive
This scale measures an individual’s attitude towards decision-making, and whether they
are more likely to weigh-up various options or go with their first instinct.

Scale Summary

More Reflective

Individuals who prefer to be more reflective are likely to use information from a range of
sources to make well-informed decisions.  They tend be cautious in their execution of
decisions, yet imaginative in their thinking, and not afraid to challenge the existing ways
of doing things.  They typically will retain confidence that their approach is more likely to
yield the correct choice if given sufficient time.  However, if they deliberate too much
they may delay activities and take too long over urgent decisions.

More Impulsive

More impulsive individuals are likely to make quick decisions and act swiftly.  Their highly
decisive nature allows them to get things done and they typically produce a large
quantity of output.  They tend to have a talent for taking charge of others and have no
fear of being fully responsible for the decisions they make.  However, being too impulsive
may cause them to commit to a course of action without investigating better options.  The
tendency to take responsibility for quick decisions and actions may cause others to feel,
at times, they have relatively little say.

Learning Oriented

Strategic

Abstract

Reflective Impulsive

Likely to make quick decisions and act swiftlyLikely to use information from a range
 of sources to make well-informed decisions

May commit to a course of action without 
investigating better options

May delay activities and take too
long over urgent decisions

          
         

Wave Professional Styles Dimensions loaded into scale

Associated Positive and Negative Behavioral Tendencies

Activity Oriented

Purposeful

Change Oriented
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Validity

Concurrent Criterion-Related Validity

Behavioral Competencies

Table 12.25 Strongest correlations of Reflective - Impulsive with external ratings of
work performance competencies based on Wave 360 data (N=308)

Note.  White cells display a priori predictions based on corresponding competencies.  Shaded cells show the highest
three other correlations not a priori hypothesized.

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw
correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=308.

Overall Effectiveness

‘Reflective-Impulsive’ demonstrated no significant correlation with ‘Overall Effectiveness’,
as measured by Wave 360, (-.09 (-.16) when more Reflective and less Impulsive and at .09
(.16) when more Impulsive and less Reflective).  Those more Impulsive and less Reflective
were also rated as more effective in ‘Accomplishing Objectives’ (r=.14 (.30), however, no
relationship was observed between the scale and the global measures ‘Demonstrating
Potential’(r=.02 (.03)) and ‘Applying Specialist Expertise’ (r=.07 (.15)).

Great Eight Correlations 

The ‘Reflective-Impulsive’ scale was correlated with independent Great Eight criteria as
measured by external ratings of work performance.  ‘Reflective-Impulsive’ correlated with
the Great Eight’s ‘Leading & Deciding’ at -.18 (-.34), ‘Analyzing & Interpreting’ at -.12 
(-.25), ‘Creating & Conceptualizing’ at -.08 (-.24), ‘Adapting & Coping’ at -.11 (-.24),
‘Interacting & Presenting’ at -.10 (-.22), ‘Supporting & Cooperating’ at -.08 (-.17) and
‘Enterprising & Performing’ at -.06 (-.14) (more Impulsive and less Reflective).  This would
be expected; someone more Impulsive and less Reflective is likely to be more activity
oriented and make things happen by acting swiftly and making quick decisions.  They
may, therefore, appear to be more effective in all areas than their more Reflective and less
Impulsive counterparts, who may delay activities, find fault in ideas and take too long
over urgent decisions.

Reflective (Low Impulsive) Impulsive (Low Reflective)

Exploring Possibilities .01 (.03) Making Decisions .20 (.41)

Developing Strategies -.03 (-.07) Producing Output .20 (.41)

Developing Expertise -.06 (-.13) Directing People .23 (.41) 

No work performance competencies
statistically significantly postively
correlated with the Reflective extreme 
of the scale.

Adopting Practical Approaches .18 (.36)

Taking Action .17 (.33)

Embracing Change .04 (.09)
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Overplayed Strengths

Evidence suggests that individuals more Reflective and less Impulsive are likely to be
rated as less effective in the majority of areas and those more Impulsive and less
Reflective are likely to be rated as highly effective in more areas.  However, research by
Saville Consulting into overplayed strengths also highlights the potential pitfalls of being
at the extreme of the seemingly more favorable end of the scale.  Being highly Impulsive
and less Reflective could result in ‘the excitement of starting something new at the
expense of doing more routine work’ - self-rating on OS correlated at .31 with Wave
Competency Potential dimension Taking Action; those more Impulsive and less Reflective
are likely to be rated as highly effective in the competency Taking Action, correlating at
.17 (r=.33).  There may also be a danger of ‘being seen as too dominant in group or team
settings’ - self-rating on OS correlated at .21 with Wave Competency Potential dimension
Making Decisions; those more Impulsive and less Reflective are likely to be rated as highly
effective in the competency Making Decisions, correlating at .20 (r=.41).

Construct Validity

Table 12.26 Strongest correlations with scales from the Hogan Development
Survey (N=306)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw
correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=306.

The highest correlations when more Reflective and less Impulsive were with the HDS
scales ‘Cautious’ and ‘Imaginative’ (r= .18 in both instances).  When more Impulsive and
less Reflective there were no significant positive correlations.  Results suggest that the
‘Reflective-Impulsive’ scale is measuring an aspect of derailment behavior not covered by
the Hogan Development Survey.

Reflective (Low Impulsive) Impulsive (Low Reflective)

Cautious .18 No significant correlations.

Imaginative .18

Reserved .13

Excitable .12
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Reliability

Relationships with other Reflections scales

If more Reflective (than Impulsive) people are very likely to be:
None

If more Reflective (than Impulsive) people are moderately likely to be:
More Sympathetic (less Tenacious)

If more Impulsive (than Reflective) people are very likely to be:
None

If more Impulsive (than Reflective) people are moderately likely to be:
More Tenacious (less Sympathetic)

Table 12.27 Summary of correlations between Reflective – Impulsive and other
Reflections scales (N=1,153)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .06 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and
any raw correlation higher than .05 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).

Alternate Form Reliability (N=1,153) .87

Test Re-test Reliability (N=100) .77

Reflections scale More Reflective – 
Less Implusive

More Implusive -
Less Reflective

More Impressionable – Less Skeptical -.26 .26

More Task-Immersed – Less Socially-Immersed -.04 .04

More Broadminded – Less Particular .08 -.08

More Obliging – Less Outspoken .03 -.03

More Tough-Minded – Less Sensitive -.17 .17

More Self-focused – Less Focused on Others -.06 .06

More Daring – Less Cautious .00 .00

More Sympathetic – Less Tenacious .34 -.34
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12.8 Reflections Summary

By detailing in depth the associations of each Reflections scale this chapter aims to
demonstrate how the Reflections model is positioned within the Wave Performance
Culture Framework.

Detailed scale descriptions and examples of potential positive and negative behavioral
outcomes are provided along with Alternate Form and Test-Retest reliability estimates
and validity data.  Scales are validated against external ratings of work performance
competencies, overall effectiveness and ‘Great Eight’ competencies, as well as against
research on overplayed strengths.  Construct validity is established by comparison of
Reflections with the Hogan Development Survey.

In summary, the chapter should assist the user in navigating through a complex pattern
of links between potential positive and negative behavioral tendencies and individual
performance competencies, overall effectiveness, associations with the ‘Great Eight’
competencies and overplayed strengths.
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13.0 Sales Report

13.1 Introduction to the Sales Report

The Saville Consulting Wave Sales Report is available from Wave Professional Styles and
was developed as part of the ongoing research and development program at Saville
Consulting.

Sales people are essential assets to nearly all businesses, be they small, medium or large
in size.  Without them, the best product in the world would probably never leave the four
walls within which it was created. Effective sales people have the ability to turn a fad into
a phenomenon and are, most importantly, responsible for generating income.  Ineffective
sales people have the potential to spell disaster for most organizations.  As a result of this
realization, sales people have long been considered points of interest for academics,
practitioners and businesses alike – the most fundamental question being ‘What makes a
good sales person?’

Sales and the Big Five

Previous studies provide evidence which supports the role of personality as an important
contributor to sales effectiveness.  The Big Five’s ‘Conscientiousness’ and ‘Extraversion’
were both found to be valid predictors of sales performance ratings (Conte & Gintoft,
2005; Barrick, Mount, & Strauss, 1993; Barrick and Mount, 1991; Vinchur, Shippmann,
Switzer, and Roth, 1998).  Vinchur et al (1998), at a more detailed level, found that
‘Potency’ was at the core of the relationship between ‘Extraversion’ and sales
performance ratings while ‘Achievement’ was the key component that underpinned the
relationship between ‘Conscientiousness’ and sales effectiveness.  Holland (1997)
highlighted that success in sales related occupations, which tend to be inherently
enterprising, requires ambition, sociability and assertiveness – all sub-themes related to
Extraversion or Conscientiousness.  Similarly, Murphy and Davies (2006) suggest
conscientiousness consistently predicts sales performance because conscientious people
are hardworking, persistent and concerned about doing a good job.  It is worth noting that
the umbrella term of Conscientiousness covers a number of different traits that can, at
times, be at odds with each other, such as those relating to drive and ambition and those
relating to structure, organization and detail.  Whilst competencies relating to drive and
ambition are generally observed in effective sales people, those relating to structure are
often absent – many practitioners who work in sales find that sales managers often
comment that their most effective sales people rarely keep up to date with their
paperwork.

‘Emotional Stability’ has also been found to be a valid, albeit smaller, predictor of sales
performance (Hurtz and Donovan, 2000; Vinchur et al, 1998).  This seems to make a
degree of sense: remaining calm and composed during negotiations and asserting
positivity and resilience in the face of adversity would seem to be advantageous (for
example, repeatedly dealing with rejection before making a sale can be disheartening).

A handful of studies indicate the Big Five trait of ‘Openness’ is also considered to be
somewhat positively related to sales performance (Hurtz and Donovan, 2000; Barrick et
al, 2002), suggesting that imagination and intellect are factors worthy of consideration in
sales effectiveness.
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The SPIN® Selling model (Rackham, 1988), has had considerable influence particularly in
sales training, since its emergence in the late 1980’s.  A questioning model that helps
sellers uncover and develop the needs of their customers, SPIN Selling is based on
research analysing the effectiveness of thousands of sales meetings.  The model
postulates that by asking questions relating to the situation, the problem, the implication
of the problem and the need for pay-off, the seller strongly positions themselves to state
the benefits of their solution to their buyers explicitly stated needs.  The model’s
empirical evidence and commercial success present a compelling argument for the roles
of analysis, evaluation, intellect and the Big Five’s ‘Openness’ in successful selling.

Literature detailing the role of ‘Agreeableness’ in sales performance remains inconsistent,
with some arguing the existence of a negative relationship between the two constructs
(Warr, Bartram and Martin, 2005) but others postulating the trait to be a significant
predictor of sales performance and growth (Thoresen, Bradley, Bliese and Thoresen,
2004).  Whilst it is evident that ‘Agreeableness’ is not a primary predictor in sales
performance, it could be argued that a successful sales person does require a certain
amount of likeability that could fall under the ‘Agreeableness’ umbrella.  But it is likely
that agreeableness is most likely to be effective when combined with extraversion and
achievement orientation. It is also worth considering that spending too much time
supporting others may distract the salesperson from their core mission – that is to sell.

13.2 Overview

The Sales Model

The Saville Consulting Wave Sales model has the following features:

•  It amalgamates a body of literature strongly indicating key roles for particular aspects
of personality in sales performance, reflected in the report output

•  It consists of a Selling Styles Profile (performance) and a corresponding Sales Profile
(competency potential).  The Selling Styles Profile includes Motive-Talent and
Normative-Ipsative splits, allowing for rich interpretation of an individual’s profile

•  It transforms competencies into an assessment of potential by looking at key activities
identified as being essential towards sales success in an additional Sales Potential
Indicators section

•  A Sales Leadership index enables identification of potential future sales leaders

•  It is performance driven and has been empirically validated

The report is based upon the completion of the Wave Professional Styles online
assessment.  It provides a comprehensive portrayal of an individual’s sales performance
potential, but also allows the user to pick out those aspects considered most important
for the role at hand.  For example, while a Business Development Executive and a
Consultant may both demand strong sales skills, more activity relating to Developing New
Business is likely to be required of a Business Development Executive.
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The Sales Report

The report consists of three sections, starting with the ‘Selling Styles Profile’.  This
summarizes scores on the eight selling styles, displayed under their corresponding Cluster
headings.  Motive-Talent and Normative-Ipsative splits are displayed on this profile (for
more information on splits see the ‘Response Style Summary Scales’ section in the ‘Scale
Description’ chapter of this Handbook or the ‘Rich Interpretation – The Deep Dives’ section
in the ‘Feedback’ chapter of this Handbook).

Following this, the ‘Sales Profile’ section presents overall scores on the eight Sales
Competency Potential sections, along with those of the underlying dimensions, again, all
under their corresponding Cluster headings.  Ratings Acquiescence and Consistency of
Rankings are displayed in the text at the top of the page (for more information on Ratings
Acquiescence and Consistency of Rankings see the ‘Response Style Summary Scales’
section in the ‘Scale Description’ chapter of this Handbook).

Selling Styles Profile
Thought 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Expert Analyst
Sells based on up-to-date technical understanding of
products and services

Strategist
Creates a shared understanding of the strategic
imperatives that underpin a sale

Sales Profile
The following report summarises Alex Staton's areas of greater and lesser potential based
on our extensive international database linking Saville Consulting Wave to work
performance. Alex Staton's Ratings Acquiescence is Sten 4 and their Consistency of
Rankings is Sten 9.

Area Potential

So
lv

in
g 

P
ro

bl
em

s Identifying Needs
Understanding Customer Needs (8); Analysing
Information (2)

Fairly Low
higher potential than about 25%
of the comparison group

Developing Solutions
Applying Expertise (2); Being Creative (7)

Fairly Low
higher potential than about 25%
of the comparison group
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The final section displays overall scores on four ‘Sales Potential Indicators’, identified as
primary activities necessary for success in a sales role: ‘High Customer Contact Rate’,
‘Developing New Business’, ‘Managing Existing Business’ and, in order to identify future
potential leaders, ‘Sales Leadership’.

13.3 Applications of the Sales Report

The Sales Report is designed to be used by all Wave-trained users, and has a range of
possible uses. A non-exhaustive list of examples is included below:

Selection  The Sales report provides a comprehensive assessment of style and
competency potential, tailored specifically to sales roles.

Personal Development  The Sales report allows for rich interpretation of style as
well as analysis of competency areas and potential indicators of effectiveness.  The
information summarized in the report provides a strong platform to support appraisal and
from which individual targets and goals could be objectively drawn.

Coaching  Similarly, the Sales report provides a sound basis for coaching related
conversations, allowing the discussion and development of short, medium and long term
career goals.

Sales Potential Indicators
The following report summarises Alex Staton's greater or lesser potential against key
performance indicators which underpin effectiveness across different sales roles.

Indicator Potential

High Customer Contact Rate
Initiating Contact; Following Up Leads;
Maintaining Existing Relationships

Extremely High
higher potential than about 99% of
the comparison group

Developing New Business
Developing Leads; Negotiating Deals; Using
Creative Strategies

Very High
higher potential than about 95% of
the comparison group

Managing Existing Business
Managing Accounts; Maintaining Service Levels;
Upselling to Existing Customers

Extremely Low
higher potential than about 1% of
the comparison group

Sales Leadership
Making Decisions; Giving Direction; Motivating
Sales People

Average
higher potential than about 60% of
the comparison group
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Leadership Selection and Development in Sales  The inclusion of a Team
Leadership index in the Sales report enables easy identification of potential future
leaders.  Suitable for use in either selection or development, the index is provided within
the sales framework to reflect the leadership context.  More detailed indications of
leadership potential can be identified from the Leadership Report.

13.4 Model Development

The Saville Consulting Wave Sales model splits the Wave Performance Culture Framework
clusters of Thought, Influence, Adaptability and Delivery in two, resulting in eight key
functions relating to selling style.  Similarly, Solving Problems, Influencing People,
Adapting Approaches and Delivering Results are split in two, creating eight corresponding
sales areas.  Previous research evidencing the roles of the ‘Big Five’ in sales performance,
alignment with the ‘Great Eight’ (Kurz and Bartram, 2002) and the SPIN® Selling model as
a sales process, remained key considerations throughout development.  Table 13.1
displays how the Saville Consulting Wave Sales Model maps onto the ‘Big Five’ and the
‘Great Eight’.

Table 13.1 Saville Consulting Wave Sales model mapped to the Big Five and the
Great Eight

Selling
Styles

Sales
Competency

Big Five 
Mapping

Great Eight 
Mapping

Expert Analyst Identifying Needs

Openness

Analyzing &
Interpreting

Strategist Developing Solutions
Creating &
Conceptualizing

Persuader Developing Leads
Extraversion

Interacting &
Presenting

Negotiator Closing Deals Leading & Deciding

Resolver Staying Positive Emotional Stability Adapting & Coping

Relationship
Builder

Working
Collaboratively

Agreeableness
Supporting &
Cooperating

Administrator Being Disciplined

Conscientiousness

Organizing &
Executing

Driver Results Focused
Enterprising &
Performing
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13.5 Reliability of the Saville Consulting Sales Model

Table 13.2 presents the Alternate Form reliabilities of Saville Consulting Wave Sales
model scales.  Analysis was conducted using the standardization sample (N=1,153).
Details of the sample are provided in Appendix B of this handbook.

Table 13.2 Alternate Form Reliability of Saville Consulting Wave Sales Model scales
(N=1,153)

Mean t1 SD t1 Mean t2 SD t2
SEm
(Sten) 

rt

Selling Styles

Expert Analyst 828.77 127.98 848.70 138.38 .56 .92

Strategist 779.22 126.26 801.67 132.92 .61 .91

Persuader 707.12 113.42 704.01 106.76 .62 .90

Negotiator 812.54 110.57 808.60 117.48 .62 .90

Resolver 823.01 120.20 793.35 128.34 .66 .89

Relationship Builder 806.15 115.34 791.00 119.16 .70 .88

Administrator 854.19 172.17 818.23 154.12 .46 .95

Driver 800.82 128.07 816.49 132.39 .58 .92

Sales Profile Sections

Identifying Needs 1961.39 192.50 1958.17 213.38 .74 .86

Developing Solutions 1358.95 228.67 1413.00 235.30 .57 .92

Developing Leads 1656.03 333.60 1634.55 344.15 .55 .92

Closing Deals 1692.71 249.99 1735.65 225.03 .59 .91

Staying Positive 1849.74 216.32 1849.15 204.57 .66 .89

Working Collaboratively 1956.77 275.72 1900.05 281.59 .68 .88

Being Disciplined 1979.07 312.01 1936.77 289.08 .46 .95

Results Focused 1801.72 277.30 1815.24 291.97 .53 .93

Sales Potential Indicators

High Customer Contact Rate 721.74 85.51 717.28 84.96 .54 .93

Developing New Business 771.11 92.67 755.04 92.63 .51 .93

Managing Existing Business 956.72 84.68 954.29 80.22 .63 .90

Sales Leadership 487.37 82.94 485.02 84.33 .49 .94

Mean 1351.34 178.06 1350.59 178.57 .62 .90

Median 1476.09 140.65 1502.54 144.55 .61 .91

Max 1979.07 333.60 1958.17 344.15 .76 .95

Min 707.12 97.02 704.01 97.08 .46 .86
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As Table 13.2 demonstrates, the Sales scales have high reliability estimates, averaging
.90 and ranging from .86 to .95.   

Table 13.3 presents the Test-Retest reliabilities of Saville Consulting Wave Sales model
scales.  Analysis was conducted using the Test-Retest sample (N=100).  Details of the
sample are provided in Appendix T of this handbook.  

Table 13.3 Test-Retest Reliability of Saville Consulting Wave Sales Model scales
(N=100)

Sales Scale Mean t1 SD t1 Mean t2 SD t2
SEm
(Sten) 

rt

Selling Styles Profile

Expert Analyst 836.43 129.56 840.56 142.14 .93 .79

Strategist 790.24 117.93 806.23 130.29 1.01 .74

Persuader 697.45 114.16 700.43 108.15 1.04 .73

Negotiator 779.06 112.60 766.90 117.83 .85 .82

Resolver 807.51 123.90 788.50 125.45 .97 .77

Relationship Builder 786.59 123.67 778.52 129.16 .86 .81

Administrator 889.98 156.77 895.97 148.50 .87 .81

Driver 802.71 138.79 801.28 136.48 .92 .79

Sales Profile 

Identifying Needs 1932.68 192.63 1930.92 183.36 1.10 .70

Developing Solutions 1415.53 206.71 1411.39 232.15 .90 .80

Developing Leads 1638.88 364.83 1607.39 359.30 .77 .85

Closing Deals 1675.48 226.13 1682.99 246.32 .94 .78

Staying Positive 1833.00 220.30 1797.11 227.26 .84 .82

Working Collaboratively 1906.88 272.74 1865.95 281.47 .89 .80

Being Disciplined 2041.93 287.04 2043.74 272.83 .85 .82

Results Focused 1793.77 290.42 1794.16 291.51 .87 .81

Sales Potential Indicators

High Customer Contact Rate 714.51 83.87 705.69 87.99 .90 .80

Developing New Business 756.63 91.31 754.29 91.84 .89 .80

Managing Existing Business 959.91 80.89 951.89 78.28 .98 .76

Sales Leadership 477.28 75.63 487.20 83.44 .96 .77

Mean 1134.49 165.48 1128.31 168.57 .92 .79

Median 863.20 134.17 868.27 139.31 .91 .79

Max 2041.93 364.83 2043.74 359.30 1.10 .85

Min 287.90 65.22 283.46 66.22 .77 .70
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The Test-Retest reliabilities provide further evidence of the reliability of the Saville
Consulting Sales model over time.  The average reliability is .79 and reliabilities range
from .70 to .85.  Based on an 18 month gap between testing, this indicates long term
stability of sales style preference and sales performance potential.  

13.6 Validity of the Saville Consulting Sales Model 

Construct validity 

Table 13.1 depicts the constructs of Saville Consulting Wave Sales aligned to the ‘Great
Eight’ competencies.  To establish construct validity, the eight Selling Styles and their
corresponding Sales Competency Potential sections were correlated with individuals’
‘Great Eight’ competency scores, which were computed from individuals’ responses to the
OPQ32i.  The methodology for computing these scores is based on Bartram (2005) and is
described in the validation chapter.  Tables 13.4 and 13.5 display Selling Styles and Sales
Profile sections against their mapped ‘Great Eights’, along with the highest other
correlation and the average of the correlations with unmapped scales (e.g. the selling
style ‘Expert Analyst’ is mapped to the Great Eight’s ‘Analyzing & Interpreting’, so the
table displays the average of the correlations between ‘Expert Analyst’ and ‘Creating &
Conceptualizing’, ‘Interacting & Presenting’, ‘Leading & Deciding’, ‘Adapting & Coping’,
‘Supporting & Cooperating’, ‘Organizing & Executing’ and ‘Enterprising & Performing’).
Analysis was conducted using the Epsom sample (N=308). For information on this sample
see Appendix C in this handbook.

Table 13.4 Selling Styles against Great Eight competencies scores from OPQ32i:
mapped correlations, highest other correlations and average of unmapped
correlations (N=308)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and
any raw correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).

Selling 
Style

Mapped 
'Great Eight'

r
Average r with 
unmapped 
'Great Eights'

Expert Analyst Analyzing & Interpreting .58 -.04

Strategist Creating & Conceptualizing .64 .03

Persuader Interacting & Presenting .49 .07

Negotiator Leading & Deciding .42 .06

Resolver Adapting & Coping .29 .02

Relationship Builder Supporting & Cooperating .55 -.05

Administrator Organizing & Executing .69 -.17

Driver Enterprising & Performing .60 .05

Mean .53 .00

Median .57 .03

Min .29 -.17

Max .69 .07
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Table 13.4 provides clear evidence for the construct validity of all eight Selling Styles;
correlations of Saville Consulting Wave Sales scales against their mapped ‘Great Eight’
competencies ranged from .29 to .69, averaging at .53.   Low average correlations with
unmapped ‘Great Eight’ competencies, averaging at .00, provide further evidence.  Table
13.5 provides equally clear evidence for the construct validity of all eight Sales Profile
Sections; correlations against mapped ‘Great Eight’ competencies ranged from .53 to .73,
averaging at .61.  Again, low average correlations with unmapped ‘Great Eight’
competencies, averaging at -.05 provide clear evidence to support the construct
separation between the sections.

Table 13.5 Sales Profile Sections against Great Eight competencies from OPQ32i:
mapped correlations, highest other correlations and average of unmapped
correlations (N=308)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and
any raw correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).

Sales Profile
Section

Mapped 
'Great Eight'

r
Average r 

with unmapped
'Great Eights'

Identifying Needs Analyzing & Interpreting .53 -.11

Developing Solutions Creating & Conceptualizing .54 .00

Developing Leads Interacting & Presenting .65 -.04

Closing Deals Leading & Deciding .58 .06

Staying Positive Adapting & Coping .53 .02

Working Collaboratively Supporting & Cooperating .71 -.16

Being Disciplined Organizing & Executing .73 -.19

Results Focused Enterprising & Performing .59 .04

Mean .61 -.05

Median .59 -.02

Min .53 -.19

Max .73 .06
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Concurrent Criterion-Related Validity 

Concurrent criterion-related validity can be established against Wave Performance 360
behavioral competency dimension ratings and overall (global) effectiveness ratings.  The
eight Selling Styles, eight Sales Profile sections and four Sales Potential Indicators were
correlated with external ratings of work performance at the dimension level and the
global level, as measured by the Saville Consulting Performance 360.  Analysis was
conducted on the Epsom sample (N=308), for information on this sample, please see
Appendix C in this handbook.  All validities were corrected for attenuation based on the
reliability of the criteria (based on 263 pairs of criterion ratings).  No further corrections
were applied (e.g., restriction of range, predictor unreliability).

Wave Behavioral Competency Dimensions

Table 13.6 displays the a priori hypothesized correlations, based on the corresponding
competencies of a scale’s compiled dimensions, and the three highest other significant
correlations, which are not a priori hypothesized, of Sales Styles against Wave behavioral
competencies at the dimension level.  Corrected correlations are displayed in brackets
after uncorrected, raw correlations.
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 Table 13.6 Saville Consulting Wave Sales scales against work performance ratings
(N=308)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and
any raw correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).

Selling 
Style

A priori hypothesized
correlations

r uncorrected
(r corrected)

Highest other
correlations 
(not a priori)

r 
uncorrected

Expert 
Analyst

Interpreting Data .16 (.32) None

Examining Information .06 (.13)

Documenting Facts .03 (.06)

Developing Expertise -.01 (-.03)

Strategist

Developing Strategies .19 (.38) Challenging Ideas .15

Generating Ideas .17 (.34) Developing Expertise .14

Providing Insights .16 (.31) Seizing Opportunities .12

Exploring Possibilities .13 (.26)

Persuader

Articulating Information .26 (.46) Conveying Self-confidence .24

Impressing People .19 (.38) Challenging Ideas .22

Convincing People .18 (.35) Generating Ideas .18

Making Decisions .02 (.03)

Negotiator

Seizing Opportunities .24 (.48) Conveying Self-confidence .22

Establishing Rapport .14 (.24) Impressing People .19

Convincing People .14 (.29) Generating Ideas .17

Inviting Feedback -.02 (-.04)

Resolver

Understanding People .16 (.33) Valuing Individuals .13

Resolving Conflict .15 (.29)

Showing Composure .04 (.08)

Thinking Positively .04 (.07)

Relationship
Builder

Interacting with People .19 (.34) Understanding People .27

Valuing Individuals .17 (.31) Establishing Rapport .24

Empowering Individuals .13 (.24) Interacting with People .19

Team Working .12 (.25)

Administrator

Following Procedures .29 (.59) Upholding Standards .20

Managing Tasks .20 (.40) Producing Output .13

Meeting Timescales .20 (.37) Resolving Conflict .12

Checking Things .17 (.30)

Driver

Taking Action .29 (.56) Generating Ideas .25

Seizing Opportunities .29 (.57) Providing Insights .23

Pursuing Goals .26 (.51) Developing Strategies .23

Producing Output .14 (.28)
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Table 13.7 displays the a priori hypothesized correlations and the three highest other
significant correlations, which are not a priori hypothesized, of Sales Profile Sections
against Wave behavioral competencies at the dimension level.

Table 13.7 Saville Consulting Wave Sales scales against work performance ratings
(N=308)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and
any raw correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).

Sales
Profile 
Section

A priori hypothesized
correlations

r uncorrected
(r corrected)

Highest other
correlations 
(not a priori)

r 
uncorrected

Identifying
Needs

Interpreting Data .02 (.04) None

Providing Insights -.10 (-.19)

Understanding People -.10 (-.20)

Examining Information -.03 (-.05)

Documenting Facts -.03 (-.06)

Developing
Solutions

Exploring Possibilities .13 (.25) Challenging Ideas .13

Developing Strategies .12 (.25)

Generating Ideas .09 (.19)

Developing Expertise .06 (.12)

Adopting Practical Approaches -.04 (-.07)

Developing
Leads

Interacting with People .21 (.38) Conveying Self-confidence .18

Impressing People .21 (.41) Articulating Information .12

Establishing Rapport .17 (.30) Understanding People .12

Closing 
Deals

Articulating Information .35 (.61) Conveying Self-confidence .29

Challenging Ideas .25 (.50) Generating Ideas .20

Convincing People .21 (.41) Seizing Opportunities .20

Empowering Individuals .06 (.11)

Staying 
Positive

Showing Composure .18 (.34) Developing Expertise .16

Embracing Change .17 (.34) Team Working .14

Thinking Positively .15 (.28) Articulating Information .14

Conveying Self-confidence .12 (.24)

Resolving Conflict .09 (.17)

Inviting Feedback .05 (.11)

Working
Collaboratively

Understanding People .31 (.63) Resolving Conflict .18

Valuing Individuals .17 (.31) Establishing Rapport .17

Team Working .07 (.14)

Inviting Feedback .02 (.03)

Being
Disciplined

Following Procedures .30 (.60) Understanding People .16

Meeting Timescales .23 (.43) Resolving Conflict .15

Managing Tasks .23 (.47) Producing Output .14

Upholding Standards .21 (.43)

Checking Things .15 (.28)

Results 
Focused

Taking Action .30 (.59) Providing Insights .26

Seizing Opportunities .29 (.58) Generating Ideas .25

Pursuing Goals .26 (.52) Developing Strategies .22

Producing Output .16 (.33)
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Table 13.8 displays the a priori hypothesized correlations and the three highest other
significant correlations, which are not a priori hypothesized, of Sales Potential Indicators
against Wave behavioral competencies at the dimension level.

Table 13.8 Saville Consulting Wave Sales scales against work performance ratings
(N=308)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and
any raw correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).

Sales
Potential 
Indicators

A priori hypothesized
correlations

r uncorrected
(r corrected)

Highest other
correlations 
(not a priori)

r 
uncorrected

High 
Customer
Contact 
Rate

Interacting with People .28 (.50) Impressing People .21

Pursuing Goals .23 (.46) Conveying Self-confidence .20

Taking Action .24 (.48) Generating Ideas .18

Seizing Opportunities .22 (.45)

Thinking Positively .20 (.36)

Establishing Rapport .18 (.31)

Producing Output .13 (.27)

Developing 
New 

Business

Seizing Opportunities .26 (.52) Conveying Self-confidence .25

Articulating Information .24 (.42) Taking Action .20

Impressing People .21 (.42) Generating Ideas .20

Convincing People .17 (.34)

Developing Strategies .16 (.31)

Pursuing Goals .16 (.32)

Embracing Change .09 (.19)

Establishing Rapport .05 (.08)

Managing
Existing
Business

Understanding People .26 (.52) Following Procedures .23

Upholding Standards .21 (.41) Resolving Conflict .19

Valuing Individuals .19 (.36)

Meeting Timescales .11 (.20)

Inviting Feedback .07 (.14)

Checking Things .05 (.09)

Managing Tasks .04 (.09)

Showing Composure .04 (.08)

Examining Information -.10 (-.20)

Sales
Leadership

Seizing Opportunities .29 (.59) Generating Ideas .29

Pursuing Goals .25 (.50) Providing Insights .29

Directing People .23 (.42) Taking Action .27

Making Decisions .17 (.34)

Empowering Individuals .11 (.21)
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All Sales scales were positively associated to some or all the hypothesized behavioral
competency dimensions, with the exception of the Sales Profile Section ‘Identifying
Needs’, which failed to correlate positively with any of the external ratings of
performance.  This could be due to the nature of the scale, reflecting a skill spanning
different competencies – identifying the needs of a customer requires a balance between
understanding people and analysis of information.  Furthermore, results from Project
Epsom showed cognitive processing role requirements varied widely and corresponding
behaviors were less observable, thus reducing related reliability and validity values.
Nevertheless, results of analysis also demonstrate how the Sales Model sits within the
Wave Competency Framework.

Overall Effectiveness

The eight Selling Styles, eight Sales Profile sections and four Sales Potential Indicators
were correlated with external ratings of work performance at the global level, providing
correlations for scores against ‘Applying Specialist Expertise’, ‘Accomplishing Objectives’,
‘Demonstrating Potential’ and ‘Overall Effectiveness’.  Of the Selling Styles, ‘Driver’,
‘Negotiator’, ‘Strategist’ and ‘Persuader’ were positively associated with ‘Overall
Effectiveness’ at .28 (.49), .14 (.26), .13 (.23) and .12 (.21) respectively.  These four styles
also correlated well with ‘Demonstrating Potential’ at .32 (.51), .17 (.28), .18 (.30) and .19
(.29) respectively.  ‘Driver’ and ‘Negotiator’ were associated with ‘Accomplishing
Objectives’ at .20 (.42) and .14 (.30) respectively.  No style significantly correlated with
the global measure ‘Applying Specialist Expertise’.

Of the Sales Profile sections, ‘Results Focused’, ‘Closing Deals’ and ‘Staying Positive’ were
all associated with ‘Overall Effectiveness’ at .28 (.49), .17 (.30) and .13 (.22) respectively.
The sections ‘Results Focused’, ‘Closing Deals’ and ‘Developing Solutions’ all positively
correlated with the global measure ‘Demonstrating Potential’ at .31 (.50), .19 (.31) and .12
(.19) respectively.  The section ‘Results Focused’, was positively associated with the
global measure ‘Accomplishing Objectives’ at r=.20 (.43).  The section ‘Staying Positive’
correlated positively with the global measure ‘Applying Specialist Expertise’ at .16 (.34).

Of the Sales Potential Indicators, ‘High Customer Contact Rate’, ‘Developing New
Business’ and ‘Sales Leadership’ were all found to forecast ‘Overall Effectiveness’ at .25
(.45), .19 (.36) and .31 (.54) respectively.  These three indicators were, in addition,
associated with ‘Demonstrating Potential’ at .24 (.39), .25 (.40) and .34 (.54) respectively.
‘High Customer Contact Rate’ and ‘Sales Leadership’ were positively associated with the
global measure ‘Accomplishing Objectives’ at .23 (.49) and .23 (.49), with the latter also
correlating positively with ‘Applying Specialist Expertise’ at  .12 (.27).

Overall, the results suggest clear links with the overall effectiveness criteria of
Demonstrating Potential and Accomplishing Objectives, results which provide the basis
for replication in future studies.
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13.7 Summary of Saville Consulting Sales

This chapter provides a brief overview of current literature with regard to the role of
personality in sales effectiveness, describing how this has been applied to the Wave
Performance Culture Framework in the development of the Saville Consulting Sales
model.  It discusses the appropriate uses of the Sales Report and validates the output
against Wave Behavioral Competency Potential dimension ratings and overall (global)
effectiveness ratings.
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14.0 Entrepreneurial Potential Report

14.1 Introducing the Entrepreneurial Potential Report

This report is powered by Entrecode® – a model of how successful entrepreneurs create
and lead high value businesses.  The report is powered by either Wave Professional Styles
or Wave Focus Styles.

The Entrecode model is based on nearly twenty years of research undertaken by
Professor David Hall and his associates (www.entrecode.com).  Early on, Professor Hall’s
team discovered that the entrepreneurial business building process was much more of a
personal process than the traditional business school marketing methods. Networking,
building alliances and delighting customers are much more important than business
models, branding or business plans.

After researching what entrepreneurs did to be successful, David Hall set out to
understand how they approached each of these key activities.  For example, it was
acknowledged that networking was important to business growth, but how they
networked was a mystery.  Indeed one early insight was that successful entrepreneurs
are often unable to articulate how they do things because they are ‘unconsciously
competent.’

However, Olympic coach Wyatt Woodsmall provided an insight enabling ‘modeling’ to
identify 96 characteristics shared by a group of entrepreneurs.  In order to narrow the list,
he then surveyed 250 entrepreneurs in the UK and Australia and validated the results
against job performance dating back 10 years.  Effectively, Professor Hall’s research
‘cracked the code’ of entrepreneurial success and encapsulated this in the Entrecode
model.

In 2005, Entrecode and Saville Consulting collaborated to create the Entrepreneurial
Potential Report, an instrument designed to rigorously assess entrepreneurial talent.

The Entrepreneurial Potential Report assesses individuals against the six core areas from
the Entrecode® model below that drive entrepreneurial success.
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Figure 14.1  The Entrecode® Model

The model then breaks down into subcomponents under each of these six areas.  There
is a total of twenty-one subcomponents underpinning Entrepreneurial success in the
Entrepreneurial Potential Report.  Each of these scales is measured by a mapping to the
108 competency facets in the Wave performance model.  This allows the competency
potential facets of Wave Professional or Focus Styles to power the Entrepreneurial
Potential Report.  This report was the first example of Saville Consulting Wave research
and model measuring an external model of effectiveness at work.

14.2 Development of the Entrepreneurial Potential
Report

A four-step process was used to link Wave Professional Styles to the Entrecode model and
then generate the Entrepreneurial Potential Report:

Step 1: Rational links were made between the Saville Consulting Work Performance
model (at the most detailed, 108 facet level) and the Entrecode® model

Step 2: The competency potential facets were chosen and weighted based on
these rational links.  Competency potential facets themselves are weighted
combinations of Wave Styles facets which maximize the validity in
predicting the Saville Consulting Work Performance model (see Construction
chapter).

Getting in the Zone

Staying in the Zone

Building Capability

Opening up 
to the World

Seeing Possibilites

Creating Superior
Opportunities
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Step 3: The Entrepreneurial equations were run on the standardization group to
check for construct separation and overlap.  The equations were
subsequently refined.

Step 4: Finally, an individual’s results are compared against the benchmark norm
group used to generate that report.  (A description of this norm group is
provided at the bottom of each page within the report).

14.3 Applications

Assess Entrepreneurial Potential

The Entrepreneurial Potential Report allows the assessment user to see at a glance
whether an individual has what it takes to be a successful entrepreneur.  The graphics and
narrative text quickly and easily highlight relative strengths and gaps, providing valuable
insights for coaching or selection. In parallel, the Expert Report from Professional or Focus
Styles can then help to understand why the person has emerged with a given pattern of
strengths or development needs at a deeper behavioral style level.

Help Venture Capitalists and New Business Incubators

Venture Capitalists and other business support organizations are generally able to
evaluate business plans very effectively.  However, they tend to struggle with the
question ‘does this person with the good idea have the prerequisite skills to take the idea
off the page and make it an economic success?’

The Entrepreneurial Potential Report allows a better understanding of the extent to
which an individual has the traits of highly successful entrepreneurs who have created
high growth businesses.  This makes it possible to weigh up the probability that the
business will thrive and prosper.  Where there are traits missing, an organization can make
an informed decision about managing the risks involved in backing a new venture.

Build on Entrepreneurial Strengths

The Entrepreneurial Potential Report will identify the raw talent, but for this potential to
convert into performance, the individuals need the right environment, the tools for the job
and the coaching support that recognizes that they are different from the majority of
other workers in the organization.  Harnessing this entrepreneurial talent has huge
potential benefits, since these individuals have the ability to grow the business faster,
with fewer resources and more effectively than the organization’s other staff.  More
information on Entrecode support materials and toolkit can be found at
www.entrecode.com.
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Coach Entrepreneurs to Build High Growth, High Value Businesses

Entrepreneurs have specific approaches to learning and developing, primarily from active
experimentation, trial-and-error, and from peers, family and friends.  The EntreCoaching
approach maximizes learning by leveraging these insights, including:

• Encouraging and modeling action taking

• Minimizing power and control, i.e., bureaucracy

• Focusing on strengths not weaknesses

• Helping to remove blockages to progress

Drive Corporate Entrepreneurship and Innovation

Corporate organizations struggle to innovate and this is backed up by research that
highlights that 95% of all major innovations in products and services in the 20th century
originated in companies employing fewer than twenty people (Timmons & Spinelli, 2003).
The Entrepreneurial Potential Report enables corporate business to highlight and utilize
their internal entrepreneurs in a way that maximizes their personal strengths.

A corporation’s internal entrepreneurs are often pivotal to an organization’s future
success.  They tend to be the people who can make step-changes and deliver
breakthrough thinking.  However, individuals with strong entrepreneurial characteristics
are likely to make up less than 10% of most workforces.  So business leaders must
identify them and empower them to operate within a more entrepreneurial culture, e.g.,
'just do it,' 'success or learning,' and 'take calculated risks.'  Entrepreneurial people may
come from unexpected places and yet will have the capacity and mindset to deliver
results beyond expectations.

Revitalize and Transform the Business

Business transformation utilizes the same individual traits that would be used by an
entrepreneur when setting up and delivering a new proposition; it needs people with
vision, focus and a strong drive to achieve and make a difference.  The Entrepreneurial
Potential Report can be used to identify the people who would be most likely to drive
through significant organizational change.  These potential change agents can be brought
together from across the organization.

Business transformation requires the organization and its employees to refocus on what
is most important and ditch other activities that are not creating sufficient value.  A
business transformation team can be made up of internal entrepreneurs which will kick-
start revitalization, and their vision and optimism will re-energize others in the
organization to implement the necessary changes.
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Spot Opportunities for New Products or Markets

Traditionally companies hire sales managers and product developers because of their
qualifications, technical knowledge, and their experience.  By contrast, the
Entrepreneurial Potential Report identifies those people with the talent and motivation
to shine in the development of superior commercial opportunities.  Successful
entrepreneurs often have served a lengthy apprenticeship in their chosen field, so they
have an in-depth understanding and a network of useful contacts.  However, the most
successful entrepreneurs also have a distinctive style, as measured by the
Entrepreneurial Potential Report.  By using this tool specifically with customer facing
staff (particularly key account managers), you can identify those who will be most likely
to spot the new business opportunities that offer sustainable high value returns.

Retain and Liberate your Innovators

Many high growth companies are started by refugees from large corporate business.  The
reality is that many businesses do not appreciate that they have internal entrepreneurs
who, if not managed correctly, will leave and create value for themselves rather than
staying and delivering value for their employer.  The key is to highlight these people
before it is too late and nurture them, so that they develop ideas linked to their own
company’s strategy.

The Entrepreneurial Potential Report helps to identify likely innovators.  Using the
Entrecode process and principles, companies can then create a sub-culture within which
innovators will prosper.  Providing additional coaching and support will enable them to
create new perspectives and spot superior opportunities.  In this way business owners
take their innovators and their ideas on a journey to enhance the company’s competitive
advantage, while at the same time making them feel valued and less likely to leave.



© 2012 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.0.

326

14.4 Interpreting the Scales

In the following section we explain how the six core areas of the Entrecode® model
presented in the Entrepreneurial Summary Profile dimensions breaks down into twenty-
one aspects of entrepreneurial potential.  We then provide an interpretation of both high
and low scores for each of these aspects, and share the four Professional Styles
dimension(s) that correlate the highest with each of the Entrepreneurial Potential scales.
These are listed in rank order starting with the Professional Styles dimension with the
strongest correlation with the given Entrepreneurial Potential scale.

GETTING IN THE ZONE

•  Achievement Drive

•  Compelling Vision

•  Energy

•  Action Oriented

Achievement Drive

HIGH SCORERS: show total commitment to succeeding and achieving results
LOW SCORERS: place little personal emphasis on achieving results

Most highly correlating Professional Styles Dimensions:

•  Striving
•  Directing
•  Enterprising
•  Purposeful

Compelling Vision

HIGH SCORERS: create a strong, compelling vision of what they would like the future to
look like
LOW SCORERS: tend to focus on the here-and-now rather than creating a vision for the
future

Most highly correlating Professional Styles Dimensions:

•  Convincing
•  Strategic
•  Directing
•  Empowering
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Energy

HIGH SCORERS: consistently put lots of energy into making things happen
LOW SCORERS: may appear quite laid-back and unconcerned about making things
happen

Most highly correlating Professional Styles Dimensions:

•  Dynamic
•  Directing
•  Purposeful
•  Change Oriented

Action Oriented

HIGH SCORERS: display a strong preference for acting quickly and decisively, being
impatient to move things on
LOW SCORERS: may not feel comfortable taking the initiative and may find it difficult to
take action quickly

Most highly correlating Professional Styles Dimensions:

•  Purposeful
•  Dynamic
•  Directing
•  Insightful
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SEEING POSSIBILITIES

•  Big Picture

•  Options Thinking

•  Savvy

Big Picture

HIGH SCORERS: clearly focused on the big picture and the wider issues that matter
LOW SCORERS: likely to focus on a narrow set of issues and may lose sight of the big
picture

Most highly correlating Professional Styles Dimensions:

•  Strategic
•  Insightful
•  Inventive
•  Dynamic

Options Thinking

HIGH SCORERS: explore a wide variety of options and alternatives, are rarely stuck for
an answer
LOW SCORERS: may consider only a limited number of approaches to issues

Most highly correlating Professional Styles Dimensions:

•  Inventive
•  Strategic
•  Abstract
•  Insightful

Savvy

HIGH SCORERS: confidently use own intuition and experience to make judgments
LOW SCORERS: seldom rely on own intuition and experience to guide judgments

Most highly correlating Professional Styles Dimensions:

•  Purposeful
•  Insightful
•  Directing
•  Dynamic
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CREATING SUPERIOR OPPORTUNITIES

•  Problem Seeking

•  Synthesis

• Problem Solving

•  Customer Delivery 

Problem Seeking

HIGH SCORERS: put significant effort into finding out which problems customers really
want to address
LOW SCORERS: may show a lack of interest in understanding the issues that customers
face

Most highly correlating Professional Styles Dimensions:

•  Interactive
•  Empowering
•  Engaging
•  Articulate

Synthesis

HIGH SCORERS: highly skilled at integrating information from diverse sources to
develop new approaches
LOW SCORERS: may not make the connection between insights gained from different
sources

Most highly correlating Professional Styles Dimensions:

•  Abstract
•  Analytical
•  Inventive
•  Strategic
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Problem Solving

HIGH SCORERS: produce very strong commercial solutions to customer problems that
lead to new business opportunities

LOW SCORERS: unlikely to produce solutions quickly and may lack interest in identifying
new business opportunities

Most highly correlating Professional Styles Dimensions:

•  Enterprising
•  Purposeful
•  Directing
•  Convincing

Customer Delivery

HIGH SCORERS: focused on personally delivering a high quality service to customers
LOW SCORERS: less focused on personally delivering a high quality service to
customers

Most highly correlating Professional Styles Dimensions:

•  Meticulous
•  Reliable
•  Organized
•  Principled
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STAYING IN THE ZONE

•  Focus

•  Positive Mindset

• Self-determining

•  Persistence

Focus

HIGH SCORERS: show a single-minded focus on priorities, refusing to be distracted
LOW SCORERS: may be easily distracted and lose sight of the key priorities

Most highly correlating Professional Styles Dimensions:

•  Directing
•  Purposeful
•  Dynamic
•  Strategic

Positive Mindset

HIGH SCORERS: show a consistently positive attitude and thrive in the face of difficult
challenges
LOW SCORERS: may show a tendency to dwell on the negative side of things, becoming
disheartened in the face of challenges

Most highly correlating Professional Styles Dimensions:

•  Positive
•  Change Oriented
•  Dynamic
•  Composed

Self-determining

HIGH SCORERS: take firm, unwavering control of shaping their own destiny
LOW SCORERS: may feel uncomfortable making decisions that will shape their own
destiny

Most highly correlating Professional Styles Dimensions:

•  Self-assured
•  Purposeful
•  Directing
•  Strategic
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Persistence

HIGH SCORERS: show strong persistence in seeing things through to the end despite
difficulties, recovering very quickly from setbacks

LOW SCORERS: show less persistence than others, particularly when faced with
difficulties or setbacks

Most highly correlating Professional Styles Dimensions:

•  Striving
•  Directing
•  Positive
•  Purposeful
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OPENING UP TO THE WORLD

• Expressing Passion

• Purposeful Networking

• Creating Partnerships

Expressing Passion

HIGH SCORERS: express ideas and opinions in a highly persuasive and inspiring manner
LOW SCORERS: show little inclination to inspire and persuade others

Most highly correlating Professional Styles Dimensions:

•  Empowering
•  Directing
•  Convincing
•  Enterprising

Purposeful Networking

HIGH SCORERS: show great flair in building and maintaining appropriate networks to
establish useful business relationships

LOW SCORERS: likely to find networking uncomfortable and avoid making time for
building business relationships

Most highly correlating Professional Styles Dimensions:

•  Interactive
•  Articulate
•  Engaging
•  Self-promoting

Creating Partnerships

HIGH SCORERS: highly skilled at negotiating, generating sales and building strong
commercial partnerships

LOW SCORERS: may not be comfortable generating sales or negotiating deals with
potential commercial partners

Most highly correlating Professional Styles Dimensions:

•  Enterprising
•  Convincing
•  Directing
•  Empowering
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BUILDING CAPABILITY

•  Building Up the Team

•  Experiential Learning

•  Staying on Track

Building Up the Team

HIGH SCORERS: very focused on building a strong team by coordinating and motivating
the right people
LOW SCORERS: may show a lack of interest in taking on responsibility for coordinating
and motivating the team

Most highly correlating Professional Styles Dimensions:

•  Empowering
•  Directing
•  Dynamic
•  Strategic

Experiential Learning

HIGH SCORERS: show a strong preference for learning through pragmatic
experimentation and drawing on experience

LOW SCORERS: unlikely to choose active experimentation as the primary method of
learning

Most highly correlating Professional Styles Dimensions:

•  Learning Oriented
•  Inventive
•  Insightful
•  Change Oriented
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Staying on Track

HIGH SCORERS: consistently strive for continuous improvement to ensure the business
stays ahead of the competition

LOW SCORERS: may become complacent, and not put great effort into keeping things on
track

Most highly correlating Professional Styles Dimensions:

•  Activity Oriented
•  Striving
•  Dynamic
•  Insightful
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14.5 Reliability of the Entrepreneurial Potential Scales

Alternate Form Reliability

In order to assess the alternate form reliability of the Entrecode® Model, a sample of
1,153 individuals from the UK completed parallel versions of Wave Professional Styles
(Invited Access and Supervised Access).  These two versions are designed with different
content but to measure the same concepts and areas.  For a full description of the sample
(Standardization sample), refer to Appendix B in this handbook.  Table 14.1 displays
Alternate Form reliabilities for the Entrepreneurial Potential Scales.

Table 14.1 Entrecode Model Alternate Form Reliability – Invited Access (IA) vs.
Supervised Access (SA) (N=1,153) 

Ent. Potential Scales Mean (IA) Mean (SA) SD (IA) SD (SA) SEm Sten r

Getting in the Zone 23059.37 23236.81 2484.86 2468.61 .52 .93

Achievement Drive 6817.55 6963.36 702.51 663.19 1.09 .70

Compelling Vision 5089.90 4816.12 899.33 837.35 .83 .83

Energy 5606.13 5630.25 1039.78 1029.64 .73 .87

Action Oriented 5545.79 5553.30 880.41 867.14 .77 .85

Seeing Possibilities 17874.88 17831.24 2372.29 2428.96 .61 .91

Big Picture 6119.77 6183.55 1051.12 1055.60 .77 .85

Options Thinking 5800.92 5607.03 1126.53 1131.31 .74 .86

Savvy 5954.19 6040.67 831.48 825.83 .82 .83

Creating Superior
Opportunities

24076.78 24205.35 1788.91 1844.05 .82 .83

Problem Seeking 5579.88 5525.83 773.98 767.56 .86 .82

Synthesis 5631.51 5509.78 965.54 989.03 .75 .86

Problem Solving 6088.15 6194.07 985.24 964.08 .81 .84

Customer Delivery 6777.25 6975.67 1006.15 1003.79 .75 .86

Staying in the Zone 22298.69 22281.09 2404.42 2399.04 .64 .90

Focus 5411.95 5407.22 738.09 775.63 .80 .84

Positive Mindset 6662.12 6587.39 1000.85 985.59 .77 .85

Self-determining 4947.72 4969.38 882.81 912.06 .79 .85

Persistence 5276.90 5317.11 685.93 671.17 .95 .77

Opening Up to the World 15375.94 15027.75 2634.59 2655.66 .48 .94

Expressing Passion 5160.19 5045.76 995.34 961.67 .71 .88

Purposeful Networking 5244.30 5119.11 1045.56 1024.51 .69 .88

Creating Partnerships 4971.45 4862.88 1202.09 1238.43 .56 .92

Building Capability 17446.68 17443.97 1550.69 1505.75 .74 .86

Building Up the Team 5859.55 5873.43 961.38 968.52 .75 .86

Experiential Learning 5686.05 5764.57 688.06 656.62 .88 .81

Staying On Track 5901.08 5805.97 711.44 696.41 .87 .81
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Test-Retest Reliability

In order to assess the test-retest reliability of the Entrecode® Model, a sample of 100
individuals from the UK who were engaged in a mixed range of different occupations
completed Wave Professional Styles (Invited Access) twice with a period of approximately
18 months between the two completions.  For a full description of the sample (Test-retest
sample), refer to Appendix T in this handbook.

Table 14.2 Entrecode Model Test-Retest Reliability Over an 18 Month Period
(N=100)

Ent. Potential Scales Mean t1 Mean t2 SD t1 SD t2 SEm Sten r

Getting in the Zone 22222.28 22511.12 3077.26 3279.57 .89 .80

Achievement Drive 6177.74 6110.86 1169.07 1180.75 .79 .84

Compelling Vision 4955.99 5097.03 952.97 921.46 1.10 .70

Energy 5537.28 5681.26 1019.18 1121.12 1.05 .72

Action Oriented 5551.28 5621.97 846.96 881.43 1.16 .66

Seeing Possibilities 17810.27 18061.06 2206.96 2375.64 .94 .78

Big Picture 6037.73 6179.31 928.90 1054.01 1.11 .69

Options Thinking 5861.57 5936.23 1117.66 1117.89 1.10 .70

Savvy 5910.98 5945.52 943.68 866.59 .97 .77

Creating Superior
Opportunities

23820.25 23754.79 1634.31 1622.30 1.13 .68

Problem Seeking 5618.28 5509.61 808.62 771.52 .91 .79

Synthesis 5560.35 5565.49 910.95 961.30 1.02 .74

Problem Solving 5778.81 5855.04 943.45 954.76 1.16 .66

Customer Delivery 6862.82 6824.65 993.27 902.62 1.10 .70

Staying in the Zone 21794.16 22147.09 2419.70 2643.05 .85 .82

Focus 5428.27 5508.71 774.11 770.65 1.03 .73

Positive Mindset 6095.97 6376.89 987.31 1124.41 1.17 .66

Self-determining 5050.26 5017.40 893.81 866.91 .91 .80

Persistence 5219.67 5244.10 695.53 742.77 1.16 .66

Opening Up to the World 14971.28 14981.95 2377.49 2322.32 .92 .79

Expressing Passion 5120.89 5158.86 929.78 865.52 1.31 .57

Purposeful Networking 5073.87 4997.20 1116.69 1096.83 .86 .81

Creating Partnerships 4776.52 4825.89 1077.84 1038.90 .94 .78

Building Capability 17246.14 17404.70 1721.35 1777.35 .99 .76

Building Up the Team 5771.76 5865.14 934.47 1037.12 1.13 .68

Experiential Learning 5639.63 5673.53 635.35 688.56 1.15 .67

Staying On Track 5834.76 5866.04 878.80 837.53 .97 .77
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Test-retest reliabilities ranged from .57 to .84 for the dimensions, with an average of .72.
For the sections the reliabilities ranged from .68 to .82, with an average of .77.  Some
reliability estimates at the dimension level are slightly lower, and although data was
collected at 18 month intervals, this suggests that some dimensions may represent
constructs that are less stable over time and may be more subject to situational effects.
For example, ‘Expressing Passion’ (r=.57) may be partly context dependent.
Nevertheless, results, overall, indicate good stability over time, particularly at the section
level.

14.6 Validity of the Entrepreneurial Potential
Report Scales

Construct Validity

As the Entrecode model is designed to measure Entrepreneurial behaviors exclusively,
finding evidence to support the constructs becomes difficult due to a lack of comparable
assessments.  Consequently, to better understand the construct validity of the Entrecode
model, Entrepreneurial Potential dimension scores were correlated with ‘Great Eight’
competency scores computed from the OPQ scales.  Table 14.3 displays the correlations
between Entrepreneurial Potential scales and ‘Great Eight’ competencies derived from
responses to the OPQ.  Analysis was conducted using the Epsom sample (N=308), for
further information on this sample refer to Appendix C in this handbook.  Correlations
above .40 are highlighted in green and those below -.40 are highlighted in orange.  
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Table 14.3  Entrepreneurial Potential Dimension scores correlated with Great Eight
scores computed from OPQ scales (N=308)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and
any raw correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).

Around half of the Entrepreneurial Potential dimensions correlated above .40 with the
‘Great Eight’ scale ‘Leading & Deciding’.  This suggests that possessing strong leadership
skills and an inclination to take responsibility is central to entrepreneurial potential.  The
‘Great Eight’ scale ‘Creating & Conceptualizing’ correlated with a number of the

A
na
ly
zi
ng

 &
 In
te
rp
re
ti
ng

Cr
ea
ti
ng

 &
Co
nc
ep
tu
al
iz
in
g

In
te
ra
ct
in
g 
&
 P
re
se
nt
in
g

Le
ad
in
g 
&
 D
ec
id
in
g

Su
pp
or
ti
ng

 &
 C
oo
pe
ra
ti
ng

A
da
pt
in
g 
&
 C
op
in
g

O
rg
an
iz
in
g 
&
 E
xe
cu
ti
ng

En
te
rp
ri
si
ng

 &
 P
er
fo
rm

in
g

Achievement Drive .01 .27 .08 .40 -.37 -.01 .00 .57

Compelling Vision .04 .47 .20 .50 -.32 -.08 -.15 .29

Energy -.04 .40 .20 .47 -.41 .16 -.15 .44

Action Oriented -.09 .16 .06 .44 -.39 .06 .06 .28

Big Picture .33 .42 -.14 .39 -.40 -.09 -.02 .22

Options Thinking .28 .71 .01 .38 -.31 -.13 -.30 .24

Savvy .12 .22 -.06 .42 -.40 -.01 .05 .14

Problem Seeking -.25 .14 .51 .10 .33 .03 -.43 .09

Synthesis .58 .36 -.15 .21 -.36 -.10 -.13 .13

Problem Solving .22 .42 -.09 .53 -.54 .04 -.08 .27

Customer Delivery .02 -.28 -.31 -.25 .04 -.17 .60 -.01

Focus .02 .11 .05 .55 -.30 -.21 .23 .28

Positive Mindset -.20 .19 .23 .27 -.21 .38 -.16 .27

Self-determining .00 .25 .15 .53 -.42 .13 -.10 .34

Persistence -.25 .07 .05 .27 -.17 .16 .23 .23

Expressing Passion -.05 .39 .38 .44 -.12 .02 -.40 .05

Purposeful Networking -.19 .06 .55 .13 .26 -.05 -.32 .17

Creating Partnerships -.09 .24 .22 .59 -.29 -.04 -.17 .33

Building Up the Team -.18 .13 .33 .42 .12 .00 -.04 .09

Experiential Learning .18 .29 -.04 .24 -.32 .00 -.12 .31

Staying On Track -.07 .08 -.12 .26 -.38 .06 .30 .38

Ent.
Potential
Dimensions

Great
Eight
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Entrepreneurial Potential dimensions, providing evidence that the Entrecode model
covers the entrepreneurial ability to innovate new products and concepts.  The ‘Great
Eight’ scale ‘Enterprising & Performing’ correlated with only a couple of entrepreneurial
scales above .40, but correlated positively with many of the scales in the .20 to .40 range.
This would indicate that, to some degree, the Entrepreneurial Potential scales are picking
up the enterprising aspect of entrepreneurial potential. .

‘Supporting & Cooperating’ correlated negatively with various Entrepreneurial Potential
dimensions, suggesting that being a good team member and being accommodating to
others is likely not only to be unimportant in underpinning entrepreneurial potential, but
also likely to actually indicate less potential in this area.

Concurrent Validity

Concurrent criterion-related validity for the Entrecode® model was demonstrated by
correlating the Entrepreneurial Potential dimension scores with external ratings of
performance of 36 behavioral competencies.  Table 14.4 presents the a priori
hypothesized correlations and the three highest other significant correlations, which were
not a priori hypothesized.  Again, analysis was conducted using the Epsom sample
(N=308). For further information on this sample refer to Appendix C in this handbook.
Validities have been adjusted for attenuation based on the reliability of the criteria (based
on 263 pairs of criterion ratings).  No further corrections were applied (e.g. restriction of
range, predictor unreliability).  Corrected correlations are presented in brackets after the
uncorrected, raw correlations.

Table 14.4 Entrepreneurial Potential dimensions against work performance ratings
(N=308)

Entrepreneurial
Potential Dimension

A priori hypothesized
correlations

r uncorrected
(r corrected)

Highest other correlations 
(not a priori)

r
uncorrected

Achievement Drive

Seizing Opportunities .22 (.43) Providing Insights .33

Pursuing Goals .24 (.49) Taking Action .29

Exploring Possibilities .28

Compelling Vision

Generating Ideas .21 (.42) Challenging Ideas .21

Impressing People .18 (.36) Taking Action .20

Articulating Information .19

Energy

Pursuing Goals .28 (.56) Providing Insights .26

Taking Action .27 (.55) Directing People .25

Developing Expertise .23

Action Oriented

Taking Action .24 (.49) Providing Insights .25

Making Decisions .27 (.54) Directing People .25

Generating Ideas .18

Big Picture

Developing Strategies .20 (.40) Providing Insights .21

Embracing Change .15 (.30) Challenging Ideas .18

Making Decisions .18
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Table 14.4 Entrepreneurial Potential dimensions against work performance ratings
(N=308)  Continued from previous page

Entrepreneurial
Potential Dimension

A priori hypothesized
correlations

r uncorrected
(r corrected)

Highest other correlations 
(not a priori)

r 
uncorrected

Options Thinking

Exploring Possibilities .16 (.32) Challenging Ideas .23

Developing Strategies .14 (.28) Generating Ideas .21

Articulating Information .14

Savvy

Adopting Practical
Approaches

.21 (.42) Making Decisions .20

Providing Insights .18 (.36) Directing People .20

Examining Information .18

Problem Seeking

Challenging Ideas .09 (.17) Interacting with People .17

Inviting Feedback -.02 (-.04) Conveying Self Confidence .15

Understanding People .13

Synthesis

Interpreting Data .14 (.29) Challenging Ideas .13

Exploring Possibilities .09 (.17) Developing Strategies .09

Upholding Standards .05

Problem Solving

Examining Information .17 (.30) Seizing Opportunities .24

Providing Insights .17 (.31) Interpreting Data .21

Developing Strategies .20

Customer Delivery

Upholding Standards .18 (.31) Managing Tasks .20

Meeting Timescales .15 (.25) Following Procedures .18

Checking Things .14

Focus

Managing Tasks .18 (.35) Directing People .30

Showing Composure .07 (.14) Making Decisions .26

Taking Action .24

Positive Mindset

Thinking Positively .25 (.50) Providing Insights .25

Embracing Change .25 (.51) Directing People .25

Developing Expertise .22

Self-determining

Making Decisions .16 (.27) Developing Strategies .29

Conveying Self
Confidence

.26 (.45) Providing Insights .27

Taking Action .25

Persistence

Pursuing Goals .26 (.52) Taking Action .25

Thinking Positively .17 (.34) Adopting Practical Approaches .22

Seizing Opportunities .19

Expressing Passion

Articulating
Information

.27 (.53) Conveying Self Confidence .21

Impressing People .17 (.34) Generating Ideas .21

Challenging Ideas .17
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Table 14.4 Entrepreneurial Potential dimensions against work performance ratings
(N=308) Continued from previous page

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and
any raw correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).

The validity of the Entrecode model is supported by the data, with most corrected
validities at .30 or above.  The strongest correlations with a priori hypothesized
competencies were found for the dimension ‘Energy’ with the competency ‘Pursuing
Goals’ at .56, the dimension ‘Creating Partnerships’ with the competency ‘Seizing
Opportunities’ at .61, and the dimension ‘Staying on Track’ with the competency
‘Producing Output’ at .59.

14.7 Summary of Entrepreneurial Potential

This chapter has outlined the development of the Entrecode Model and how the Saville
Consulting Entrepreneurial Potential Report has been created to fully utilize it in an
assessment format.  The suitable applications of the report have been discussed, and
detailed descriptions of the scales provided to maximise its effective use.  Evidence for
the validity and reliability of the Entrecode model has been presented.  Saville
Consulting’s Entrepreneurial Potential Report aims to explore the specific behavioral
characteristics integral to achieving success in the business world.

Entrepreneurial
Potential Dimension

A priori hypothesized
correlations

r uncorrected
(r corrected)

Highest other correlations 
(not a priori)

r 
uncorrected

Purposeful
Networking

Interacting with
People

.26 (.47) Articulating Information .26

Establishing Rapport .21 (.37) Conveying Self Confidence .21

Impressing People .19

Creating 
Partnerships

Convincing People .22 (.41) Generating Ideas .24

Seizing Opportunities .33 (.61) Pursuing Goals .20

Taking Action .18

Building Up 
the Team

Empowering Individuals .19 (.38) Interacting with People .24

Team Working .15 (.29) Directing People .24

Articulating Information .19

Experiential Learning

Developing Expertise .11 (.21) Challenging Ideas .17

Embracing Change .12 (.23) Conveying Self Confidence .12

Examining Information .11

Staying On Track

Producing Output .30 (.59) Taking Action .24

Managing Tasks .26 (.51) Directing People .21

Adopting Practical Approaches .21
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15.0 Reports

15.1 Appropriate Uses of Saville Consulting Wave®
Styles Reports

The following provides a guide for the appropriate use of Saville Consulting Wave reports.
This summary acts as a guide only; neither the list of applications nor that of suggested
Wave reports is exhaustive, but merely represents the most frequent recommendations.
Users can bring in additional reports to those suggested or indeed use reports in an order
differing to that recommended if their situation and context require.  

Selection (Wave Trained Users)
Suggested Wave reports: Expert1, (Sales – for sales roles)2, Interview Guide3

Selection (Non Wave Trained Users*)
Suggested Wave reports: Line Manager/Personal1, Interview Guide2

Individual Development (Wave Trained Users)
Suggested Wave reports: Expert1, Summary/Premium Development2

Individual Development (Non Wave Trained Users*)
Suggested Wave reports: Line Manager/Personal1, Summary/Premium Development2

Saville Consulting recommends the use of the Expert Report in addition to the Line
Manager and Personal Reports for use in individual development where possible. 

Coaching
Suggested Wave reports: Expert1, Summary/Premium Development2, Reflections3,
Leadership4

Leadership Assessment
Suggested Wave reports: Leadership2, Expert Report1, Reflections3

Note. For leadership selection Saville Consulting advises the use of the Expert and
Leadership Reports, the Reflections Report is recommended in addition for leadership
development rather than selection.

*Wave Trained Users are required within the organization to oversee the application of the assessments and reports.
Briefing is highly recommended for non-users.  Contact Saville Consulting for further information.

Note. The superscript number adjacent to reports indicates the order in which Saville Consulting advises reports are
used. Clearly, this advice may vary depending on how the reports are to be applied for a particular application.  

1 Report should be used first, preceding all other reports
2 Report should be used proceeding first report
3 Report should be used proceeding second report
4 Report should be used proceeding third report
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Team Development (Wave Trained Users)
Suggested Wave Reports: Team Roles3, Expert2, Types1

Team Development (Non Wave Trained Users*)
Suggested Wave Reports: Team Roles3, Line Manager/Personal2, Types1

Organizational Talent Audit
Suggested Wave Reports: Expert1, Leadership2 

Business Growth
Suggested Wave Reports: Leadership3, Entrepreneurial4, Expert1, Sales2

Self-awareness
Suggested Wave Reports: Types1, Expert2

Career Planning
Suggested Wave Reports: Expert1, Entrepreneurial2

*Wave Trained Users are required within the organization to oversee the application of the assessments and reports.
Briefing is highly recommended for non-users.  Contact Saville Consulting for further information.

Note. The superscript number adjacent to reports indicates the order in which Saville Consulting advises reports are
used. Clearly, this advice may vary depending on how the reports are to be applied for a particular application.  

1 Report should be used first, preceding all other reports
2 Report should be used proceeding first report
3 Report should be used proceeding second report
4 Report should be used proceeding third report
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15.2 Selection of Wave Styles Reports

This section provides a selection of Saville Consulting Wave Professional Styles Example
Reports.

•  Expert Report
This is the most popular report for trained users of Saville Consulting Wave
Professional Styles.

• Personal Report
This report is provided complimentary with the Expert report and provides the
assessees with a profile report summarising their results.

• Line Manager Report
This report is designed for the other stakeholders who may or may not be trained
users such as prospective line managers.  The report is provided under the
supervision of a trained user.

• Interview Guide
This report provides potential questions and probes to be used at interview. It is
currently driven by Wave Professional Styles, Focus Styles and Work Strengths.

• Summary Development Report
This report provides development advice based on the individual’s competency
potential.  The report provided here is the Summary Development Report.  A more
extensive Premium Development Report is also available.

• Types Report
Refer to Types chapter in this handbook.

• Team Roles Report
Refer to Team Roles chapter in this handbook.

• Leadership Report
Refer to Leadership chapter in this handbook.

• Reflections Report
Refer to Reflections chapter in this handbook.

• Sales Report
Refer to Sales Report chapter in this handbook.

• Entrepreneurial Potential Report
Refer to Entrepreneurial Potential Report chapter in this handbook.

More information on reports can be found at www.savilleconsulting.com.
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About this Report

This report is based upon the Styles assessment, which explores an individual's motives,
preferences, needs and talents in critical work areas.

The results are based on a comparison with a group of 2,600 international professionals
and managers and are presented on a 1 to 10 Sten scale.

Since the questionnaire is a self-report measure, the results reflect the individual's self-
perceptions. Nevertheless, our extensive research has shown it to be a valid measure of
how people will operate in the workplace.

It should be remembered that the information contained in this report is potentially
sensitive and every effort should be made to ensure that it is stored in a secure place.

The information contained within this report is likely to remain valid for 12 to 24 months,
depending upon circumstances.

The report was produced using Saville Consulting software systems. It has been derived
from the results of an assessment completed by the respondent, and reflects the
responses they made.

This report has been generated electronically. Saville Consulting do not guarantee that it
has not been changed or edited. We can accept no liability for the consequences of the
use of this report, howsoever arising.

The application of this assessment is limited to Saville Consulting employees, agents of
Saville Consulting and clients authorised by Saville Consulting.

™

Report for Alex Staton Comparison Group: Professionals & Managers (INT, IA, 2009)
Generated on: 29-Sep-2011 Page 2 © 2005-2009 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved.
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Introduction to Assessment Report
This report provides information on motives, preferences, needs and talents, based on Alex
Staton's responses to the Styles questionnaire.

Executive Summary Profile

The Executive Summary Profile outlines the 12 main sections of the profile, grouped
under the four major cluster headings of Thought, Influence, Adaptability and Delivery.
Beneath each of the 12 section headings information is given on the three underlying
dimensions - 36 dimensions in total.

Full Psychometric Profile

The Full Psychometric Profile focuses on the 36 Professional Styles dimensions, which
are arranged under four main cluster headings (Thought, Influence, Adaptability and
Delivery), with one page devoted to each cluster. Each cluster breaks down into three
sections (12 in total), each consisting of three dimensions. These 36 dimensions are each
comprised of three underlying facets (108 in total), with verbal descriptions of the facet
scores shown underneath the dimension title.

Summary Psychometric Profile

The Summary Psychometric Profile gives an overview of the 36 Styles dimensions of the
profile on one page. It highlights where there is a facet range, and where motive or
talent is higher (whichever is higher is indicated by M or T) and where normative or
ipsative is higher (whichever is higher is indicated by an N or I).

Competency Potential Profile

The Competency Potential Report is based on links established between the 108 facets
of the Styles questionnaire and a detailed, independent assessment of work performance
on over 1,000 professionals. Based on real data, this gives a unique prediction of Alex
Staton's likely strengths and limitations in 12 key performance areas. Underlying
components of performance are reflected in the verbal descriptions and scores under
each of the 12 competency headings. This prediction should be interpreted against key
work requirements as established through job analysis or competency profiling methods.
Highly positive profiles may reflect an unrealistically positive self-view whilst low scoring
profiles may reflect an overly critical self-view. In such cases, it is particularly important
to verify the results against other information.

Predicted Culture/Environment Fit

The Predicted Culture/Environment Fit Report gives an indication of the aspects of the
culture, job and environment that are likely to enhance or inhibit a person's success.
Saville Consulting's groundbreaking research suggests that people's motives and talents
interact in important ways with culture, job and environment characteristics to help
determine their work performance and competency.

Individual
Motives

Individual
Talents

Performance Enhancers
(Culture, Job & Environment)

Work
Competency

Performance Inhibitors
(Culture, Job & Environment)
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Executive Summary Profile
Thought 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Evaluative Sten 1

Analytical (4); Factual (1); Rational (3)

Investigative Sten 6

Learning Oriented (4); Practically Minded (6); Insightful (9)

Imaginative Sten 5

Inventive (9); Abstract (1); Strategic (5)

Influence 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Sociable Sten 9

Interactive (10); Engaging (7); Self-promoting (8)

Impactful Sten 7

Convincing (7); Articulate (7); Challenging (6)

Assertive Sten 5

Purposeful (8); Directing (3); Empowering (5)

Adaptability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Resilient Sten 6

Self-assured (7); Composed (9); Resolving (2)

Flexible Sten 6

Positive (7); Change Oriented (7); Receptive (4)

Supportive Sten 4

Attentive (5); Involving (1); Accepting (7)

Delivery 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Conscientious Sten 1

Reliable (1); Meticulous (3); Conforming (1)

Structured Sten 1

Organised (1); Principled (1); Activity Oriented (7)

Driven Sten 9

Dynamic (9); Enterprising (9); Striving (5)

™
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Full Psychometric Profile - Overview
This full psychometric profile provides a detailed assessment of Alex Staton's responses to
the Professional Styles questionnaire.

It begins with a summary of response patterns followed by an explanation of the profile
structure. The next few pages report on the results of the four major clusters.

Response Summary
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Ratings Acquiescence
Overall, fairly critical in self-ratings

Consistency of Rankings
Highly consistent in rank ordering of characteristics

Normative-Ipsative Agreement
Overall, there is a fairly high degree of alignment between
normative and ipsative scores

Motive-Talent Agreement
Overall, the degree of alignment between Motive and
Talent scores is typical of most people

Profile Breakdown

Saville Consulting's extensive research indicates the best predictor of performance at work
is generally the score indicated by the sten marker (combined normative-ipsative).
Information is also provided on subtle differences highlighted by the profile:-

Facet Range. Where the range of facet scores within any dimension is of three stens
or more, this is indicated both by hatching on the dimension scale and the provision of
individual facet scores in brackets alongside each verbal facet description.

 - Normative-Ipsative Split. Differences between normative (rating) and ipsative
(ranking) scores of three stens or more are indicated by the markers  and , respectively.
Where ipsative scores are higher than normative ones, the person may have been overly
self critical in their normative self descriptions. If normative scores are higher than
ipsative, it may mean that the person has been less self critical and has possibly
exaggerated their normative description. This provides specific areas for further
verification, rather than one unspecified measure of social desirability.

 - Motive-Talent Split. Differences between motive and talent scores of three stens
or more on a given dimension are indicated by the markers  and , respectively. Such
differences may suggest an incentive to develop in given areas, or indicate areas where
environmental influences are having a strong impact.
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Full Psychometric Profile - Thought Cluster
Thought

Evaluative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Analytical Sten 4

has very little interest in analysing information (1);
frequently asks probing questions (8); moderately inclined
to seek solutions to problems (6)

Factual Sten 1

unlikely to enjoy communicating in writing (4); has little
interest in the logic behind an argument (1); places little
emphasis on having all the relevant facts (2)

Rational Sten 3

dislikes working with numerical data (4); has little interest
in information technology (3); unlikely to base decisions on
the facts alone (3)

Investigative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Learning Oriented Sten 4

seeks opportunities to learn about new things (8); a
reasonably quick learner (5); gets very little enjoyment
from learning by reading (2)

Practically Minded Sten 6

moderately focused on practical work (5); prefers to learn
by doing (7); shows a reasonable amount of common sense
(6)

Insightful Sten 9

often identifies ways to improve things (8); quick at
getting to the core of a problem (7); trusts intuition to
guide judgement (8)

Imaginative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Inventive Sten 9

generates ideas (8); produces original ideas (7); extremely
likely to adopt radical solutions (10)

Abstract Sten 1

very rarely focused on developing concepts (1); has
relatively little interest in applying theories (3); has very
little interest in studying underlying principles (1)

Strategic Sten 5

moderately inclined to develop strategies (6); takes a
moderately long term view (5); unlikely to create a clear
vision for the future (3)
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Full Psychometric Profile - Influence Cluster
Influence

Sociable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Interactive Sten 10

very lively (10); talks a lot (9); networks well (8)

Engaging Sten 7

quickly establishes rapport (8); is reasonably focused on
making a good first impression (5); makes new friends
easily (8)

Self-promoting Sten 8

often is the centre of attention (9); prepared to tell people
about own achievements (8); has relatively little need for
praise (4)

Impactful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Convincing Sten 7

moderately persuasive (6); makes own point strongly (7); is
focused on negotiating the best deal (7)

Articulate Sten 7

enjoys giving presentations as much as most people (6);
explains things reasonably well (6); confident with new
people (8)

Challenging Sten 6

open in voicing disagreement (8); inclined to challenge
others' ideas (7); dislikes getting involved in arguments (4)

Assertive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Purposeful Sten 8

makes very quick decisions (9); prepared to take
responsibility for big decisions (7); has definite views on
issues (7)

Directing Sten 3

less oriented towards the leadership role (3); has little
desire to co-ordinate people (3); moderately inclined to
take control of things (5)

Empowering Sten 5

has limited interest in finding ways to motivate others (4);
moderately inspiring (6); rarely seeks to encourage others
(3)

™

Report for Alex Staton Comparison Group: Professionals & Managers (INT, IA, 2009)
Generated on: 29-Sep-2011 Page 7 © 2005-2009 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved.



© 2014 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.1.

353

Full Psychometric Profile - Adaptability Cluster
Adaptability

Resilient 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Self-assured Sten 7

moderately self-confident (5); feels in control of own
future (8); has a balanced sense of own worth (6)

Composed Sten 9

rarely gets nervous during important events (8); calm
before important events (8); works well under pressure (7)

Resolving Sten 2

feels uncomfortable dealing with people who are upset (3);
dislikes having to deal with angry people (3); feels less
need than most people to resolve disagreements (2)

Flexible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Positive Sten 7

likely to take an optimistic view (7); quickly recovers from
setbacks (7); moderately cheerful (6)

Change Oriented Sten 7

as ready to accept change as most people (6); copes well
with uncertainty (8); accepts new challenges as readily as
most people (6)

Receptive Sten 4

moderately receptive to feedback from others (5); very
unlikely to encourage others to criticise approach (2);
shows a moderate desire for feedback on performance (6)

Supportive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Attentive Sten 5

as empathetic as most people (6); a reasonably good
listener (6); moderately interested in understanding why
people do things (5)

Involving Sten 1

less team oriented than others (1); takes limited account
of other people's views (4); very unlikely to involve others
in the final decision (1)

Accepting Sten 7

considerate towards others (7); reasonably tolerant (6);
moderately trusting of people (6)
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Full Psychometric Profile - Delivery Cluster
Delivery

Conscientious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Reliable Sten 1

places less emphasis on meeting deadlines than most
people (1); less punctual than most people (1); is
sometimes prepared to leave tasks unfinished (3)

Meticulous Sten 3

has relatively little focus on making sure the detail is right
(3); less thorough than most people (1); ensures a
reasonably high level of quality (6)

Conforming Sten 1

is much less inclined to follow rules (2); dislikes following
procedures (3); is prepared to take risks in decision making
(1)

Structured 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Organised Sten 1

less well organised than most people (2); very much
dislikes having to make plans (1); less inclined to prioritise
than most people (1)

Principled Sten 1

less focused on ethics than most people (1); places less
emphasis on maintaining confidentiality than most people
(1); places little focus on honouring commitments (1)

Activity Oriented Sten 7

works at a fast pace (7); works well when busy (7); multi-
tasks well (7)

Driven 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Dynamic Sten 9

very good at making things happen (9); as impatient as
most people to get things started (5); very energetic (10)

Enterprising Sten 9

identifies business opportunities effectively (9); fairly
sales oriented (8); extremely competitive (9)

Striving Sten 5

is reasonably driven to achieve outstanding results (5);
extremely ambitious (9); less persevering than many
people (3)
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Summary Psychometric Profile
Acquiescence (4)   Consistency (9)   N-I Agreement (7)   M-T Agreement (6)  
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Competency Potential Profile
This report gives Alex Staton's areas of greater and lesser predicted potential based on our
extensive international database linking Saville Consulting Wave to work performance.

Competency Description Potential

So
lv

in
g 

P
ro

bl
em

s

Evaluating Problems
Examining Information (5); Documenting
Facts (1); Interpreting Data (2)

Very Low
higher potential than about 5% of
the comparison group

Investigating Issues
Developing Expertise (6); Adopting Practical
Approaches (7); Providing Insights (7)

Fairly High
higher potential than about 75%
of the comparison group

Creating Innovation
Generating Ideas (8); Exploring Possibilities
(3); Developing Strategies (6)

Average
higher potential than about 60%
of the comparison group

In
fl

ue
nc

in
g 

P
eo

pl
e

Building Relationships
Interacting with People (10); Establishing
Rapport (9); Impressing People (9)

Extremely High
higher potential than about 99%
of the comparison group

Communicating Information
Convincing People (6); Articulating
Information (7); Challenging Ideas (7)

Fairly High
higher potential than about 75%
of the comparison group

Providing Leadership
Making Decisions (8); Directing People (4);
Empowering Individuals (5)

Average
higher potential than about 60%
of the comparison group
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Showing Resilience
Conveying Self-Confidence (6); Showing
Composure (9); Resolving Conflict (1)

Average
higher potential than about 40%
of the comparison group

Adjusting to Change
Thinking Positively (8); Embracing Change (6);
Inviting Feedback (4)

Fairly High
higher potential than about 75%
of the comparison group

Giving Support
Understanding People (5); Team Working (2);
Valuing Individuals (6)

Fairly Low
higher potential than about 25%
of the comparison group
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Processing Details
Meeting Timescales (1); Checking Things (3);
Following Procedures (2)

Extremely Low
higher potential than about 1% of
the comparison group

Structuring Tasks
Managing Tasks (1); Upholding Standards (1);
Producing Output (5)

Extremely Low
higher potential than about 1% of
the comparison group

Driving Success
Taking Action (9); Seizing Opportunities (9);
Pursuing Goals (5)

High
higher potential than about 90%
of the comparison group
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Predicted Culture/Environment Fit

Based on extensive Saville Consulting research linking the styles of individuals to culture
at work, this report highlights the aspects of the culture, job and environment that are
likely to enhance or inhibit Alex Staton's success:

Performance Enhancers

where there are numerous opportunities for making new contacts and developing
relationships, and good networking is seen as a key to success

where energy levels are high, there is a strong action orientation and people are
rewarded for taking the initiative and making things happen

where commercialism and entrepreneurialism are valued and the emphasis is on
identifying business opportunities and outperforming the competition

where it is important to make an immediate, positive impact and be able to establish
new relationships quickly

where value is placed on the ability to cope with pressure, emergencies and tensions

where there is the opportunity to be the centre of attention and people are aware of
one's achievements and status

where creativity and innovation are encouraged and radical ideas and solutions
welcomed

where a positive, can-do attitude is valued and rewarded

Performance Inhibitors

where there are few networking opportunities

where energy levels are low and people show little initiative

where the culture is non-commercial, non-competitive and non-profit oriented

where there is no requirement to make a good first impression and building
relationships is not encouraged

where a lack of anxiety is interpreted as a lack of motivation

where one is in a low profile position and achievements go unrecognised

where conventional attitudes prevail, traditional approaches are preferred and people
are discouraged from generating new ideas

where the attitude is generally negative and people are slow to recover from setbacks
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Introduction to the Personal Report
Thank you for completing the Styles questionnaire. This report provides you with summary
feedback about your motives, preferences, needs and talents in a number of work relevant
areas.

When reading this report of your professional style, please remember that it is based on
the information that you have provided. It describes how you perceive yourself, rather than
how you might be seen by someone else. Nevertheless, research suggests that self-report
can be a powerful predictor of how you will operate at work.

Information is provided on the 36 Styles dimensions, which are grouped under 12 section
headings for each of the four major clusters – Thought, Influence, Adaptability and
Delivery. Each dimension consists of 3 facets.

Your results combine your rating and ranking responses, and have been compared with
those of a large group of professionals. For each of the dimensions your score is graphically
represented on a 1-10 scale. The dimension score indicates how extreme your results are:
Scores of 5 and 6 are typical of the comparison group while 1 and 10 are extreme scores
achieved only by about 1% of the comparison group. Beneath each dimension name are
verbal descriptions which represent the 3 facet scores that comprise the dimension score.
Major variations in the verbal descriptions within a dimension are indicative of a broad
range of facet scores, and as such merit reflection and discussion.

On some dimensions (e.g. ‘Reliable’) most people will rate themselves highly on the
relevant questions. As a consequence, and because the results are relative, you may find
that you score lower than you might have expected in such areas. It is also important to
bear in mind that scores should be interpreted in terms of what is desirable for a particular
job role. For example, being ‘Compliant’ may be desirable for administrative jobs that
require strict adherence to rules and procedures but may be undesirable for senior roles
that require some degree of risk taking and ingenuity in overcoming bureaucratic rules and
procedures.

About this Report
The information contained within this report is likely to provide a valid overview of your
motives, preferences, needs and talents at work (relative to others) for 12 to 24 months,
depending upon your circumstances.

The report was produced using Saville Consulting software systems. It has been derived
from the results of a questionnaire completed by you, the respondent, and reflects the
responses made by you.

This report has been generated electronically. Saville Consulting do not guarantee that it
has not been changed or edited. We can accept no liability for the consequences of the use
of this report, howsoever arising.

The application of this questionnaire is limited to Saville Consulting employees, agents of
Saville Consulting and clients authorised by Saville Consulting.
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Personal Report - Thought Cluster
Thought

Evaluative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Analytical
has very little interest in analysing information; frequently
asks probing questions; moderately inclined to seek
solutions to problems

Factual
unlikely to enjoy communicating in writing; has little
interest in the logic behind an argument; places little
emphasis on having all the relevant facts

Rational
dislikes working with numerical data; has little interest in
information technology; unlikely to base decisions on the
facts alone

Investigative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Learning Oriented
seeks opportunities to learn about new things; a
reasonably quick learner; gets very little enjoyment from
learning by reading

Practically Minded
moderately focused on practical work; prefers to learn by
doing; shows a reasonable amount of common sense

Insightful
often identifies ways to improve things; quick at getting to
the core of a problem; trusts intuition to guide judgement

Imaginative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Inventive
generates ideas; produces original ideas; extremely likely
to adopt radical solutions

Abstract
very rarely focused on developing concepts; has relatively
little interest in applying theories; has very little interest
in studying underlying principles

Strategic
moderately inclined to develop strategies; takes a
moderately long term view; unlikely to create a clear vision
for the future
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Personal Report - Influence Cluster
Influence

Sociable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Interactive
very lively; talks a lot; networks well

Engaging
quickly establishes rapport; is reasonably focused on
making a good first impression; makes new friends easily

Self-promoting
often is the centre of attention; prepared to tell people
about own achievements; has relatively little need for
praise

Impactful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Convincing
moderately persuasive; makes own point strongly; is
focused on negotiating the best deal

Articulate
enjoys giving presentations as much as most people;
explains things reasonably well; confident with new
people

Challenging
open in voicing disagreement; inclined to challenge others'
ideas; dislikes getting involved in arguments

Assertive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Purposeful
makes very quick decisions; prepared to take responsibility
for big decisions; has definite views on issues

Directing
less oriented towards the leadership role; has little desire
to co-ordinate people; moderately inclined to take control
of things

Empowering
has limited interest in finding ways to motivate others;
moderately inspiring; rarely seeks to encourage others
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Personal Report - Adaptability Cluster
Adaptability

Resilient 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Self-assured
moderately self-confident; feels in control of own future;
has a balanced sense of own worth

Composed
rarely gets nervous during important events; calm before
important events; works well under pressure

Resolving
feels uncomfortable dealing with people who are upset;
dislikes having to deal with angry people; feels less need
than most people to resolve disagreements

Flexible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Positive
likely to take an optimistic view; quickly recovers from
setbacks; moderately cheerful

Change Oriented
as ready to accept change as most people; copes well with
uncertainty; accepts new challenges as readily as most
people

Receptive
moderately receptive to feedback from others; very
unlikely to encourage others to criticise approach; shows a
moderate desire for feedback on performance

Supportive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Attentive
as empathetic as most people; a reasonably good listener;
moderately interested in understanding why people do
things

Involving
less team oriented than others; takes limited account of
other people's views; very unlikely to involve others in the
final decision

Accepting
considerate towards others; reasonably tolerant;
moderately trusting of people
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Personal Report - Delivery Cluster
Delivery

Conscientious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Reliable
places less emphasis on meeting deadlines than most
people; less punctual than most people; is sometimes
prepared to leave tasks unfinished

Meticulous
has relatively little focus on making sure the detail is right;
less thorough than most people; ensures a reasonably high
level of quality

Conforming
is much less inclined to follow rules; dislikes following
procedures; is prepared to take risks in decision making

Structured 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Organised
less well organised than most people; very much dislikes
having to make plans; less inclined to prioritise than most
people

Principled
less focused on ethics than most people; places less
emphasis on maintaining confidentiality than most people;
places little focus on honouring commitments

Activity Oriented
works at a fast pace; works well when busy; multi-tasks
well

Driven 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Dynamic
very good at making things happen; as impatient as most
people to get things started; very energetic

Enterprising
identifies business opportunities effectively; fairly sales
oriented; extremely competitive

Striving
is reasonably driven to achieve outstanding results;
extremely ambitious; less persevering than many people
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About this Report

This report is based upon the Saville Consulting Wave Styles assessment, which explores
an individual's motives, preferences, needs and talents in critical work areas.

The results are based on a comparison with a group of 2,600 international professionals
and managers and are presented on a 1 to 10 Sten scale.

Since the questionnaire is a self-report measure, the results reflect the individual's self-
perceptions. Nevertheless, our extensive research has shown it to be a valid measure of
how people will operate in the workplace.

It should be remembered that the information contained in this report is potentially
sensitive and every effort should be made to ensure that it is stored in a secure place.

The information contained within this report is likely to remain valid for 12 to 24 months,
depending upon circumstances.

The report was produced using the Saville Consulting Oasys system. It has been derived
from the results of an assessment completed by the respondent, and reflects the
responses they made.

This report has been generated electronically. Saville Consulting do not guarantee that it
has not been changed or edited. We can accept no liability for the consequences of the use
of this report, howsoever arising.

The application of this assessment is limited to Saville Consulting employees, agents of
Saville Consulting and clients authorised by Saville Consulting.
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Introduction to the Line Manager Report
This report provides information about an individual's Competency Potential and Predicted
Culture/Environment fit based on Saville Consulting's extensive validation research.

Competency Potential Profile

The Competency Potential Report is based on links established between the 108 facets
of the Styles questionnaire and a detailed, independent assessment of work
performance on over 1,000 professionals. Based on real data, this gives a unique
prediction of Alex Staton's likely strengths and limitations in 12 key performance areas.
Underlying components of performance are reflected in the verbal descriptions and
scores under each of the 12 competency headings. This prediction should be interpreted
against key work requirements as established through job analysis or competency
profiling methods. Highly positive profiles may reflect an unrealistically positive self-
view whilst low scoring profiles may reflect an overly critical self-view. In such cases, it
is particularly important to verify the results against other information.

Predicted Culture/Environment Fit

The Predicted Culture/Environment Fit Report gives an indication of the aspects of the
culture, job and environment that are likely to enhance or inhibit a person's success.
Saville Consulting's groundbreaking research suggests that people's motives and talents
interact in important ways with culture, job and environment characteristics to help
determine their work performance and competency.

Individual
Motives

Individual
Talents

Performance Enhancers
(Culture, Job & Environment)

Work
Competency

Performance Inhibitors
(Culture, Job & Environment)

How to use this report

The report can be used in a variety of talent management activities including personnel
selection, placement, promotion and talent development. The report is designed to be
interpreted by line managers, assessors, interviewers and other key stakeholders to
inform their decision making without the need for specific training or expertise in the
area of psychometric assessment. The competency model is designed to be universally
applicable and is based on extensive research. The relative importance of each
competency should be determined at the start of the assessment process. In addition,
the information in this report should be used in combination with other work-relevant
information about the individual when making employment related decisions.

This report should only be supplied by a specialist who is qualified to use the full range
of Saville Consulting Wave tools, including the Expert Report that provides more detailed
information (e.g. on an individual’s underlying talents and motives).
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Competency Potential Profile
This report gives Alex Staton's areas of greater and lesser predicted potential based on our
extensive international database linking Saville Consulting Wave to work performance.

Competency Description Potential
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Evaluating Problems
Examining Information (5); Documenting
Facts (1); Interpreting Data (2)

Very Low
higher potential than about 5% of
the comparison group

Investigating Issues
Developing Expertise (6); Adopting Practical
Approaches (7); Providing Insights (7)

Fairly High
higher potential than about 75%
of the comparison group

Creating Innovation
Generating Ideas (8); Exploring Possibilities
(3); Developing Strategies (6)

Average
higher potential than about 60%
of the comparison group
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Building Relationships
Interacting with People (10); Establishing
Rapport (9); Impressing People (9)

Extremely High
higher potential than about 99%
of the comparison group

Communicating Information
Convincing People (6); Articulating
Information (7); Challenging Ideas (7)

Fairly High
higher potential than about 75%
of the comparison group

Providing Leadership
Making Decisions (8); Directing People (4);
Empowering Individuals (5)

Average
higher potential than about 60%
of the comparison group
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Showing Resilience
Conveying Self-Confidence (6); Showing
Composure (9); Resolving Conflict (1)

Average
higher potential than about 40%
of the comparison group

Adjusting to Change
Thinking Positively (8); Embracing Change (6);
Inviting Feedback (4)

Fairly High
higher potential than about 75%
of the comparison group

Giving Support
Understanding People (5); Team Working (2);
Valuing Individuals (6)

Fairly Low
higher potential than about 25%
of the comparison group
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Processing Details
Meeting Timescales (1); Checking Things (3);
Following Procedures (2)

Extremely Low
higher potential than about 1% of
the comparison group

Structuring Tasks
Managing Tasks (1); Upholding Standards (1);
Producing Output (5)

Extremely Low
higher potential than about 1% of
the comparison group

Driving Success
Taking Action (9); Seizing Opportunities (9);
Pursuing Goals (5)

High
higher potential than about 90%
of the comparison group
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Predicted Culture/Environment Fit

Based on extensive Saville Consulting research linking the styles of individuals to culture
at work, this report highlights the aspects of the culture, job and environment that are
likely to enhance or inhibit Alex Staton's success:

Performance Enhancers

where there are numerous opportunities for making new contacts and developing
relationships, and good networking is seen as a key to success

where energy levels are high, there is a strong action orientation and people are
rewarded for taking the initiative and making things happen

where commercialism and entrepreneurialism are valued and the emphasis is on
identifying business opportunities and outperforming the competition

where it is important to make an immediate, positive impact and be able to establish
new relationships quickly

where value is placed on the ability to cope with pressure, emergencies and tensions

where there is the opportunity to be the centre of attention and people are aware of
one's achievements and status

where creativity and innovation are encouraged and radical ideas and solutions
welcomed

where a positive, can-do attitude is valued and rewarded

Performance Inhibitors

where there are few networking opportunities

where energy levels are low and people show little initiative

where the culture is non-commercial, non-competitive and non-profit oriented

where there is no requirement to make a good first impression and building
relationships is not encouraged

where a lack of anxiety is interpreted as a lack of motivation

where one is in a low profile position and achievements go unrecognised

where conventional attitudes prevail, traditional approaches are preferred and people
are discouraged from generating new ideas

where the attitude is generally negative and people are slow to recover from setbacks
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About this Report

This report is based upon the Professional Styles assessment, which explores an
individual's strengths in critical work areas.

The results are based on a comparison with a group of 2,600 international professionals
and managers and are presented on a 1 to 10 Sten scale.

Since the questionnaire is a self-report measure, the results reflect the individual's self
perceptions. Nevertheless, our extensive research has shown it to be a valid measure of
how people will operate in the workplace.

It should be remembered that the information contained in this report is potentially
sensitive and every effort should be made to ensure that it is stored in a secure place.

The information contained within this report is likely to remain valid for 12 to 24 months,
depending upon circumstances.

The report was produced using Saville Consulting software systems. It has been derived
from the results of an assessment completed by the respondent, and reflects the
responses they made.

The report has been generated electronically. Saville Consulting do not guarantee that it
has not been changed or edited. We can accept no liability for the consequences of the use
of this report, howsoever arising.

The application of this questionnaire is limited to Saville Consulting employees, agents of
Saville Consulting and clients authorised by Saville Consulting.
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Introduction to Interview Guide
This Interview Guide presents appropriate questions based on the results of the
assessment completed by Alex Staton. The questions are designed to gain evidence of the
candidate's effectiveness and motivation at work.

Interview Questions for Alex Staton

Between two and four questions are presented for each of the areas, with fewer
questions being given for areas where the candidate has rated themself as strongly
effective. Additional questions that target the candidate’s motivation for an area are
marked by an asterisk.

For each area, information is provided on how Alex Staton rated themself on the
assessment when compared to others on a 1 to 10 scale. Please note that this is for the
interviewer’s information only and is not to be fed back to the candidate.

How to use this Interview Guide

Review job description and/or person specification

Select competencies for interview (Page 4)

Select questions

Conduct interview

Record answers

Score and evaluate data

Summarise scores (Page 4)

Make recommendation (Final Page)
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Interview Scores Summary

Page Area Assessed Assessment Score Interview
Score

5
Evaluating Problems
Examining Information (5); Documenting Facts (1);
Interpreting Data (2)

6
Investigating Issues
Developing Expertise (6); Adopting Practical
Approaches (7); Providing Insights (7)

7
Creating Innovation
Generating Ideas (8); Exploring Possibilities (3);
Developing Strategies (6)

8
Building Relationships
Interacting with People (10); Establishing Rapport
(9); Impressing People (9)

9
Communicating Information
Convincing People (6); Articulating Information (7);
Challenging Ideas (7)

10
Providing Leadership
Making Decisions (8); Directing People (4);
Empowering Individuals (5)

11
Showing Resilience
Conveying Self-Confidence (6); Showing Composure
(9); Resolving Conflict (1)

12
Adjusting to Change
Thinking Positively (8); Embracing Change (6);
Inviting Feedback (4)

13
Giving Support
Understanding People (5); Team Working (2);
Valuing Individuals (6)

14
Processing Details
Meeting Timescales (1); Checking Things (3);
Following Procedures (2)

15
Structuring Tasks
Managing Tasks (1); Upholding Standards (1);
Producing Output (5)

16
Driving Success
Taking Action (9); Seizing Opportunities (9);
Pursuing Goals (5)
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Interview Questions

Evaluating Problems
Examining Information (5); Documenting Facts (1);
Interpreting Data (2)

Very Low
higher potential than about 5%
of the comparison group

Describe an occasion when you had to evaluate a complex problem at work.

• What was the problem?
• What information was important?
• Where did you look for information?
• How did you analyse the information?
• What technology did you use?
• How did you weigh up what was most important?
• How effective was your overall evaluation?

* What aspect of evaluating problems do you find most
interesting?

Describe an occasion where you had to write an important document.

• What information did you need to find?
• What were the key points for the reader?
• How did you put the document together?
• Which issues were the most difficult to communicate to

the reader?
• How did you communicate them?
• What feedback did you get about the document?

* How much do you enjoy preparing written documents?

Tell me about a time when you were required to analyse a large amount of data.

• Who was the end user?
• How did you evaluate the information?
• What technology did you use to help you deal with the

data?
• What did you do to summarise the key trends in the data?
• What were the important messages that you took from

the data?

* How much do you enjoy working with numerical
information?

When have you had to examine complex information at work?

• What made the information complex?
• How did you approach the task?
• What information did you need to find?
• What questions did you have to ask?
• What information did you produce as a result?
• What feedback did you get on your approach?

* What do you find frustrating about examining
information?
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Interview Questions

Investigating Issues
Developing Expertise (6); Adopting Practical
Approaches (7); Providing Insights (7)

Fairly High
higher potential than about 75%
of the comparison group

When has your job expertise been essential in ensuring a good practical outcome
at work?

• What was the situation?
• Why was your expertise important?
• What key issues/information did you need to identify?
• What did you do to make sure the solution was practical?
• What learning did you gain from the experience?

* Which aspects of your job are you most interested in?

Tell me about when you have worked on something which really tested your job
knowledge.

• What was the background to this?
• Why was your knowledge tested?
• What practical steps did you take?
• How did you improve the situation?

* How do you feel about working at the limits of your
competence?
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Interview Questions

Creating Innovation
Generating Ideas (8); Exploring Possibilities (3);
Developing Strategies (6)

Average
higher potential than about 60%
of the comparison group

Tell me about when you have made a real difference with your creative input.

• What was your creative input?
• What other alternatives did you consider?
• Why was this option chosen?
• What were the general trends in how things were

changing at the time?
• How did this influence the strategic direction of the

organisation?

* Which aspect of your creativity do you find most
satisfying?

Give me an example of when you have had to develop a concept at work.

• What was the situation?
• What were the underlying principles or theories you had

to understand?
• How did you apply the concept?
• What were the advantages of the concept?
• What options did you consider?

* Which aspect of thinking conceptually interested you
least?

™

Report for Alex Staton Comparison Group: Professionals & Managers (INT, IA, 2009)
Generated on: 6-Dec-2011 Page 7 © 2009 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved.



© 2014 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.1.

376

Interview Questions

Building Relationships
Interacting with People (10); Establishing
Rapport (9); Impressing People (9)

Extremely High
higher potential than about 99%
of the comparison group

Who have you had to build a really effective, important work relationship with?

• Why was it important?
• What did you do to build the relationship?
• How quickly did you build rapport?
• How effective was the first impression you created?
• How have you maintained contact?

* What do you enjoy about working with new people?

Describe an occasion where you have had to build a difficult work relationship.

• Why was it difficult?
• What did you do?
• How did you deal with the biggest issues?
• What was the outcome?

* What do you find most frustrating in your work
relationships?
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Interview Questions

Communicating Information
Convincing People (6); Articulating Information (7);
Challenging Ideas (7)

Fairly High
higher potential than about 75%
of the comparison group

Give me an example of when you have had to communicate important
information persuasively.

• Why was it important?
• What were the key points you had to make?
• Which of these points were the most important for your

audience?
• What points/misconceptions did you challenge?
• How effective were you?

* What do you enjoy about getting your message across?

When have you had to communicate information to people who were particularly
challenging?

• Why was it so challenging?
• What were the important points for your audience?
• How did you deal with objections?
• What did you explain particularly well?
• What was the outcome?

* How much do you enjoy presenting information in
challenging circumstances?
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Interview Questions

Providing Leadership
Making Decisions (8); Directing People (4);
Empowering Individuals (5)

Average
higher potential than about 60%
of the comparison group

When have you had to provide leadership for others at work?

• What was the situation?
• How did you approach it?
• What was your leadership style?
• How did you motivate others?
• How did people respond to you?
• What key decisions did you have to make?

* What do you enjoy about being a leader?

Describe a situation where you have needed to co-ordinate people at work.

• What leadership was required?
• How did you co-ordinate people?
• What things did you need to take control of?
• How effective was your direction of others?
• What could you have done better?

* What aspect of directing people do you find most
difficult?

Give me an example of when you have had to inspire others.

• What was your role?
• Why did you need to inspire others?
• What, in particular, was inspirational?
• How did you encourage others?
• What feedback did you get?

* How important is it for you personally to motivate others?
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Interview Questions

Showing Resilience
Conveying Self-Confidence (6); Showing
Composure (9); Resolving Conflict (1)

Average
higher potential than about 40%
of the comparison group

Where have you had to be resilient at work?

• What was the situation?
• Why was it challenging?
• How did you react to pressure?
• What impact did it have on you?
• How did your behaviour impact on others?

* How do you motivate yourself under pressure?

Give me an example of when you have resolved a conflict at work.

• Why was there a conflict?
• What did you do?
• What emotions did you have to deal with?
• How did people respond?
• What would you do differently next time?

* How comfortable are you dealing with people when they
are emotional?
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Interview Questions

Adjusting to Change
Thinking Positively (8); Embracing Change (6);
Inviting Feedback (4)

Fairly High
higher potential than about 75%
of the comparison group

Tell me about a time when you had to adjust to an important change.

• What exactly was the impact of the change on you?
• How positively did you react?
• How well do you feel the change was communicated?
• What did you do to influence the direction of the change?
• What more could you have fed back to make the change

more effective?

* What do you dislike about change?

Give me an example of when you have changed your behaviour based on
feedback from others.

• What was the situation?
• Who did you ask for feedback?
• What feedback did you receive?
• How did you react to the critical feedback?
• What did you do as a result of the feedback?

* When have you felt most negatively about feedback you
have received? Why?
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Interview Questions

Giving Support
Understanding People (5); Team Working (2);
Valuing Individuals (6)

Fairly Low
higher potential than about 25%
of the comparison group

Tell me when you have had to go out of your way to support others at work.

• What support did your colleagues need?
• What did you do to help?
• What more could you have done to help with the benefit

of hindsight?
• To what extent did helping inconvenience you?
• What was the outcome?

* What do you like about helping people?

When have you found it challenging to work collaboratively in a team?

• What was your role in the team?
• Why was it important to work collaboratively?
• How did you do this?
• What was the most difficult aspect of the team work?

* What did you least enjoy about being a member of a
team?

Describe a situation where it was important for you to understand people at
work.

• What was the situation?
• Why was it important for you to understand them?
• What were the important messages you heard from them?
• What did it take you longer to recognise about their

needs?
• What did you do to show you understood them?

* How interested are you in understanding people and their
motivations?
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Interview Questions

Processing Details
Meeting Timescales (1); Checking Things (3);
Following Procedures (2)

Extremely Low
higher potential than about 1%
of the comparison group

Tell me about when you have had to do something to a high quality level within a
fixed timeline.

• What exactly did you have to do?
• How did you achieve the quality level?
• What procedures did you follow?
• What mistakes did you identify?
• How close to the deadline were you?

* How much do you enjoy working with details?

Describe a time when you had to meet a challenging deadline.

• Why was the deadline demanding?
• What did you need to do to ensure the deadline was met?
• What problems did you encounter?
• How did you deal with these?
• What was the outcome?

* How have you felt when you have had to extend a
deadline?

When has it been important for you to follow procedures at work?

• What did you have to do?
• Why did you have to do it this way?
• How closely did you follow the procedures?
• Where did you not follow the procedures so closely?

* How much importance do you attach to following
procedures?

Give me an example of where you have had to work accurately with detail.

• Why was accuracy important?
• How did you check for errors?
• What errors were there?
• How did you deal with these?
• How much of the checking did you do?
• What feedback did you get on the outcome?

* How do you feel when you cannot check things properly?
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Interview Questions

Structuring Tasks
Managing Tasks (1); Upholding Standards (1);
Producing Output (5)

Extremely Low
higher potential than about 1%
of the comparison group

Give me an example of when you have had to manage people on a specific
project.

• How many people did you manage?
• How did you organise the tasks?
• What potential problems did you account for in your

planning?
• What did you do to make sure people maintained high

standards of behaviour during the project?
• How much work was completed in the timescale?

* How much do you enjoy structuring and managing tasks?

When have you been responsible for planning a complex task?

• What exactly was your responsibility?
• How did you plan the task?
• How did you structure your time?
• What were the conflicting priorities?
• How did you deal with these?

* How much do you seek responsibility for planning?

Tell me about a situation where it has been difficult for you to act with integrity
at work.

• What were the ethical challenges you faced?
• What did you do?
• To what extent did you feel you acted with integrity?
• What issues of confidentiality were involved?
• Who did you talk to?

* When would you not compromise your principles?

Where have you been required to produce high levels of output?

• What did you produce?
• How quickly did you have to work?
• How did you maintain your productivity?
• How many tasks did you have to deal with at the same

time?

* How much do you enjoy having a lot to do?
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Interview Questions

Driving Success
Taking Action (9); Seizing Opportunities (9);
Pursuing Goals (5)

High
higher potential than about 90%
of the comparison group

Which of your recent work achievements are you particularly proud of?

• Why have you chosen this example?
• What did you do?
• Why was this important?
• How did you exceed expectations?
• What feedback did you get?

* What drives you to succeed?

Where have you had to demonstrate exceptional drive to achieve a goal?

• What was the goal?
• What did you do that was particularly good?
• When did you have to persist through difficulties?
• When did you demonstrate the greatest determination?
• What was the outcome?

* How do you maintain your motivation to achieve goals?
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Interview Summary

Candidate Name Alex Staton

Interviewer Name(s)

Interview Date

Role Applied For

Signed

Evidence
Key Evidence Against Key Evidence For

Recommendation
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About this Report

This report is based upon the Styles assessment, which explores an individual's motives,
preferences, needs and talents in critical work areas.

The results are based on a comparison with a group of 2,600 international professionals
and managers and are presented on a 1 to 10 Sten scale.

Since the questionnaire is a self-report measure, the results reflect the individual's self-
perceptions. Nevertheless, our extensive research has shown it to be a valid measure of
how people will operate in the workplace.

It should be remembered that the information contained in this report is potentially
sensitive and every effort should be made to ensure that it is stored in a secure place.

The information contained within this report is likely to remain valid for 12 to 24 months,
depending upon circumstances.

The report was produced using Saville Consulting software systems. It has been derived
from the results of an assessment completed by the respondent, and reflects the
responses they made.

This report has been generated electronically. Saville Consulting do not guarantee that it
has not been changed or edited. We can accept no liability for the consequences of the
use of this report, howsoever arising.

The application of this assessment is limited to Saville Consulting employees, agents of
Saville Consulting and clients authorised by Saville Consulting.
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Introduction to Assessment Report
This development report summarises the actions that could be taken to develop Alex
Staton. Based on the results of the assessment it outlines what actions could be
considered to improve performance at work. The appropriateness of each piece of advice
will differ for each individual and will to some extent depend on the job role and the
opportunities and resources available. The report is divided into two sections. These
sections are composed of the following four types of development advice.

Building Strengths

Successful people tend to know what they are good at and play to these strengths.
Before trying to make up for, or develop limitations, it may be worth considering how to
make the most of these strengths. This summary report shows Building Strengths for
the eight highest competency dimensions.

Possible Overplayed Strengths - 'Watch Fors'

Clear areas of strength are most likely to contribute to effectiveness at and enjoyment
of work. They may, however, lead to unwanted or undesirable consequences. For each of
the areas of particular strength, the potential pitfalls are highlighted together with
actions to reduce or avoid their negative impact. This summary report shows Possible
Overplayed Strengths for the four highest competency dimensions.

Development Tips

While building strengths is likely to be a more rewarding way to develop, it may be that
there is a requirement to develop in areas which are less strong. For these areas
development tips are provided on how to improve performance. This summary report
shows Development Tips for the eight lowest competency dimensions.

Managing Limitations

Areas of limitation are unlikely to be areas where there is a strong desire or capability to
easily change. It may be better to be realistic about these areas and rather than attempt
to change them, be clear on how best to manage them. If there are no clear areas of
limitation, this section will be blank. This summary report shows Managing Limitations
for the four lowest competency dimensions.
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Building Strengths
Interacting with People
Projecting Enthusiasm; Making Contact;
Networking

Extremely High
performed better than 99% of
comparison group

• Look to involve the quieter members of the team and access all their available talent.

• Think who it is important to develop a better relationship with. Invest time in
improving these relationships.

• Engage others and generate enthusiasm for achievement within the team.

• Use enthusiasm to inject energy into projects and inspire others to achieve.

• Enthusiasm can be infectious. Spend time sharing with colleagues why their
ideas/new services are good.

• Improve the dynamics in slow or confrontational meetings. Inject a positive outlook
and energy in these interactive forums.

• Get in contact with all new stakeholders who interface with the role/department.

• Think through ways to make contact which could improve a relationship e.g. inviting to
a particular event, going for lunch.

• Offer to introduce contacts to people who may be helpful to each other.

• Make the most of own network - ask good personal contacts to facilitate introductions
with their useful contacts.

• Be sure to devote some time to networking over the phone and to use the skills even
when very busy.

• Make sure to network with purpose and spend time with people where there is
potentially a mutual benefit.
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Possible Overplayed Strengths
Interacting with People
Projecting Enthusiasm; Making Contact;
Networking

Extremely High
performed better than 99% of
comparison group

• Be aware of looking for too much involvement from others. ACTION: Learn to get
leverage from the right blend of input from others to ensure effective and efficient
delivery.

• Is there a danger of taking too much of the time of others? They may resent this when
they are busy. ACTION: Be careful to ascertain that the individual contacted has the
time to interact.

• Is a focus on interacting ever at the expense of completing more mundane daily tasks?
ACTION: Try to get work tasks out of the way first and then spend time talking to
people.

• Be aware of being perceived as overly enthusiastic and lacking in judgement or
discrimination. ACTION: Be careful to read situations and know when to tone down
natural enthusiasm.

• Watch for being seen as overselling own ideas. ACTION: Be open to other people's
ideas. Show equal enthusiasm for these as well as for own ideas.

• Could making regular contact seem needy or encroach on less gregarious people at
times. ACTION: Be aware of signs from others that they are not keen to talk.

• Is there a danger of falling into a rut by sticking to the same events and networks.
Regularly consider new opportunities to network.  ACTION: Set clear objectives for
networking.

• Watch for spending time with people who are interesting but do not help to move
things forward. ACTION: Review carefully how and with whom time is spent.
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Building Strengths
Taking Action
Making Things Happen; Using Initiative;
Investing Energy

Very High
performed better than 95% of
comparison group

• Make sure others are also on board before diving into something new.

• Consider special projects that involve troubleshooting/consulting.

• Gain experience through short term contracts or secondments.

• Seek opportunities to start new initiatives, practice areas, lines of business, or turning
poorly performing areas around.

• Look for things that really need to be done, but there is inertia and indecisiveness.
Move them on.

• Develop a reputation for taking the initiative and resolving issues before they
escalate.

• Use this high energy to inject pace and enthusiasm into projects where people are
dejected.

• Take something which seems to be stop-start and there is little motivation for and get
it moving along.

Possible Overplayed Strengths
Taking Action
Making Things Happen; Using Initiative;
Investing Energy

Very High
performed better than 95% of
comparison group

• Is the excitement of starting something new at the expense of doing more routine
work? ACTION: Schedule time for routine maintenance activities or to check ongoing
tasks.

• Is the thrill of troubleshooting overshadowing planning and problem prevention?
ACTION: Implement systems and processes that will reduce the likelihood of problems
recurring.

• Does a desire to make things happen tend to throw existing projects into disarray?
ACTION: Be careful that in making things happen this does not require resources that
are already fully committed to existing projects.

• Is there a danger of overstepping the mark and doing things that have been ruled out
by others? ACTION: Be careful not to do something which is not wanted or needed and
that no-one will be thankful for.

• Is there a readiness to embark on new work where there is a low degree of knowledge
and understanding? ACTION: Consult experts before taking the initiative in a new
work area.

• Is this energy being channelled as appropriately as possible? ACTION: before rushing
on to the next activity take time out to stop and think 'is this the best use of
time/energy?'
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Building Strengths
Establishing Rapport
Putting People at Ease; Welcoming People;
Making Friends

Very High
performed better than 95% of
comparison group

• Make sure that social skills are accompanied by substantial and meaningful content.

• Read about great social communicators and the skills they demonstrated. Learn to
apply these.

• Look for opportunities to maximise skills (e.g. client facing and ambassadorial roles).

• Consider the sorts of people who are least likely to be put at ease by own personal
style and think how to amend approach with these people accordingly.

• Find a mentor who has excellent interpersonal skills and ask them to help make a
videotape of a personal introduction and initial conversation. Use an important real life
example. The mentor can role play the person being met. Review this with them and
do it again.

• Before the meeting, think through topics of conversation that demonstrate some
common interest.

• Broaden the range of social contacts, both sideways as well as up and down.

• Find common interests with others and arrange to do things together.

• Host a party or social event and invite wide circle of colleagues.
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Possible Overplayed Strengths
Establishing Rapport
Putting People at Ease; Welcoming People;
Making Friends

Very High
performed better than 95% of
comparison group

• Be aware not to spend too much time engaging with others when it is not relevant to
work area/goals. ACTION: The majority of conversations with others should be for a
purpose.

• Watch for making too many non-work related calls. ACTION: Limit the amount of time
spent interacting with others outside work. Reduce the frequency of contact or
shorten meetings/conversations.

• Be conscious that some people like to get to know and trust other people slowly.
ACTION: Get to know people at a pace they are comfortable with.

• Be aware that people who are good at putting others at ease can be seen as overly
polished. ACTION: Be aware of impression on others and avoid appearing too 'polished'
or 'slick'.

• More introverted people can find very warm and strong introductions unsettling.
ACTION: Be wary of not appearing too forward in introducing self to less extroverted
people.

• Watch for asking too many personal questions too soon, particularly with new
introductions. ACTION: Look for non-verbal cues to determine when to move the
conversation along.

• Staying in contact with a wide circle of friends can be difficult when work gets very
busy. ACTION: Be direct in telling friends that there is no time to talk or limited time
when it gets busy.

• Having more friends may be at the expense of having a smaller number of friendships
that are of greater depth. ACTION: Evaluate who are the friends that are important
and make sure that enough time is invested to keep these relationships strong.

• Having a lot of friends may be viewed by others as indicative of a lack of critical
judgement about people. ACTION: Think through who it is best not to be associated
with and consider whether their friendship is worth the potential impact on own
reputation.
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Building Strengths
Showing Composure
Staying Calm; Dealing with Pressure; Tolerating
Stress

Very High
performed better than 95% of
comparison group

• Lead by example and show others how to be calm in a crisis.

• Observe potential problems developing and intervene calmly before things escalate.

• Look for roles where composure is an asset.

• Test the relationship between pressure and performance. Find the optimum level of
pressure to put oneself under to drive personal performance.

• Know own stress limits. Over confidence in this area, can result in own stress levels
increasing fast.

• Demonstrate the capacity to cope with pressure in a fast paced environment.

• Seek work in multifaceted roles with complex demands.

Possible Overplayed Strengths
Showing Composure
Staying Calm; Dealing with Pressure; Tolerating
Stress

Very High
performed better than 95% of
comparison group

• Does a high degree of composure prevent others seeing one's stress? ACTION: Be
prepared to describe internal feelings more openly at times.

• When accepting more tasks and responsibility can others identify when the pressure
is getting too great? ACTION: Work on understanding where own pressure points are
and be prepared to say no.

• Could other people sometimes misperceive that there is an infinite capacity to cope
with pressure? ACTION: Identify a support network of people to share stress and
problems with in a secure environment.

• Being very composed despite others showing concern could mean not appreciating the
true extent of a problem. ACTION: As tolerance of stress is higher than for most, may
be better to intervene earlier to reduce pressure/problems.

• Could composure be interpreted as lack of concern or complacency by others? ACTION:
Ensure that own concerns are clearly expressed.

• Is there a danger of not always appreciating when reaching own stress limits? ACTION:
Look out for early signs, warning that stress is starting to effect own health and
performance negatively.

• Is there an unconscious issue of letting things become a problem, because dealing
with problems is more interesting? ACTION: Think through whether problems could be
sorted out earlier and, if this is the case, find bigger problems to deal with.

• Is there involvement in too many different things and as a result some things are
being done less well? ACTION: There may be times when it is important to look at
overload and remove things which are time-consuming and unimportant.

• Could there be an issue of taking too much on? ACTION: Limit involvement. Be clear on
what are the things that need to be done and personally are interested in doing.
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Building Strengths
Seizing Opportunities
Identifying Business Opportunities; Generating
Sales; Outperforming Competitors

Very High
performed better than 95% of
comparison group

• Show others how to seize new opportunities through professional/industry groups
(e.g. present, contribute to newsletters or journal articles, write a blog).

• Develop a reputation for being responsive.

• Study the market trends and suggest potential product/service development
opportunities.

• Explore how customers commission suppliers and seek constant feedback about what
they like and dislike about all their suppliers.

• Look for opportunities to support or manage larger/global/strategic customer
accounts.

• Ask for referrals and recommendations, build up a list of testimonials.

• Improve knowledge of product, so that it is outstanding.

• Consider documenting competitor intelligence for colleagues. Share tips for beating
the competition.

• Learn from the competitive bids which have been lost. Undertake a complete review
and seek full feedback from the customer.

Building Strengths
Impressing People
Attracting Attention; Promoting Personal
Achievements; Gaining Recognition

Very High
performed better than 95% of
comparison group

• Volunteer for roles to represent the team to others.

• Volunteer to present and undertake activities which increase personal exposure.

• Offer to be the representative for own team. Be the spokesperson.

• Seek roles which encourage selling and influence.

• Promote the good work of the team and colleagues when appropriate.

• Think of different media to promote achievements (e.g. internal newsletters,
professional bodies or trade press, etc).

• Be factual in self promotion. Use quantifiable data and qualitative comments of clients
and stakeholders.

• Identify managers and colleagues who are happy to give support and praise when
needed.

• Who has gained a less positive impression? Work hard at changing their impression.
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Building Strengths
Generating Ideas
Producing Ideas; Inventing Approaches;
Adopting Radical Solutions

High
performed better than 90% of
comparison group

• Ensure that ideas are supported by a rational argument and a strong business case.

• Be aware of who the key stakeholders and decision makers are. These are the people
to sell ideas to.

• Ask for feedback on the quality of ideas and how they are presented.

• Look at the best ideas that have previously been rejected and see if they could be
revived.

• Get involved in the early stages of projects. This is where suggestions will be
welcomed.

• Investigate techniques to improve creativity.

• Put together a creative group of experts from different areas to solve intractable
problems.

• Present a range of ideas, offering varying degrees of change from where things are
now.
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Building Strengths
Making Decisions
Deciding on Action; Assuming Responsibility;
Standing by Decisions

High
performed better than 90% of
comparison group

• Inject pace and decisiveness into project groups and make things happen.

• In meetings always look for decisions and action points.

• Make sure approach to risk is calculated. Assume the worst will happen and build in
contingencies.

• Honestly review the quality of the decisions made and identify why they were the
right or wrong decisions. Think what it would have taken for the right decision to be
made. Learn from this.

• Facilitate the decision making process, outline the key options/risks for everyone.

• Encourage people to make decisions and commit to action, move debate on towards a
conclusion.

• Grasp opportunities and make things happen.

• Identify the experts and opinion formers who can be consulted and ask for advice
before committing to important decisions.

• Invest energy on the tasks which have the most impact and benefit.

• Volunteer to lead projects and take on new tasks. Take the opportunities to work
outside a comfort zone.

• Look for agreement and support from others before concluding on important decisions.

• Ensure that a decision is well implemented. A common reason for having to change a
decision is ineffective implementation.

• Put a sign off process in place for key decisions.
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Development Tips
Managing Tasks
Working Methodically; Planning Activities;
Setting Priorities

Extremely Low
performed better than only 1% of
comparison group

• Perform or allocate tasks in line with capabilities and interests; use more appealing
tasks as rewards and give people assignments to stretch them.

• Keep 'live' files requiring action to hand; delegate filing or dedicate a set time each
week for this activity.

• Complete one workstep before progressing to the next. When forced to change track,
be sure to return to the earlier workstep.

• When doing something for the first time, take a note of each step and store the notes
ready to be reviewed before doing the task for a second time.

• Anticipate likely derailers and build contingencies for them into plans. Communicate
promptly with team members as plans change.

• Review plans with a colleague.

• Build contingency into all stages of planning.

• Highlight the inter-dependencies in the plan. Ensure everyone understands the
implications of their contribution to this.

• Try to balance both the urgency and importance of tasks when establishing their
priority.

• Be clear about immediate priorities as well as those for the next 30 and 90 days.
Review and revise them regularly.

Managing Limitations
Managing Tasks
Working Methodically; Planning Activities;
Setting Priorities

Extremely Low
performed better than only 1% of
comparison group

• Get administrative support if possible. If not, use automated calendars to manage
appointments and store contact information efficiently.

• Not all tasks are created equal - some will come easier or be more interesting than
others. Plan accordingly.

• Tackle one thing at a time. Don't let distractions put things off-track.

• Get help breaking each activity into specific work steps with time frames, resources,
dependencies, review dates and metrics to evaluate progress.

• Even a 'to do list' is a simple plan, create one, look at it and amend at the start of each
day.

• Ask about both the urgency and importance of tasks before tackling them.

• List the key priorities and have these available at all times.

™

Report for Alex Staton Comparison Group: Professionals & Managers (INT, IA, 2009)
Generated on: 29-Sep-2011 Page 13 © 2005-2009 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved.

398

© 2014 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.1.



Development Tips
Meeting Timescales
Meeting Deadlines; Keeping to Schedule;
Finishing Tasks

Extremely Low
performed better than only 1% of
comparison group

• List the activities required to complete the project. Keep a record of tasks completed.

• Be realistic about how long things take. Seek advice on areas that are less familiar.

• Start seeing deadlines as fixed and important.

• Create a clear schedule indicating 'who, when and where' for each activity; make
regular adjustments to the schedule.

• Address the reasons that contribute to tardiness, such as distractions, over
committing, placing less value on other participants' time, poor planning.

• Allow time for contingency and review.

• Create a discipline of finishing and tying up all the loose ends.

• Lack of finishing can really take the edge off great work. Delegate the final touches if
necessary.

Managing Limitations
Meeting Timescales
Meeting Deadlines; Keeping to Schedule;
Finishing Tasks

Extremely Low
performed better than only 1% of
comparison group

• Ask for help splitting the overall project up into component tasks and work streams.

• Remove distractions when working to a deadline and defer less urgent tasks until
after the deadline.

• Avoid committing to a task/project that it is not possible to deliver on time given other
commitments. Ask what is required (time, skills, resources) and if necessary escalate
resourcing of the task/project upwards.

• Seek advice about breaking the overall project timelines down into smaller units,
perhaps setting daily or even hourly milestones.

• Review each activity on the schedule including how long each lasts, people involved
and sequencing. Review progress at regular intervals or critical points.

• Clarify the start time and precise location of meetings or events. Get clear directions.
Allow time for traffic or other delays.

• Appreciate that any delays will put pressure on colleagues responsible for the next
stage of the process.

• Agree on a precise specification of the deliverable(s) required by the deadline to avoid
surprises later on.
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Development Tips
Upholding Standards
Behaving Ethically; Maintaining Confidentiality;
Acting with Integrity

Extremely Low
performed better than only 1% of
comparison group

• Look for new opportunities to behave consistently with company values.

• Always play by company rules when it comes to managing finances/equipment,
sharing information and interactions with others.

• If in any doubt, check whether information is confidential.

• Don’t break commitments unless it is really unavoidable - even then have a back up
plan.

• Show integrity by acting in line with what is expected from others (walking the talk).
Try to avoid dealing with people or situations inconsistently.

Managing Limitations
Upholding Standards
Behaving Ethically; Maintaining Confidentiality;
Acting with Integrity

Extremely Low
performed better than only 1% of
comparison group

• Ask for a set of company values and consider what personal contribution can be made
towards realising these values.

• Treat others and company property with care and respect.

• Do not disclose any personal data (e.g. salaries), any information shared in confidence
or company trade secrets.

• Encourage people not to talk about things that are confidential.

• Keep promises as a way of building trust.

• Show integrity by being open and honest in communications.
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Development Tips
Documenting Facts
Writing Fluently; Understanding Logical
Arguments; Finding Facts

Extremely Low
performed better than only 1% of
comparison group

• Start by creating a clear, simple structure of key headers which represent the topics to
be covered in the written document.

• Question from the reader's viewpoint whether there is sufficient information to fully
understand what is being documented.

• Get examples of gifted writers and look at how they structure their approach and
consider what can be used from their work.

• Review own documents and try to rewrite with the fewest possible words, whilst
maintaining the key meaning and messages.

• Before starting to write say out loud what needs to be expressed and pull the
points/arguments together verbally.

• Take a point of view which is opposite to own and rehearse the arguments against it.

• Take time to check the accuracy and completeness of information rather than
accepting it at face value.

• Seek information from as many different sources as possible as information is often
not in the first place it is sought.

• List all the information that is relevant before starting to look for it.

Managing Limitations
Documenting Facts
Writing Fluently; Understanding Logical
Arguments; Finding Facts

Extremely Low
performed better than only 1% of
comparison group

• Documents are one of the most obvious displays of work competence so make time to
do them well or risk being perceived as ineffective.

• Ask someone who is good with detail to review own written work before finalising it.

• Where possible avoid being central to the production of very important written
documentation, especially if it will be used external to the organisation.

• Read all written work slowly and out loud before finalising it, to check that it makes
sense.

• Ask a colleague who has excellent written communication skills to check draft
documents before they are finalised.

• Get others to check the logic of arguments.

• Ensure that arguments are always fully substantiated.

• Check that the facts are accurate before communicating them to others.

• Look to others for assistance when there is a strong need to establish the factual
accuracy of information.
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Development Tips
Resolving Conflict
Calming Upset People; Handling Angry
Individuals; Resolving Arguments

Extremely Low
performed better than only 1% of
comparison group

• Listen actively and attentively. Suspend judgement.

• Focus on facts and data, try not to be overly influenced by people's emotions and
dominance.

• Spot potential problems early and step in quickly before people get angry.

• Allow people to have their say. Try not to cut them short or interrupt.

• Find areas where there is common agreement.

• Empathise with people and help them to see that they are being listened to and
understood.

• Understand the context for the argument and then hear both sides.

• Remain objective. Resist any temptation to be personally involved or take sides.

Development Tips
Team Working
Working Participatively; Encouraging Team
Contributions; Involving Others in Decisions

Very Low
performed better than only 5% of
comparison group

• Spend time getting to know team members, their roles and contribution.

• Discuss how to work together to ensure mutual benefit.

• Check that all the relevant people who may interface with the product/service are
included.

• See the benefit in more than one view and think about how the suggestions of others
provide a meaningful contribution.

• It may be better to talk to some people one-to-one before a meeting to get their
views.

• Make sure that all relevant parties have been given the opportunity to make their
views known.

• Set clear timescales for consultation and decision making.

• Ensure that everyone knows who is responsible for the overall decision.
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Development Tips
Following Procedures
Adhering to Rules; Following Instructions;
Minimising Risks

Very Low
performed better than only 5% of
comparison group

• Have company policy and procedure manuals at hand. Refer to them before completing
new tasks.

• Learn how the key business processes benefit the department, organisation,
customers, shareholders and community.

• Break the overall project timelines down into shorter intervals for more regular
progress and process checks.

• Only argue for 'exceptions' to the rule in truly exceptional cases.

• Don't assume that more work can be done by simply flexing other deadlines without
checking with the other project managers/resources first.

• Be careful to follow the full set of instructions to avoid any costly missed steps and re-
work.

• Start big tasks early. Don't delay the start and leave things until the last minute.

• Check if there is an established list of known risks for organisation's industry sector.
Consider resources at risk, threats to resources and consequences.

• Learn more about legal obligations, commit to discharging these effectively.

™

Report for Alex Staton Comparison Group: Professionals & Managers (INT, IA, 2009)
Generated on: 29-Sep-2011 Page 18 © 2005-2009 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved.

403

© 2014 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.1.



Development Tips
Interpreting Data
Quantifying Issues; Applying Technology;
Evaluating Information Objectively

Very Low
performed better than only 5% of
comparison group

• Spend some time reading analytical and/or financial reports and discuss areas that are
not well understood with colleagues in the area.

• Work alongside an experienced colleague and discuss the relative merits of the
different types of data analysis they use.

• Use the help menus on software to develop own understanding, and make a point of
learning more about the available functionality.

• Review business reports and read business/finance sections of newspapers, focusing
on understanding why they report particular figures and what good data reporting
looks like.

• Spend time with a colleague who has a strong financial background to ensure a good
understanding of the basic financial metrics and indicators.

• Ask an experienced user for advice and coaching in specific areas of Information
Technology, especially where confidence is lacking.

• Take opportunities to sit next to experienced colleagues and work with them on
presenting data/reports/graphics.

• List the facts for both sides of the argument and weigh these against each other.

• Ask an experienced decision maker for advice on what to take into account when
required to make a key decision, asking specifically for input on how to remain
objective.
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Comments/Actions
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About this Report

This report is based upon the Styles assessment which explores an individual's behavioural
tendencies in a number of work relevant areas.

The results are based on a comparison with a group of 2,600 international professionals
and managers and are presented on a 1 to 10 Sten scale.

Since the questionnaire is a self-report measure, the results reflect the individual's self-
perceptions. Nevertheless, our extensive research has shown it to be a valid measure of
how people will operate in the workplace.

It should be remembered that the information contained in this report is potentially
sensitive and every effort should be made to ensure that it is stored in a secure place.

The information contained within this report is likely to provide a valid overview of the
respondent's behavioural tendencies at work for 12 to 24 months, depending upon
circumstances.

The report was produced using Saville Consulting software systems. It has been derived
from the results of a questionnaire completed by the respondent, and reflects the
responses they made.

This report has been generated electronically. Saville Consulting do not guarantee that it
has not been changed or edited. We can accept no liability for the consequences of the use
of this report, howsoever arising.

The application of this questionnaire is limited to Saville Consulting employees, agents of
Saville Consulting and clients authorised by Saville Consulting.
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Introduction to the Types Report

This report outlines the typical approach of Alex Staton at work based on responses to the
Saville Consulting Wave Styles questionnaire.

Saville Consulting Wave™ Types

Research has shown that the Saville Consulting Wave™ Types are powerful predictors of
performance in a range of key areas.

Note: Typologies are useful generalisations about people. However, generalisations by
their nature make it inevitable that respondents will identify more closely with some
aspects of the description of their type than others.

Styles Assessment

The report draws on the four Clusters in the Styles assessment that cover three Sections
each:

Thought
Evaluative, Investigative, Imaginative

Influence
Sociable, Impactful, Assertive

Adaptability
Resilient, Flexible, Supportive

Delivery
Conscientious, Structured, Driven

People & Task Types

This report integrates results in the 'People' Clusters (Influencing People and Adapting
Approaches) into four People Types, and results on the 'Task' Clusters (Solving Problems
and Delivering Results) into four Task Types.

The People Type for Alex Staton is shown on the following page, followed by the Task
Type.

On the Type chart the distance from each axis indicates how clear or differentiated the
type is. Scores close to the corners of the chart indicate that the type is very clear and
that the type description will apply very consistently. Scores next to an axis suggest that
the individual may adopt the behaviours associated with either side of the axis.

Saville Consulting Wave™ Types Implications

Saville Consulting Wave™ Types have implications for behaviour in leadership roles,
team/peer interaction, change management and synergies with various organisational
cultures.
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People Type

A
D

A
PT

A
B

IL
IT

Y
Adaptor Transformer

Individualist Influencer

INFLUENCE

Influencer

Influencers excel at communicating their message. They enjoy using power and single-
mindedly pursue their goals. As the results are not strongly differentiated, Alex Staton is
most likely to adopt this type, but may often adopt other types.
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Task Type

TH
O

U
G

H
T

Thinker Transactor

Preserver Doer

DELIVERY

Preserver

Preservers adopt conventional approaches to their work and prefer a steady work pace. As
the results are not strongly differentiated, Alex Staton is most likely to adopt this type, but
may often adopt other types.
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Influencer-Preserver
Influencer-Preservers invest energy in developing social networks to further their aims.
They are realists who can cope better than most with tough work environments.

Leadership Style

• Influencer-Preservers create a powerful interpersonal impact, with an assertive and
challenging style.

• They are likely to be strong networkers and opinion leaders interested in preserving
existing structures and processes.

• Their approach is one based on convention rather than theory and they usually
benefit from working within an existing system.

Team & Peer Interaction

• People with this style are persuasive, challenging and articulate in teams.
• They like to have their opinions heard and acted upon.
• Their interpersonal skills and networking may be concerned more with impressions

than actions.
• When facing challenging negotiations they require advance preparation with robust

arguments.

Managing Change

• Influencer-Preservers prefer stability in life over change and turbulence.
• If they are supportive of a change proposal, they can act as change agents thanks to

their challenging and direct style.
• They are most comfortable as part of a change programme where the energy and

impetus for delivering successful implementation are provided by others.

Cultural Synergies & Maximising Potential

• Influencer-Preservers are best teamed up with people who will motivate them to
deliver their very best.

• They are best suited to working cultures where there is an emphasis on strong,
decisive leadership and a high value is placed on networks and relationships.

• They like cultures where vision and strategy are not routinely debated.
• Influencer-Preservers cope better than most with lack of support from their

colleagues.
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Saville Consulting Wave™ Types Model

People Types

Adaptor
Adaptors are supportive,
resilient and flexible in

response to change. They are
quiet and accommodating.

Transformer
Transformers combine

interpersonal sensitivity with
powerful social networks and

definite leadership impact.

Individualist
Individualists are task rather
than people-focused. They
prefer environments where
their specialist expertise is

valued.

Influencer
Influencers excel at

communicating their message.
They enjoy using power and
single-mindedly pursue their

goals.

Task Types

Thinker
Thinkers get straight to the

core of a problem to find
solutions. They may pursue

ideas at the expense of
accomplishing results.

Transactor
Transactors combine

thoughtful analysis with the
driven pursuit of goals. They
enjoy challenges and can be
relied upon to deliver results.

Preserver
Preservers adopt conventional
approaches to their work and

prefer a steady work pace.

Doer
Doers approach their work

with dynamism and
conscientiousness. They

prefer action over
intellectualised debate.
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About this Report

This report is based upon the Styles assessment, which explores an individual's motives,
preferences, needs and talents in critical work areas.

The results are based on a comparison with a group of 2,600 professionals and managers
and are presented on a 1 to 10 Sten scale.

Since the questionnaire is a self-report measure, the results reflect the individual's self-
perceptions. Nevertheless, our extensive research has shown it to be a valid measure of
how people will operate in the workplace.

It should be remembered that the information contained in this report is potentially
sensitive and every effort should be made to ensure that it is stored in a secure place.

The information contained within this report is likely to remain valid for 12 to 24 months,
depending upon circumstances.

The report was produced using Saville Consulting software systems. It has been derived
from the results of an assessment completed by the respondent, and reflects the
responses they made.

This report has been generated electronically. Saville Consulting do not guarantee that it
has not been changed or edited. We can accept no liability for the consequences of the
use of this report, howsoever arising.

The application of this assessment is limited to Saville Consulting employees, agents of
Saville Consulting and clients authorised by Saville Consulting.
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Saville Consulting Team Roles

Saville Consulting’s Team Roles model presents 8 different team roles, each representing
a different approach to working in a team. This report outlines which team roles Alex
Staton is most and least likely to adopt based on responses to the Saville Consulting
Wave Styles assessment. Individuals who prefer different roles in a team can
complement each other to improve performance. Outlined below are typical behaviours
associated with each role, and the four Wave competency clusters to which they are
related.

Solving Problems

Analyst

Analysts use their intellect and
expertise to break down and evaluate
information. They seek the right
answer.

Innovator

Innovators take a creative approach to
problem solving, and often develop
long-term strategies.

Influencing People

Relator

Relators actively communicate between
team members and can help improve
social interaction.

Assertor

Assertors take control of situations and
coordinate people. They prefer to be
the leader.

Adapting Approaches

Optimist

Optimists tend to be resilient and stay
calm under pressure. They help to keep
team morale high.

Supporter

Supporters attend to the needs of
others, and prefer a team-oriented
approach.

Delivering Results

Finisher

Finishers focus on getting things
completed to a high standard, and pay
attention to detail.

Striver

Strivers push hard to achieve ambitious
results. They are often highly
enterprising and competitive.
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Your Team Roles
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Your Team Roles ranked in order of preference:

Optimist Primary role

Relator Secondary role

Innovator

Striver

Supporter

Assertor

Analyst
Less preferred roles

Finisher
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Your Preferred Team Roles

Your primary role is likely to be your strongest team role; this is the role which you are
most likely to adopt. In certain situations, you may prefer adopting your secondary team
role ahead of your primary team role. Each of your preferred roles has associated
strengths that can positively contribute towards the team’s success.

Primary Secondary

Optimist Relator

Optimists tend to be resilient and stay
calm under pressure. They help to keep
team morale high.

Strengths:

• Optimists typically remain
composed in difficult circumstances

• Optimists are likely to convey
confidence in themselves and the
team

• Optimists tend to maintain a
positive outlook

Relators actively communicate
between team members and can help
improve social interaction.

Strengths:

• Relators typically communicate
information effectively to others

• Relators tend to interact
confidently with other people

• Relators are likely to make a
positive impression upon others

Your primary and secondary team roles combine to create your dual role. This
combination also has associated strengths that are likely to be valuable when working in
a team.

Dual

Optimist Relator
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Your Contrasting Team Roles

Your team roles can be better understood when the contrasts between your two
preferred (primary and secondary) and two least preferred team roles are considered.
These contrasts and their associated behaviours are presented below, along with advice
that could help enhance the team’s performance.

Primary role Less preferred role

Optimist Finisher

People with this role contrast tend to work confidently and calmly without feeling a
need to get involved in the details. Be aware of the need to help the team complete
tasks when there is pressure to meet important deadlines.

Primary role Less preferred role

Optimist Analyst

People with this role contrast typically maintain a calm and positive outlook, but may
not pay enough attention to negative information. Acknowledge problems and
recognise that that they may often present opportunities to make things better.

Secondary role Less preferred role

Relator Finisher

People with this role contrast typically prefer to spend more time discussing issues
than completing tasks. Be aware of when talk should turn into action.

Secondary role Less preferred role

Relator Analyst

People with this role contrast tend to be active communicators but may not possess a
full understanding of all the relevant facts. Discuss information with more analytical
team members, as this may help develop a clearer understanding of the important
issues.
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About this Report

This report is based upon the Styles assessment, which explores an individual's motives,
preferences, needs and talents in critical work areas.

The results are based on a comparison with a group of 2,600 professionals and managers.

Since the questionnaire is a self-report measure, the results reflect the individual's self-
perceptions. Nevertheless, our extensive research has shown it to be a valid measure of
how people will operate in the workplace.

It should be remembered that the information contained in this report is potentially
sensitive and every effort should be made to ensure that it is stored in a secure place.

The information contained within this report is likely to remain valid for 12 to 24 months,
depending upon circumstances.

The report was produced using Saville Consulting software systems. It has been derived
from the results of an assessment completed by the respondent, and reflects the
responses they made.

This report has been generated electronically. Saville Consulting do not guarantee that it
has not been changed or edited. We can accept no liability for the consequences of the
use of this report, howsoever arising.

The application of this assessment is limited to Saville Consulting employees, agents of
Saville Consulting and clients authorised by Saville Consulting.
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Introduction to Assessment Report

The Reflections Model

Saville Consulting's Reflections model identifies nine specific combinations of work
styles which our research has demonstrated can have both positive and negative
implications in the workplace. Certain combinations of working styles can align to
demonstrate clear patterns of behaviour which are likely to have a profound impact on
how an individual works. Some combinations of work styles may be particularly effective
for an individual in a given context, but there are also combinations of work styles which
can adversely impact an individual’s performance. This report is designed to allow
individuals to reflect on the potential implications of the work styles that they
demonstrate.

Reflections Overview

The Reflections Overview page shows the total scores for all nine Reflections scales,
each of which are built from a combination of two work styles. A total score falling in the
middle of the scale indicates that the respondent is likely to balance the two work styles,
whereas a total score close to one end of the Reflections scale indicates the respondent
has a tendency to adopt one work style in preference to the other.

Detailed Reflections Profile

The Detailed Reflections Profile shows the nine Reflections scales in more detail. As well
as the total score shown in the centre, the six sub-scores which combine to form each
Reflections scale are positioned above and below the total score. These sub-scores are
Wave Professional Styles dimensions, and are presented on a 1 to 10 ‘Sten’ scale. Each
work style in the Reflections Profile is built from three Wave dimensions and the
individual contribution of each dimension to the total score can be seen. This allows for
an in-depth understanding of how the total score is achieved and helps the reader
appreciate what might underpin their tendency towards particular work styles.

Each Reflections scale is also accompanied by text which considers both the potential
positive and negative implications of adopting either of the two different work styles.
The respondent can use this to reflect on specific critical areas to examine when trying
to improve their workplace performance.
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Reflections Overview

Task

More
Impressionable More Skeptical

More Task-
Immersed

More Socially-
Immersed

More Broadminded More Particular

People

More Obliging More Outspoken

More Tough
Minded More Sensitive

More Self-Focused More Focused on
Others

Growth

More Daring More Cautious

More Sympathetic More Tenacious

More Reflective More Impulsive
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Impressionable Skeptical

Likely to be highly receptive to
contributions from other people

Likely to bring attention to potential
problems

May accept ideas or decisions without
sufficient questioning

May inhibit progress by being overly-critical
of others' contributions

Analytical (4)

Factual (2)3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Rational (3)

More Impressionable More Skeptical

Positive (7)

Accepting (7) 10 9 8

Receptive (4)

Task Immersed Socially Immersed

Likely to be able to maintain their focus on
tasks despite distractions

Likely to help build positive relationship
between people

May spend too little time developing and
maintaining workplace relationships

May spend too little time on important
workplace tasks

Interactive (10)

Engaging (8)9 10

Self-promoting (8)

More Task-Immersed More Socially-
Immersed

Organised (1)

Dynamic (9) 10

Practically Minded (6)
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Broadminded Particular

Likely to encourage and help others to take
a broad perspective

Likely to control details to ensure
achievement of high quality standards

May place less emphasis on ensuring
details are correct

May focus on details without due attention
to the broader issues

Meticulous (4)

Organised (1)2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Factual (2)

More Broadminded More Particular

Empowering (4)

Strategic (5) 10 9 8 7 6

Insightful (8)

Obliging Outspoken

Likely to get along with others and
minimise unnecessary confrontations

Likely to be an effective advocate for
important issues

May tend to avoid speaking out when it
could cause disharmony

May frequently disagree with the
consensus and be regarded as divisive

Challenging (7)

Articulate (8)9 10

Convincing (7)

More Obliging More Outspoken

Accepting (7)

Resolving (2) 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3

Conforming (2)
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Tough Minded Sensitive

Likely to appear confident and calm in
difficult situations

Likely to be sensitive to difficulties
experienced by others

May be perceived as lacking concern and
appear unmoved under pressure

May often react inappropriately under
pressure

Receptive (4)

Attentive (6)7 8 9 10

Accepting (7)

More Tough Minded More Sensitive

Self-assured (7)

Composed (9) 10

Positive (7)

Self-Focused Focused on Others

Likely to impress people and seize personal
opportunities

Likely to do things for the good and
welfare of other people

May promote their own interests over the
interests of others

May do little to promote their own
interests

Principled (1)

Involving (1)2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Attentive (6)

More Self-Focused More Focused on
Others

Self-promoting (8)

Convincing (7) 10 9 8

Self-assured (7)
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Daring Cautious

Likely to take calculated risks which may
result in effective change

Likely to favour methods which have been
successfully tried and tested

May increase exposure to risk in the need
to enforce change

May miss opportunities to experiment with
new approaches

Conforming (2)

Rational (3)4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Reliable (1)

More Daring More Cautious

Enterprising (10)

Change Oriented (7) 10 9 8

Inventive (10)

Sympathetic Tenacious

Likely to be effective at supporting other
people

Likely to be good at achieving goals and
objectives

May focus on the needs of others at the
expense of delivering results

May push people hard and show a limited
concern for their wellbeing

Striving (5)

Dynamic (9)10

Activity Oriented (7)

More Sympathetic More Tenacious

Involving (1)

Attentive (6) 10 9 8 7

Receptive (4)
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Reflective Impulsive

Likely to use information from a range of
sources to make well-informed decisions

Likely to make quick decisions and act
swiftly

May delay activities and take too long over
urgent decisions

May commit to a course of action without
investigating better options

Activity Oriented (7)

Purposeful (9)10

Change Oriented (7)

More Reflective More Impulsive

Learning Oriented (4)

Strategic (5) 10 9 8 7 6

Abstract (1)
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About this Report

This report is based upon the Styles assessment, which explores an individual’s motives,
preferences, needs and talents in critical work areas.

The results are based on a comparison with a group of 2,600 professionals and managers
and are presented on a 1 to 10 Sten scale.

Since the questionnaire is a self-report measure, the results reflect the individual’s self-
perceptions. Nevertheless, our extensive research has shown it to be a valid measure of
how people will operate in the workplace.

It should be remembered that the information contained in this report is potentially
sensitive and every effort should be made to ensure that it is stored in a secure place.

The information contained within this report is likely to remain valid for 12 to 24 months,
depending upon circumstances.

The report was produced using Saville Consulting software systems. It has been derived
from the results of an assessment completed by the respondent, and reflects the
responses they made.

This report has been generated electronically. Saville Consulting do not guarantee that it
has not been changed or edited. We can accept no liability for the consequences of the use
of this report, howsoever arising.

The application of this assessment is limited to Saville Consulting employees, agents of
Saville Consulting and clients authorised by Saville Consulting.
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Selling Styles Profile
Thought 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Expert Analyst
Sells based on up-to-date technical understanding of
products and services

Strategist
Creates a shared understanding of the strategic
imperatives that underpin a sale

Influence 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Persuader
Sells by presenting the facts articulately and persuasively

Negotiator
Seeks to develop mutually beneficial deals with customers

Adaptability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Resolver
Builds trust, sorts out problems for customers and works
to improve service delivery

Relationship Builder
Develops and maintains strong relationships with key
customers and influencers

Delivery 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Administrator
Ensures that things are done correctly and efficiently

Driver
Pushes ambitiously to get the highest possible results
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Sales Profile
The following report summarises Alex Staton's areas of greater and lesser potential based
on our extensive international database linking Saville Consulting Wave to work
performance. Alex Staton's Ratings Acquiescence is Sten 4 and their Consistency of
Rankings is Sten 9.

Area Potential

So
lv

in
g 

P
ro

bl
em

s Identifying Needs
Understanding Customer Needs (8); Analysing
Information (2)

Fairly Low
higher potential than about 25%
of the comparison group

Developing Solutions
Applying Expertise (2); Being Creative (7)

Fairly Low
higher potential than about 25%
of the comparison group

In
fl

ue
nc

in
g 

P
eo

pl
e Developing Leads

Developing Rapport (9); Building
Relationships (10)

Extremely High
higher potential than about 99%
of the comparison group

Closing Deals
Presenting Information (7); Changing Views
(7); Challenging Objections (8)

High
higher potential than about 90%
of the comparison group

A
da

pt
in

g 
A

pp
ro

ac
he

s

Staying Positive
Handling Pressure (5); Being Resilient (5);
Maintaining Self-Belief (8)

Average
higher potential than about 60%
of the comparison group

Working Collaboratively
Supporting People (6); Working Co-operatively
(1)

Low
higher potential than about 10%
of the comparison group

D
el

iv
er

in
g 

R
es

ul
ts Being Disciplined

Being Organised (1); Maintaining Standards
(1)

Extremely Low
higher potential than about 1% of
the comparison group

Results Focused
Taking Action (8); Pursuing Targets (8)

Very High
higher potential than about 95%
of the comparison group
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Sales Potential Indicators
The following report summarises Alex Staton's greater or lesser potential against key
performance indicators which underpin effectiveness across different sales roles.

Indicator Potential

High Customer Contact Rate
Initiating Contact; Following Up Leads;
Maintaining Existing Relationships

Extremely High
higher potential than about 99% of
the comparison group

Developing New Business
Developing Leads; Negotiating Deals; Using
Creative Strategies

Very High
higher potential than about 95% of
the comparison group

Managing Existing Business
Managing Accounts; Maintaining Service Levels;
Upselling to Existing Customers

Extremely Low
higher potential than about 1% of
the comparison group

Sales Leadership
Making Decisions; Giving Direction; Motivating
Sales People

Average
higher potential than about 60% of
the comparison group
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About this Report

This report is based upon the Styles assessment which explores an individual’s approach to
work in a number of relevant areas. It indicates an individual’s entrepreneurial potential
based on the Entrecode® model of successful entrepreneurs.

The results are based on a comparison with a group of 2,600 international professionals
and managers and are presented on a 1 to 10 Sten scale. A score of 1 indicates low
potential and a score of 10 indicates high potential.

Since the questionnaire is a self-report measure, the results reflect the individual’s self-
perceptions. Nevertheless, our research has shown it to be a valid predictor of how people
will operate in the workplace.

It should be remembered that the information contained in this report is potentially
sensitive and every effort should be made to ensure that it is stored in a secure place.

The information contained within this report is likely to provide a valid overview of the
respondent’s approach to work for 12 to 24 months, depending upon circumstances.

The report was produced using the Saville Consulting software systems. It has been
derived from the results of a questionnaire completed by the respondent, and reflects the
responses made by them.
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Introduction to the Entrepreneurial Potential Report
This report provides information on the entrepreneurial potential of Alex Staton based on
responses to the Styles questionnaire.

The Entrecode® Research Model

The basis of this entrepreneurial potential report is the Entrecode® model 
(www.entrecode.co.uk) of successful entrepreneurs who have created and led high value
businesses, often starting with virtually nothing. The Entrecode® model was derived
from more than fifteen years of research undertaken by Professor David Hall and his
associates.

This report predicts potential for each of the 6 core areas outlined in the Entrecode®
model, from ‘Getting in the Zone’ through to ‘Building Capability’:

Getting in the Zone

Seeing Possibilities

Cr
ea

tin
g 

Su
pe

rio
r O

pp
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s

Staying in the Zone

Opening Up to the W
orld

Bu
ild

in
g 

Ca
pa

bi
lit

y

Entrepreneurial Potential Summary

The Entrepreneurial Potential Summary provides information on the 6 core areas of the
Entrecode® model, followed by a brief description of each area.

Entrepreneurial Potential Profile

The Entrepreneurial Potential Profile provides greater detail by breaking the 6 core areas
down into 21 aspects of entrepreneurial potential. For each of the 21 areas a description
is provided which varies according to Alex Staton's score.
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Entrepreneurial Potential Summary

Getting in the Zone (8)

Seeing Possibilities (8)

Cr
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tin
g 
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s 

(6
)

Staying in the Zone (5)

Opening Up to the W
orld (9)

Bu
ild

in
g 

Ca
pa

bi
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y 
(6

)

Getting in the Zone
the optimal state of mind to create success

Seeing Possibilities
the unique ways in which entrepreneurs view the world, take in information and
create insights

Creating Superior Opportunities
identifying client problems that need to be solved and leveraging solutions to
transform business results

Staying in the Zone
prioritising, sequencing and focusing energy on a very specific target

Opening Up to the World
building networks, and forming relationships to enable the business to develop

Building Capability
focusing efforts on building the capacity of the business
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Entrepreneurial Potential Profile
Getting in the Zone

Achievement Drive
shows determination and purpose to
succeed and achieve results

Compelling Vision
sometimes thinks about what the future
holds and where this will lead

Energy
consistently puts masses of energy into
making things happen

Action Oriented
does not hold back from taking the
initiative, preferring to take action quickly
and decisively

Seeing Possibilities

Big Picture
reasonably focused on the big picture but
may at times be distracted by low-level
issues

Options Thinking
explores a wider range of alternative
approaches to issues than most

Savvy
relies on own intuition and experience to
make judgements

Creating Superior Opportunities

Problem Seeking
puts significant effort into finding out
which problems customers really want to
address

Synthesis
may be less inclined than others to make
the connection between insights gained
from different sources

Problem Solving
produces strong commercial solutions to
customer problems that often lead to
new business opportunities

Customer Delivery
may sometimes be less focused than
others on personally delivering a high
quality service to customers
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Entrepreneurial Potential Profile
Staying in the Zone

Focus
may at times be easily distracted and lose
sight of the key priorities

Positive Mindset
maintains an optimistic outlook,
responding positively to new challenges

Self-determining
comfortable making decisions which will
shape own destiny

Persistence
sometimes shows less persistence than
others, particularly when faced with
difficulties or setbacks

Opening Up to the World

Expressing Passion
talks enthusiastically and persuasively,
may be seen by many as inspirational

Purposeful Networking
shows great flair in building and
maintaining appropriate networks to
establish useful business relationships

Creating Partnerships
skilled at negotiating, generating sales
and building strong commercial
partnerships

Building Capability

Building Up the Team
may be less interested than others in co-
ordinating and motivating the team

Experiential Learning
ready to try things out and to learn from
pragmatic experimentation and
experience

Staying on Track
puts reasonable effort into maintaining
performance and seeking continuous
improvement
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Entrepreneurial Potential Scale

The results are based on a comparison with a group of 2,600 international professionals
and managers and are presented on a 1 to 10 Sten scale.

= higher potential than about 1% of the comparison group

= higher potential than about 5% of the comparison group

= higher potential than about 10% of the comparison group

= higher potential than about 25% of the comparison group

= higher potential than about 40% of the comparison group

= higher potential than about 60% of the comparison group

= higher potential than about 75% of the comparison group

= higher potential than about 90% of the comparison group

= higher potential than about 95% of the comparison group

= higher potential than about 99% of the comparison group
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PART 4 

TECHNICAL

This manual has been generated electronically. Saville Consulting do not guarantee that it has
not been changed or edited. We can accept no liability for the consequences of the use of this
manual, howsoever arising.
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16.0 Construction

This chapter describes the development process used to construct Wave Professional
Styles assessments.  A general background to Wave Professional Styles can be found in the
Introduction chapter.  Validation was fundamental to the development of the Wave
Professional Styles questionnaires, and users can find further details about the unique
approach used to validate the questionnaires in the Validity chapter.

16.1 Development Background

Development Goal

The primary assessment goal of Saville Consulting Wave® Styles is to accurately forecast
people’s performance at work.  This is accomplished by maximizing the criterion-related
validity with job performance and other work related effectiveness outcomes.  In addition
to validity, the Wave Styles questionnaires are designed to be fair in application and
applicable internationally.

By achieving these goals, the Wave Styles questionnaires are designed to provide real
value to organizations through improved workforce productivity and performance and lead
to a strong return on initial investment.

The quest for enhanced validity should be the core mission of the test or questionnaire
developer.  We also believe it is a priority for assessment and test users.  Users have the
potential to maximize the benefit they provide in practice by using tools where criterion-
related validity is higher.

An assessment tool must be easy to use, acceptable to participants, attractive, and be
applicable to today’s modern workplace.  Saville Consulting Wave questionnaire
administration, scoring, and reports are designed to ensure that this validity is easily
accessible and understood by the user.  We do this by providing the user with clear, well-
researched links between Saville Consulting Wave Styles scales and measures of workplace
competencies.  This enables Wave to give a better, more valid indication of overall
effectiveness in terms of proficiency and potential for future success than other
conventionally developed personality assessments.

Validation is fundamental to the development of the Wave Professional Styles
questionnaires, and users can find further details about the unique approach used to
validate the questionnaire in the Validity chapter.

Saville Consulting Integrated Development

Three approaches to questionnaire design were used in the development of Wave
Professional Styles.  The first two we refer to as “deductive” and “inductive” approaches
and they are commonly used to create conventional multi-scale personality questionnaires.
The latter approach we refer to as “validation-centric” and it is one of the fundamental
design features that makes the Wave Professional Styles questionnaire different.
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Conceptual Overview of Wave Integrated Development

Figure 16.1  Conceptual Overview of Wave Integrated Development

Saville Consulting Wave Professional Styles was based on both inductive and deductive
modeling at both the predictor and criterion ends of assessment.  These predictors and
criteria were aligned and the validity maximized by performance driven, validation-centric
item/scale choice.  Criterion related validity was central to item choice in the development
phase of the questionnaire.  This is the essence of the validation-centric approach to
creating performance driven assessment and maximizing validity.

Inductive Approach to Questionnaire Development

Questionnaires that are inductively developed are based on a process that focuses primarily on
its internal structure and not on criterion-related validity.  A statistical approach such as factor
analysis is commonly used to create personality scales by identifying items that group together
(i.e., factors).  This approach tends to produce questionnaires that have low correlations
between the scales within the questionnaire.  Items (and scales) are typically removed that sit
between these factors.  A concept like Self Assurance, for example, might be removed from a
Five Factor Model (FFM) questionnaire measure because it sits between the factors of
Emotional Stability and Extraversion – it is related to both factors.  The rationale for including an
item (or scale), according to this approach, is not based fundamentally on an item’s relevance to
an external criterion but rather on how it relates to other items in the questionnaire (that is, the
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questionnaire’s internal structure).  The principle objective of the inductive approach is
parsimony (as in the FFM) and not improved criterion-related validity.  The examination of
validity typically is undertaken after the questionnaire is built.

Deductive Approach to Questionnaire Development

Questionnaires that are deductively developed focus on measuring concepts that are
deemed relevant to the developer.  The developer writes questions to measure a particular
concept or trait of interest to them.  Developers using a deductive approach do not ignore
the internal structure of their questionnaire, however.  Typically, the developer writes more
items for the trial form of the questionnaire than will be included in the final version of
questionnaire (e.g., a third more items than are needed in the final version).  The degree to
which the items correlate with other items in the same scale is often an important criterion
for item selection.  Unlike the inductive approach, scales that sit between “factors” will not
necessarily be removed from the questionnaire if the developer deems them useful.
Questionnaires designed using this approach tend to have scales that correlate more
highly with each other when compared to scales developed using an inductive approach.
Scales developed using a deductive approach often have high internal consistency
reliability, and often upon close inspection, the items in the scale can be found to be
repetitive and the concept measured by the scale relatively narrow.  As with the inductive
approach, an examination of validity typically comes sometime after the questionnaire is
built.

Neither the inductive nor deductive method of questionnaire development focuses on
empirical validity until late in the development process (or more usually until after the
development approach is complete).  Both approaches assume that the items written for
the questionnaire are good and reliable (i.e., they measure a concept reliably).  With both
approaches, items are removed that do not correlate with the other items in the
questionnaire.  But what if those “maverick” items are good predictors of a critical
workplace behavior?  There is no way of knowing that without external validity data.

Validation-Centric Approach to Questionnaire Development

The validation-centric approach to questionnaire development differs from the inductive
and deductive approaches.  Item selection begins by looking for items or item groupings
(facets) that have the best criterion-related validity rather than selecting items based on
how they correlate with other items or how they contribute to a scale’s internal structure,
such as the item’s impact on a scale’s mean, standard deviation, or other psychometric
characteristics.

An advantage of this approach is the ability to create short and concise but highly valid
scales.  For instance, Burisch (1997) created short scales by selecting the most valid items
from longer scales.  Using a double cross-validated research design, he then found that
these short scales were capable of greater validity than the conventionally developed
scales eight times longer!
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Methodological Pitfalls of Validation-Centric Development

A list of methodological pitfalls of a validation-centric approach is presented below along
with means of addressing them.

Sample sizes need to be relatively large – recommend in excess of 300 people – to reduce
Type I and Type II errors in item selection and to detect differences in validity coefficients.
Validation samples of this size are rare as they are typically not easy to achieve early in
questionnaire development.

Bizarre items and the black box approach. There is a danger that if item writing and
reviewing is not against a clear a priori, deductive model that “bizarre” items can be found
to correlate with an external criterion.  Type I errors can mean that spurious correlations
with external criteria can lead to inappropriate items being selected.  Items must be
written and reviewed against a clear model and principles.  A deductive approach to item
writing and the use of an a priori model can prevent an item intended to measure one
concept being used to measure a different concept, e.g., can prevent items about Creativity
being used to measure Extraversion.  Hence, it is important to make a priori hypotheses
regarding which items should correlate with which work behaviors and not to rely on a
“dust bowl” or “black box” approach to empirical validity.

One validity study does not a questionnaire make. The first draft of a validation-
centric developed questionnaire uses the results of an initial development trial to select
items with the best validity.  However, the results of this initial trial need to be cross-
validated at the standardization stage of development as the validation results from the
initial sample could be partially inflated by capitalizing on sample specific error variance.
Cross-validation ensures the item validities with their aligned criterion are strong and
stable across samples of participants.

Performance criteria are inherently unreliable, so it is important that the measures are
of clear observable aspects of work performance that can be accurately rated by a boss or
co-worker.  Single item descriptions of work behaviors or competencies provide the
opportunity to break jobs down into their behavioral elements (although these do have
limited reliability as job performance criteria).

See the Validity chapter for a discussion on the criterion problem.

While there are pitfalls in using validity data to develop personality questionnaires, they
can be overcome yielding benefits for questionnaire users.  More work is required at the
early stages of questionnaire development, but with large sample sizes, good item writing
and review procedures, a large item pool and a clear a priori model of work traits and
behaviors, questionnaire developers can improve their forecasting accuracy by using
validation data early in the development process. 
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Validity and Scale Development

Burisch (1984) points out that mixed approaches, which include validity data as part of
scale development, are surprisingly rare in questionnaire development.

“Actually this is rarely done, particularly the combination of deductive scale writing and
external information for item analysis.”

In developing the Saville Consulting Wave Styles questionnaires, a mixed approach was
used that included deductive, inductive and validation-centric methodologies.

Validity and Expert Judgment

The superiority of validation data in driving expert decision making is a well established
finding across different disciplines.  The correlation with previous objective
criterion/outcome data provides a superior approach to decision making, when compared to
the subjective judgment of “experts”.  This finding is replicated across many different fields
of application and is supported by a meta-analytic study by Grove et al  (2000).

What is surprising is that the use of criterion-related validity data is so rarely used for item
selection and scale development.  Most developers develop scales using only internal item
parameters.  Validation is often an afterthought in questionnaire development - rather than
something that drives scale development for the purpose of improving criterion related
validity through selecting the most valid items to create more valid scales.  Using validity
as a rationale for item selection helps to create shorter, more efficient scales with better
overall validity.



16.2 Wave Professionals Styles Development

The development of the Wave Professional Styles questionnaires took place in two major
phases: the construction phase and the standardization phase.  These two phases  can be
broken down into a number of individual steps as shown in Figure 16.2.

Fig 16.2  Overview of Key Steps in Wave Professional Styles Development

*Colossus Self-Report Item Bank was developed but not used for item/facet scale selection in the Development Trial,
the Self-Report Marker Item Pool was used.  Parallel items were drawn from Colossus for the Co-Standardization Trial. 
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Preliminary Concept Trials

In essence, these were “proof of concept and method trials” before investing in the full
development and standardization trials of Wave.  The content never led to the
development of a questionnaire directly from this trial.  However, these trials helped to
identify the most promising content which was then refined for use in the main
development trial.

These preliminary trials were conducted to investigate the properties of different item
types; specifically, “effectiveness” items (measuring talent) and “need” items (measuring
motive).  These trials also pilot tested psychometric properties of a series of short scales
(facets) that were designed as part of a model hierarchy to increase the fidelity of
assessment by measuring very specific facets of behavior.

A total of over 500 items were trialed on 205 participants from a mixed occupational
group.  These items were rated against a ten point true/false anchored Likert-type scale.
The items were designed to measure 50 different traits.  For each of these traits, motive
and talent items were written.  Items were both positively and negatively keyed.  Three
alternate forms of the questionnaire were created.  Measures of response style and social
desirability were included in this trial.

Exemplars of Items included in preliminary trials:

I enjoy generating lots of ideas (motive or need item)
I produce lots of ideas (talent or effectiveness item)

Prior to the study, a priori hypotheses were made regarding the structure of the items and
scales.  These hypotheses were confirmed based on the results of the trials.  Specifically,
the factor structure and scale intercorrelation matrix reflected the deductive model
structure and indicated that it was possible to have a large number of short scales that
were internally reliable and that showed good construct independence.  A subset of the
items was also subject to a retest to check for stability.

The trials confirmed the authors’ previous findings that the negatively worded and keyed
items, with words such as “not,” had less reliability and a less complex factor structure than
positively keyed items without negation.

The preliminary trial also provided the necessary information on the scaling properties of
the items to begin development of a new dynamic response format.  This dynamic
response format, designed for use on the Internet, calculates ipsative scores from the rank
order of items based on normative ratings, and if certain tied ratings are encountered, will
adaptively represent tied items for ranking.  The true-false rating scale was amended
following this trial to a nine-point Likert-type agreement scale following some small within
subject comparative trials of different rating scales.

Self-Report Marker Item Pool

The original Wave development project created 214 self-report concepts or behavioral
facets to be used in the development trial (plus measures of impression management and
social desirability).  These 214 facets were identified through an iterative process of
delineation and refinement by a team of six experienced individual difference
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psychologists.  Each of the 214 concepts was composed of a motive and a talent
component making 428 concepts in total (plus social desirability and impression
management).  In other words, each facet is comprised of two items, one measuring motive
and other measuring talent. 

An initial draft model was developed by taking the Big Five personality factors and
splitting one of the factors, Extraversion, into an interpersonal and achievement-oriented
component which is also sometimes considered as part of Conscientiousness.  This
achievement component differentially predicts important work outcomes which was the
reason for separating this out.  The resulting six broad general factors were then divided
to create twelve categories based on being high or low on each of the six factors.

These twelve categories were further developed to create sub-areas.  This was
accomplished by examining:

•  Criterion frameworks and competency models used by private and public 
organizations

•  Review of existing personality and occupational questionnaires and competency
assessment tools

•  Validation review of scales from existing assessment tools
•  Rational process of splitting scales into meaningful subcomponents
•  Identification of new measures, behaviors and performance criteria

Perhaps the most under-rated skill of all in questionnaire development is that of the item
writer and reviewer.  It is fundamental to Wave Styles’ development philosophy that the
quality of items is central to the validity of the questionnaire.  Over two working person
years was taken up with item writing and review by a team of highly experienced
individual difference Psychologists.

A set of item writing guidelines and review criteria were created for item writers and
reviewers.  These are summarized below.

Item Writing Guidelines and Review Criteria

•  Targeted
•  Simple
•  Short
•  Unitary
•  Unique
•  Comprehensible
•  Avoiding Idioms and Metaphors
•  Non-Opaque
•  Self Referent
•  Behavioral
•  Positively Phrased
•  Avoiding Stereotypical, Biased Content
•  Non Bizarre
•  Non Clinical
•  Motive or Talent

© 2012 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.0.



463

Targeted – a clear objective in the development of Wave was to write items based on a
clear understanding of what “good looks like.”  Items were designed to be unipolar with
higher scores indicating more effective performance.  Exemplars of individuals with
particular traits were used as part of this process to identify whether each item was
worded effectively.  For example, one of the facets is labeled “discreet” and its items deal
with “maintaining confidentiality.”  The item writers sought individuals whom they had
observed behaviorally to be lower on this trait to check that they would not positively
endorse the statement as written.  Care was also taken to avoid focusing on concepts that
were likely to have negative correlations with overall job performance and potential
ratings.  Aspects of adapting approaches associated with emotional resilience and
agreeableness were, for example, amended to reflect more proactive, pro-social behaviors.

Simple – the items were written and reviewed to be as simple a construction as possible
to measure the trait being targeted.  Frequently used words were preferred over less
frequently used ones.  One concept only is measured by an item, and conjunctions such as
“and”, “or” or “but” are avoided.

Short – long items tend to have lower reliability which will impact on their validity.
Wherever possible Wave Styles items were written short and then shortened.  However,
extremely short or one word items, e.g., an adjective like Sociable, can fail to convey
subtlety and precision of meaning when targeting a narrow trait.  The longest item in the
Wave Styles questionnaires has eleven words and the shortest item has three words.  The
mean number of words in an item is 6.7.

Comprehensible – an important feature of any item is that reviewers and respondents
understand and agree upon its meaning.

Direct – there is no attempt in Wave Styles items to conceal the meaning of any item or
make them indirect or opaque.  Indeed, they are deliberately written with a high degree of
“directness” or transparency so that the respondents are clear what they are being asked
and are not surprised later by their results.  Opaque or indirect items can lack face validity
for the respondent and require many more items in a scale to measure the concept reliably
and validly.

Avoiding Idioms and Metaphors – items such as “I like to beat others” can have more
than one interpretation. Few idioms or metaphors translate successfully across language
and cultures and can lead to the gross misinterpretation of an item.  They are best avoided.

Positively Phrased – items that employ negation by using words such as “not” typically
have lower reliability and are prone to respondent response error due to misreading.
Negative items can help in controlling acquiescence responding, but this can result in lower
reliability.

Self-Referent – items ask respondents to rate and rank their own motives and talents.
Items that ask for opinions or attitudes such as, “I think a team needs a leader” were
avoided.

Behavioral – the items focus on behaviors that are more or less observable.  Talent items
look for direct expression of these behaviors in terms of action, and motive items focus on
the individual’s needs and preferences which make particular behaviors more likely.  This
behavioral approach makes responses more verifiable as the traits should correlate with
effective expression of these behaviors which can be observed and rated by others.
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Avoiding Stereotypical or Biased content –  care was taken by reviewers and item
writers to avoid items that might focus on specific knowledge or experience which a
particular protected group may have less or limited access to.  As a matter of course
opinions and attitudes on specifics of the real world (such as particular people or events)
have been avoided.  Items were specifically reviewed by international reviewers with
consideration to culture, country of origin, ethnicity, age, gender, sexual orientation, and
religious belief.  (See Fairness chapter for information about group differences.)

Non-bizarre – item content was not designed to be strange or sensational, or present
hypothetical scenarios whether likely or unlikely to be faced by the respondents in their
working life.

Non-clinical – items that refer to mental or physical disorders or that describe mental or
physical symptoms that may indicate a clinical abnormality were avoided.  The items were
designed to be relevant and acceptable to typical working adults.  Items that could be
perceived as an invasion of privacy with regards to mental health issues were also avoided.

Work Relevant - the items in Saville Consulting Wave Styles predictor (trait) model and
criterion (competency) model were written and reviewed to be work relevant and positive
with regards to achieving overall effectiveness at work.

Internationally Relevant - the items chosen were reviewed to be in simple business
English and easy to translate.  Individuals from over 50 countries were involved in the item
trialing and review process.  Words with a common spelling in US and UK English were used
whenever possible, but separate versions were created due to a few items containing
spelling differences that were not possible to change.

Readability Statistics

Counts Words  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1458
Characters  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6550
Sentences  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 216

Averages Words per Sentence  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6.7
Characters per Word  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.3

Averages Flesch Reading Ease  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70.1
Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5.1

Readability Scores

Each readability test bases its rating on the average number of syllables per word and
words per sentence.  The following sections explain how each test scores your file's
readability.
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Flesch Reading Ease test

This test rates text on a 100-point scale. The higher the score, the easier it is to
understand the document. For most standard files, you want the score to be between 60
and 70.

The formula for the Flesch Reading Ease score is:
206.835 – (1.015 x ASL) – (84.6 x ASW)

where:

ASL = average sentence length (the number of words divided by the number of
sentences)
ASW = average number of syllables per word (the number of syllables divided by
the number of words)

Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level test

This test rates text on a U.S. school grade level. For example, a score of 8.0 means that an
eighth grader can understand the document. For most documents, aim for a score of
approximately 7.0 to 8.0.

The formula for the Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level score is:
(.39 x ASL) + (11.8 x ASW) – 15.59

where:

ASL = average sentence length (the number of words divided by the number of
sentences)
ASW = average number of syllables per word (the number of syllables divided by
the number of words)
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Initial Wave Predictor (Trait) Model

A deductive approach to item development was used at this early stage to sort the 214
facets (428 items – a facet is a two-item scale) into the initial model.  This was an iterative
process that resulted in the framework shown in Figure 12.3.

Figure 16.3  Deductive Facet Styles Bank Structure prior to Item Selection on
Development Trial

Solving 
Problems

Influencing 
People

Adapting
Approaches

Delivering 
Results

Abstract Articulate Accepting Action Orientation

Analytical Challenging Attentive Commercial

Change Communicative Caring Compliant

Conceptual Convincing Calm Dependable

Creativity Directing Customer Dutiful

Factual Empowering Decisions Energetic

Feedback Criticism Engaging Dutiful Enterprising

Intellectual Enthusiastic Ethics Getting Things Done

Inventive Gregarious Facilitating
Insight and
Awareness

Learning Leading Flexible Meticulous

Motivating Self Motivating Others
Insight and
Awareness

Organized

Pragmatic Outspoken Involving Planning

Rational Personal Confidence Motivating Self Productive

Thoughtful Purposeful Participative Quality

Visionary Self-promoting Positive Reliable

Showing Emotion Receptive Striving

Resilience

Resolving

Self-assured



© 2012 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.0.

467

Two further scales were developed to measure social desirability and impression
management.

Colossus Self-Report Item Bank

Once the initial 428 “marker” items were created, additional parallel items were written to
match the original marker items.  The result was an item bank of over 4,280 items called
Colossus.  This item bank was created to allow for the future development of parallel
versions of Wave and to be available for custom questionnaire development.

Initial Wave Criterion (Competency) Model

Based on the literature review of common behavioral criteria and popular competency
models as well as the latest research in normal personality theory and the validity of
these different measures, the same deductive approach was used to create the Wave
criterion model.  The goal was to use the model to create items that would be used to
gather performance ratings for validation purposes.  This would enable the use of the
validation-centric approach to select the most valid predictor items and to ensure
alignment and validity between the predictor and criterion models.

The criterion model was written in parallel to the predictor model by four psychologists
to produce 44 behavioral competency dimensions.  These were aligned to the Wave
Professional Styles item bank and grouped into a hierarchical structure that included four
clusters and 12 sections. 

The criterion rating items had a two word title in bold followed by a list of three
subcomponents.  The 132 competency facet subcomponents in the initial trial were
aligned to the deductive Wave predictor model.

Figure 16.4 shows the original criterion model with the clusters and sections.  For more
information on the underpinning of the structure of the Wave model, see the section later
in this chapter on Important Perspectives Related to Wave Model Development.
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Figure 16.4  The Initial Deductive Wave Criterion Model – Included Competency
Dimensions before development trial

Competency Dimension Cluster Section *

Generating Ideas- e.g., producing ideas making
inventions; adopting radical solutions

Solving
Problems

Creating
Innovation

Exploring Possibilities - e.g.,  Identifying underlying
principles applying theories developing concepts 

Solving
Problems

Creating
Innovation

Developing Strategies - e.g.,  anticipating trends forming
strategies vision for the future

Solving
Problems

Creating
Innovation

Providing Insights - e.g., resolving problems using
intuition making incisive judgments

Solving
Problems

Creating
Innovation

Implementing Practical Solutions - e.g., applying
practical skills utilizing common sense testing ideas

Solving
Problems

Creating
Innovation

Developing Expertise - e.g., taking up learning
opportunities acquiring knowledge and skills exploring
specialist issues

Solving
Problems

Creating
Innovation

Documenting Facts - e.g., finding factsprobing arguments
writing fluently 

Solving
Problems

Creating
Innovation

Analyzing Situations - e.g., anticipating problems
analyzing information producing solutions

Solving
Problems

Creating
Innovation

Interpreting Data - e.g., quantifying issues evaluating
data objectively utilizing technology

Solving
Problems

Creating
Innovation

Making Decisions - e.g., assuming responsibility; deciding
course of action; standing by decisions 

Influencing
People

Providing
Direction

Leading People - e.g., coordinating groups; providing
leadership; controlling things  

Influencing
People

Providing
Direction

Providing Inspiration - e.g., motivating individuals;
inspiring people; giving encouragement 

Influencing
People

Providing
Direction

Convincing People - e.g., persuading  others; negotiating;
shaping opinions

Influencing
People

Asserting 
Views

Challenging Ideas - e.g., questioning  assumptions;
arguing own perspective; willing to disagree

Influencing
People

Asserting 
Views

Articulating Information - e.g., giving presentations;
explaining things;  projecting social confidence

Influencing
People

Asserting 
Views

Impressing People - e.g., attracting attention; promoting
personal achievement; getting recognition

Influencing
People

Communicating 
with People

Developing Relationships - e.g., making contact;
strengthening relationships; networking 

Influencing
People

Communicating 
with People

Establishing Rapport - e.g., welcoming people; putting
people at ease; making friends

Influencing
People

Communicating 
with People
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*Note.  Names used here may be unfamiliar to current users as they were draft names used at this stage
in the Development of Wave Professional Styles and were later finalized.Co

Competency Dimension Cluster Section *

Team Working - e.g., joining team activities; encouraging
team contributions; involving others in decisions

Adapting
Approaches

Helping People

Understanding People - e.g., listening to people;
appreciating others' feelings; understanding motivation

Adapting
Approaches

Helping People

Valuing Individuals - e.g., tolerating individual
differences; trusting people; showing consideration

Adapting
Approaches

Helping People

Resolving Conflict - e.g., calming upset people; handling
angry individuals; resolving arguments

Adapting
Approaches

Coping with
Stress

Conveying Self-Confidence - e.g., valuing  own
contributions; projecting inner confidence; determining own
future

Adapting
Approaches

Coping with
Stress

Coping with Pressure - e.g., tolerating stress; coping with
important events; appearing calm under pressure

Adapting
Approaches

Coping with
Stress

Thinking Positively - e.g., projecting cheerfulness; being
optimistic; recovering from setbacks

Adapting
Approaches

Adapting to
Change

Inviting Feedback - e.g., encouraging critical thinking;
encouraging feedback; acknowledging criticism

Adapting
Approaches

Adapting to
Change

Embracing Change - e.g., tolerating uncertainty; coping
with change; adapting to new circumstances

Adapting
Approaches

Adapting to
Change

Checking Details - e.g.,  identifying errors; ensuring
accuracy; ensuring high quality

Delivering
Results

Driving Results

Meeting Timescales - e.g., keeping to schedules; meeting
deadlines; finishing tasks

Delivering
Results

Driving Results

Following Procedures - e.g., adhering to rules; following
instructions; minimizing risks

Delivering
Results

Driving Results

Organizing Resources - e.g., identifying requirements;
planning activities; managing projects

Delivering
Results

Structuring
Tasks

Upholding Standards - e.g., acting with integrity;
maintaining confidentiality; behaving ethically

Delivering
Results

Structuring
Tasks

Completing Tasks - e.g., working efficiently; utilizing time
effectively; multi-tasking

Delivering
Results

Structuring
Tasks

Taking Action - e.g., investing energy; using initiative;
sustaining physical activity 

Delivering
Results

Striving for
Success

Pursuing Goals - e.g., acting with determination;
persisting through difficulties; achieving results

Delivering
Results

Striving for
Success

Tackling Challenges - e.g., identifying business
opportunities; outperforming competitors; generating profit

Delivering
Results

Striving for
Success
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Figure 16.5  The Deductive Wave Criterion Model - Deleted Competency
Dimensions

*Note.  Names used here may be unfamiliar to current users as they were draft names used at this
stage in the Development of Wave Professional Styles and were later finalized.

Self-Report Instrument

The 428 marker items were placed in an online questionnaire which was used on a Nine-
point Likert-type agreement scale (see Administration chapter for further details).  The
impression management and social desirability items were also included in this trial
instrument.  The item order was also reviewed to prevent repeats of items from similar
constructs presented in a block of items presented at the same time on the computer
screen.

Criterion Instrument

A work effectiveness inventory was created using the behavioral items in Figure 12.4 and
two items of job proficiency and potential for progression.  Ratings were made using a
seven-point Likert-type scale ranging from Extremely Ineffective (1) to Extremely
Effective (7).  There was also a “no evidence” option for each rating.  The work
effectiveness inventories were administered online to a manager, colleague, friend or
partner of the Wave Style questionnaire respondent.

Competency Dimension Cluster Section *

Investing Trust - e.g., believing in people; giving
autonomy; trusting others' intentions

Adapting
Approaches

Facilitating 
Work

Conveying Enthusiasm - e.g., being positive; generating
excitement; creating enthusiasm

Influencing
People

Building
Relationships

Accepting Responsibility - e.g., acting with integrity;
admitting mistakes; honoring commitments

Delivering
Results

Executing
Assignments

Fulfilling Obligations - e.g., being reliable; conforming to
organizational values; showing loyalty

Delivering
Results

Executing
Assignments

Outperforming Competitors - e.g., being competitive;
grasping opportunities; winning business

Delivering
Results

Delivering
Results

Developing Others - e.g., giving encouragement;
motivating people; enabling development

Influencing
People

Asserting Views

Pioneering New Methods - e.g., challenging convention;
improving work methods; designing new approaches

Solving
Problems

Developing
Concepts

Developing Self-Insight - e.g., developing self-
awareness; reflecting on experience; learning from
experience

Solving
Problems

Developing
Concepts
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Development Trial & Validation

1,011 respondents from over 50 countries completed the Wave Styles Development Trial
Self-Report Questionnaire.  Between 386 and 394 of these respondents also had external
ratings of performance from the work effectiveness inventory (the criterion instrument).
This number varied due to the “no evidence” option on the criterion rating instrument.

Item and Scale Selection

The primary objective of this stage was to select the most valid facets (predictors) and
criteria.  This process aligned the Wave predictors and criteria and thereby created a model
that would maximize criterion-related validity.  Each criterion dimension was reviewed in
turn to examine how the a priori matched facets correlated with ratings of overall
proficiency and potential.  The correlation between the facet and its matched criterion was
also examined.  Facets that correlated best with the overall proficiency and potential and
with their matched criterion were selected for inclusion.  Refer to Figure 16.6 which
provides a simplified overview of the item selection process.

Figure 12.6  Model Creation

Proficiency Potential

Wave Styles 
Behavioral Predictors

Wave Behavioral 
Performance Criteria

Self Report Pool of 214 Facets
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3

4

1
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1 For each criterion dimension, the facets in the self-report (predictor) model that
were aligned to it were examined.  For instance, for the criterion dimension of
Generating Ideas, the matched self report facet/items in the area of Creativity and
Inventive were examined.  The first step was to check that the facets/items
correlated with the rater’s external view of the individual’s overall job proficiency.

2 Next the facet was considered for selection if it correlated strongly with the future
progression criteria (potential).

3 Then the facet’s correlation with its matched criterion was examined, e.g., Creative
items with Generating Ideas competency.

4 After passing these steps the most valid facets were placed into the Wave predictor
model and selected for the Wave Professional Styles questionnaire.  For the
Generating Ideas criterion this first facet was called Creative.

5 The process continued by selecting the next most valid facet.  For the Generating
Ideas competency, this second facet selected was called Original.  The next most
valid facet for the Generating Ideas competency was called Radical. For each Wave
competency, the three facets that correlated highest with overall performance and
proficiency as well as its aligned competency were selected to form the Wave Styles
dimension.

6 The new dimension was named based on the content that was selected for
inclusion (i.e., the three facets).  For instance, the Wave Professional Styles
dimension that has been selected to best predict the competency Generating Ideas
was named Inventive.

This process continued until all the competencies were examined and all the Wave Styles
(trait) dimensions created.  In practice, eight of forty-four competency criteria were
dropped based on their overlap with other competency dimensions and their weaker
correlations with overall performance and potential.  This led to an aligned predictor and
competency model with four clusters, 12 sections, 36 dimensions and 108 facets.  This
meant that of the original 214 facets only 108 of the most valid facets were selected into
the Professional Styles questionnaire.  As a reminder, each of the Wave Styles facets is
composed of one motive item and one talent item.  With 108 facets, this resulted in a 216
item questionnaire.

It should be noted that the ratio of deselected to selected items is much higher than with
most self-report questionnaire development.  The ratio of deselected to selected Wave
items was 1:1 rather than 1:3 which is more typical.  This oversupply of high quality items
was purposely designed to create the mechanism where validity would be maximized.

There can be a problem with this approach due to the ratio of the number of variables
being selected from versus the number of subjects in the study.  This problem, can lead to
results which do not cross validate as the initial selection capitalizes on error variance or
chance outcomes.  This was controlled by a priori limiting the number of variables that
were available to be selected for criteria.
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It was interesting to note during item selection that items and facets that correlated
strongly with each other in the trials often had far from identical patterns of correlation
with the criteria.  This is a finding that was also observed in our co-validation research of
different instruments, Project Epsom, where scores from assessment instruments that
correlate strongly with each other had markedly different correlations with the criteria (see
Validity chapter for more information about Project Epsom).

Additional Item Selection Criteria

While the choice of items was based primarily on the validity of the criteria against overall
proficiency and potential and of the predictors’ validity in relation to the aligned behavioral
criterion, other considerations were important in the selection of items into the Wave
Professional Styles model.

Again, the first concern was for enhanced validity and not for an optimal factor structure
of the predictors and the criteria.  Wave Styles was not designed to have a “pure” factor
structure.  However, there was a need to create predictor measures that could be organized
into a hierarchy with a good degree of construct independence while demonstrating
acceptable degrees of internal consistency reliability (although alternate form reliability in
the subsequent standardization trial provided a more critical test of precision of
measurement).

Therefore, once the Wave dimensions had been created using the validation-centric
method described, an examination of the internal consistency reliability was undertaken.
The goal at the Wave dimension level was to create dimensions with an internal
consistency between .60 and .90 (using Cronbach’s Alpha).  With regards to our goals for
test-retest and alternate form reliabilities, our aim was for the Wave dimensions to have
the highest possible reliabilities.

Intercorrelation matrices of the Wave facets were run on the 1,011 respondents in the
development sample.  These were supplemented by a number of factor analyses.  These
included exploratory factor analysis with a relatively high number of factors.  For example,
a Principal Components Analysis with Varimax rotation to create  50 factors.  This helped
to provide an insight of how the facets grouped.
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16.3 Model Alignment - The final model of predictor
and criterion

Figure 16.7  The Final Matched Model - the top three levels of Wave Professional Styles

Predictor Cluster Criterion Cluster

Thought Solving Problems

Influence Influencing People

Adaptability Adapting Approaches

Delivery Delivering Results

Predictor Section Criterion Section

Evaluative Evaluating Problems
Investigative Investigating Issues
Imaginative Creating Innovation

Sociable Building Relationships
Impactful Communicating Information
Assertive Providing Leadership

Resilient Showing Resilience
Flexible Adjusting to Change
Supportive Giving Support

Conscientious Processing Details
Structured Structuring Tasks
Driven Driving Success

Predictor Dimension Criterion Dimension

Analytical Examining Information
Factual Documenting Facts
Rational Interpreting Data
Learning Oriented Developing Expertise
Practically Minded Adopting Practical Approaches
Insightful Providing Insights
Inventive Generating Ideas
Abstract Exploring Possibilities
Strategic Developing Strategies
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Predictor Cluster Criterion Cluster

Interactive Interacting with People
Engaging Establishing Rapport
Self-promoting Impressing People
Convincing Convincing People
Articulate Articulating Information
Challenging Challenging Ideas
Purposeful Making Decisions
Directing Directing People
Empowering Empowering Individuals

Self-assured Conveying Self-Confidence
Composed Showing Composure
Resolving Resolving Conflict
Positive Thinking Positively
Change Oriented Embracing Change
Receptive Inviting Feedback
Attentive Understanding People
Involving Team Working
Accepting Valuing Individuals

Reliable Meeting Timescales
Meticulous Checking Things
Conforming Following Procedures
Organized Managing Tasks
Principled Upholding Standards
Activity Oriented Producing Output
Dynamic Taking Action
Enterprising Seizing Opportunities
Striving Pursuing Goals
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Response Style Scale Development

The social desirability and impression management items were dropped following the
development trial.  There were three primary reasons for the removal of these scales:

1 Social desirability and impression management factored cleanly with a high factor
loading on specific personality based factors indicating that they were measuring
specific personality variance rather than any broad response style.  (For example,
Impression Management Positive and Negative scales and the Social Desirability
Positive scale factored cleanly with high factor loadings into a factor with other
facets about personal organization.  Social desirability factored into a factor about
openness to change).  Even if high scores could be shown to correlate with
response distortion on these scales, it would not be possible to separate out which
was personality variance and which reflected distortion, i.e., the large degree of
construct irrelevant variance severely limited these scales’ effective applicability. 

2 Overall measures such as acquiescence and consistency from averaging and
aggregating differences across similar items gave broader information on response
style.

3 Individual information from the difference between ipsative and normative scores
at the dimension level in the standardization trial provide more specific information
on where social desirable or undesirable responding within a profile is occurring.
That is, rather than having a general social desirability scale, it was possible to tap
into desirability in responding by comparing ipsative and normative dimension
scores and therefore identify specific scales where over and under-rating may be
occurring.

Wave Professional Styles – Standardization Trial

The standardization trial was designed to operationalize the Professional Styles model
using a new dynamic response format.  This involved asking respondents to first rate each
item in a block of six items using a free choice, Likert rating scale.  Certain tied items are
then represented to the respondents and they are asked to use a forced choice response
format to select which of the tied items are Most and on some occasions also Least like
them.  We refer to this dynamic rating-ranking process as the “Ra-Ra” response format. This
format allows for both a normative and ipsative score for each Wave dimension.  (More
information is given on the Response Format chapter.)

In the standardization trial, the 216 items selected from the development trial were used
with the new Ra-Ra response format.  The items were arranged in blocks of six.  In all the
216 items were covered in 36 blocks of six items.

A number of design constraints were used for assigning the items into blocks.

1 Blocks of six were arranged to be composed of entirely motive items or entirely
talent items.
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2 The structure of the blocks was developed to balance the number of comparisons
across the model, e.g., if two dimensions are regularly paired together due to an
uneven model then it can create an unrealistically negative correlation between
these two scales.  It was not possible to accomplish perfect balance in the design
using 36 scales, but never the less it was important to ensure a well balanced
solution.

3 Four of the items were from different clusters in the model (Wave has four
clusters).

4 Where clusters overlap in one block the items come from a different section within
the cluster.

5 Assign items with similar mean endorsement values (from the development trial)
in each block to control for item attractiveness, which is important when items are
being ranked.  The first constraints still allowed freedom to balance items with
similar endorsement values.

Next, 216 parallel items were drawn from the Colossus Bank that provided for an alternate
form version of the Wave Professional Styles questionnaire1.  This resulted in two
alternative form questionnaires being co-standardized with a total of 432 items in 72
blocks.  One questionnaire is Professional Styles - Invited Access (IA) and the second
questionnaire is Professional Styles - Supervised Access (SA).  This allowed for alternate
form reliabilities to be calculated.

Respondents were first asked to rate each set of six items online in a block on a nine-point
Likert-type rating scale ranging from Very Strongly Disagree (1) to Very Strongly Agree (9).
The scoring software immediately calculates the rankings from these rating responses, and
presents back to the respondent the items which were tied.

There are some exceptions to this tiebreaking step when the software allows for a small
number of ties.  This was based on experience that some ties can be tolerated without
reducing the reliability of the ipsative scores (similarly other questionnaires such as
OPQ32i which is fully ipsative do not require full ranking of scores within a block of items).

The respondent then selects the item which is Most like them and the item which is Least
like them.  This process continues, if necessary, until the ties are removed.  However, if
there are no ties then the respondent simply progresses to the next block of six items
without the need for a ranking task.  (See Response Format chapter for more information.)

Refined Criterion Instrument

An update of the original work effectiveness survey was designed for collecting criterion
ratings only on the 36 behavioral work effectiveness areas selected following the
standardization trial.  The instrument also asked raters to provide ratings of overall
effectiveness in terms of job proficiency and potential for future progression.  This
instrument forms the basis of the Saville Consulting Wave Performance 360 multi-rater
assessment.
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Wave Professional Styles Co-standardization and Validation

The questionnaire was standardized on a total of 1,153 individuals.  Independent external
criterion ratings were available on between 556 and 658 of these depending on the
criterion dimension (a no evidence option led to the variation in the matched validation
sample size).  As this was an a priorimodel it allowed for cross-validation into a new sample
of respondents.  Also, having the two questionnaires provided an opportunity to examine
alternate form reliabilities.  Details of the results of this study can be found in various
chapters of the handbook.  Details of the sample can be found in the Appendices.

Scoring

At the final stages of development different scoring regimes were investigated.  These
included the use of matrix algebra to recreate full sets of rankings from an incomplete
matrix of rankings.  The ipsative score and normative scores were also looked at in different
combinations before arriving at a final process for scoring the questionnaires to ensure
both high reliability and validity.

The normative score is based on converting the nine-points on the agreement scale to
ranking scores.  The rankings are initially determined by examining the rating value
assigned to each of the six items.  The highest rated item is assigned the highest rank and
so forth.  Ties are broken by the subsequent force choice ranking task so that each of the
six items receives a rank score.  Each item therefore receives a normative rating score
ranging from one to nine and an ipsative ranking score ranging from one to six.  The final
overall Wave Styles trait score for any scale at any level in the Wave model is based on both
the normative and ipsative scores.

Development of Competency Potential Equations

A final stage was to develop the Competency Potential equations that are designed to
maximize the validity of Wave Professional Styles in predicting the competencies in the
Wave Competency model.

At each level in the Wave model hierarchy there is one predictor component from
Professional Styles questionnaire that is aligned to a specific competency (the Wave Style
scale and Wave Competency scale are matched a priori and validated empirically).  The
styles scale (and any subcomponents) were selected on the basis of validity to be the
highest individual predictor (or predictors), but secondary predictors (other facets from
across the model) do provide incremental validity when predicting competency potential.

The development of the competency potential scales identified these additional predictor
elements and gave them prediction weights (lower weights than the matched component
which account for the majority of the predicted variance).

These equations were subsequently cross-validated to ensure that the equations are
robust and can be generalized to new populations of respondents.
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Example of Competency Potential Facet Equation

Identifying Business Opportunities (Competency Potential Facet) =

Business Opportunity Oriented (Styles Facet) x 21 +

Leadership Oriented (Styles Facet) x 4 +

Deciding on Action (Styles Facet) x 3 +

Action Oriented (Styles Facet) x 2 +

Visionary (Styles Facet) x 1 

Preferred Culture

In addition, a series of culture assessments was developed and co-standardized with the
Wave Professional Styles questionnaires.  This allowed for the modeling and validation of
the preferred work culture and environment that individuals would like to work in.  This
provides the basis of the section in the report on predicted culture/environment fit.

Norms

The initial norms were then created based on the initial standardization sample.  Further
discussion about norms can be found in the Norms chapter.

Reports

Reports were then built to be straightforward, clear, attractive, and easy to understand.
The Expert Bundle was designed to have Line Manager and Personal Reports and provide
the expert Wave user with information on the individual’s style, motive-talent splits,
ipsative-normative splits, facet ranges, predicted culture/environment fit and competency
potential.

See Introduction and Reports chapters for further information.

Support Materials

Following the completion of the standardization trial, the internet assessment platform
called Saville Consulting Oasys – the Online Assessment System, was finalized and
launched.  Documentation was made available in the form of training slides and technical
documentation on Wave Professional Styles for users.

A Preparation Guide was also developed that could be provided to respondents prior to the
administration of Wave.  The preparation guide is available as a pdf document free of charge.
It can be emailed to candidates in advance of completion of Wave Professional Styles.  This
can be downloaded from www.savilleconsulting.com.
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Since its development for gathering validation evidence, the criterion model and surveys
have formed the basis of a variety of new tools that are designed to help Wave
Professional Styles be applied more innovatively and effectively.  These include:

The Saville Consulting Wave:

•  Performance Culture Framework Card Deck

•  Job Profiler

•  Performance 360

16.4 Important Perspectives Related to Wave Aligned
Model Development

The Five Factor Model (FFM) or the “Big Five” Personality Factors

The broad factors known as Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion,
Agreeableness and Neuroticism form the FFM. Barrick & Mount (1991) outlined the
research base for these broad trait factors, and traced back their origins to the work of
Norman (1963).  Over the years different names have been used for what is now
understood to be essentially the same construct set.  Neuroticism is increasingly referred
to in the wake of Positive Psychology as Emotional Stability or Confidence, while
Agreeableness and Openness to Experience are sometimes measured through their
opposite pole, e.g., Independence and Conventionality, respectively.  The NEO
questionnaire (Costa & McCrae, 1992) is perhaps the most commonly used FFM
questionnaire.

The “Great Eight” Competencies

Kurz & Bartram (2002) expanded the FFM by adding three new categories (Intelligence,
Need for Power and Need for Achievement) into the Great Eight (G8) competencies.  The
G8 are designed to account for individual differences in work performance rather than
measure personality traits per se.  The authors defined competencies in relation to their
significance for performance at work as “sets of behaviors that are instrumental in the
achievement of desired results or outcomes.” 

This definition of competencies has important implications for the development of the
Wave Performance model as it indicates that there should be a positive association
between competencies and achievement of desired results and outcomes.  For this to be
the case competencies should correlate with overall measures of performance.

1  As each item in Wave has a specific unique measurement purpose, item level equivalence is
something that we are working towards from the design stage.
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The origins of the model can be traced back to the meta-analysis work of Robertson &
Kinder (1993) who created a criterion taxonomy to classify various “local” performance
criteria.  This led to the development of a range of competency inventories enabling large
scale validation work like the international validation study by Nyfield et al. (1995).

Amendments were made to the Saville Consulting Wave criterion model and predictor
facets based on an understanding of how the different Great Eight constructs relate to, and
fail to relate to, overall performance positively (see Bartram 2005 for example).  In
particular, Supporting and Cooperating and Adapting and Coping were amended to focus on
behavioral aspects that were hypothesized to better underpin overall measures of
performance.

Alpha and Beta

Digman (1997) investigated the higher-order factor structure of the FFM and found that
Agreeableness and Conscientiousness (usually together with Emotional Stability) formed a
higher-order factor he called “Alpha” while Extraversion and Openness to Experience
formed a “Beta” factor.  The sections on the left of the Wave Wheel, figure 16.8, from
Structured to Evaluative broadly cover the Alpha supra-factor, and the sections on the right
from Investigative to Driven broadly cover the Beta supra-factor.

Figure 12.8  The Wave Wheel
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The Big One

Since the original development of Wave, Musek (2007) has published a paper which aligns
to Wave’s construction approach in identifying a “Big One” of personality which is super-
ordinate to Alpha and Beta.  This is an extremely broad overall factor of personality, and it
would be unusual to find someone to be high on every aspect of it.  Some people will be
high on both Alpha and Beta, or at the next subordinate level (e.g., FFM), some people
profile as Extrovert, Agreeable, Emotionally Stable, Conscientious and Open to Experience.

The Four Clusters of Performance and Potential

The clusters bring together the diverse range of theories and assessment approaches from
the predictor and criterion domain into one model which is designed to underpin
performance and potential at work.

Bartram, Baron & Kurz (2003) outlined four Leadership Functions that could be viewed as
a higher-order structure of the Great Eight.  Kurz (2005) measured the Leadership
Functions by aggregating relevant competency ratings and identified what ability, interest,
motivation and styles variables underpin them.  He challenged the distinction of
Transformational and Transactional components in the SHL Corporate Leadership Model
(Bartram, 2002) as factor analysis results showed that a better account of the data was
provided by a top level distinction akin to Digman’s Alpha vs. Beta factors in conjunction
with the classic People vs. Task orientation well known from leadership research.

The Four clusters of Saville Consulting Wave effectively parallel the four Leadership
Functions, but serve as a generic model of work performance across all levels of work
complexity and job level.

The clusters are utilized in the Types Report where Influence and Adaptability combine to
define four People Types, and Thought and Delivery to define four Task Types. In
combination, they define sixteen types that chart transformational and transactional
aspects of performance.  The Transformer-Transactor type is the most prevalent and
effective type in managerial and leadership roles with high staff and resource
responsibilities.  The Transformer-Transactor aligns with Musek’s Big One Factor.

In Saville Consulting Wave there is also matched predictor-criterion alignment and this then
forms not only a Big One of personality but also of trait measures that are effective
indicators of overall performance or effectiveness at work.  The weighting of the factors is
based on predictor-criterion associations rather than factor loadings.

Twelve Behavior Sections of Performance and Potential

The Wave model is hierarchical and the four behavioral clusters are each broken down into
three sections for a total of twelve sections.  The sections in Saville Consulting Wave are
transparently mapped to the Big Five and Great Eight constructs yet are designed to
provide wider and more detailed coverage that better reflects complexity of people and
jobs.  
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17.0 Response Format

The Dynamic Online “Ra-Ra” Response Format

Saville Consulting Wave® Styles use a new dynamic online response format developed and
designed specifically for these assessments.  The format is neither ipsative nor normative,
but a new method which starts with rating and adaptively moves onto ranking when there
is insufficient information to differentiate the rated scores into rankings.  We call this
dynamic rating-ranking process the “Ra-Ra” response format.

The new format is designed to give the benefits of both ipsative and normative formats,
while reducing some of the negative consequences of each.  We acknowledge that some
users may prefer one format over another, and for those that prefer ipsative scoring, they
can focus on this score component while those that prefer normative can focus on the
normative component.

Before discussing the new format in more detail, a brief overview of some of the properties
of ipsative and normative formats are given for reference.

Normative Scores

Normative questionnaires have no inter-relationship between the items; each item stands
alone and the response to an item only changes the scores on one primary scale of the
questionnaire that the item is a part of.

Simple normative formats include:

Adjective Checklist

Mark all the statements that apply to you by ticking the box next to each statement

•  Creative  ...........................................

•  Reliable  ...........................................

•  Organized .......................................

•  Adaptable .......................................

•  Talkative  .........................................

Two Answer Option (or dichotomous)

Unipolar - Yes/No or True/False

e.g., I am full of new ideas - True/False?
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Bipolar e.g., either/or

Which one of the following best describes you:

Theoretical 
Observant

More than Two Answer Options (or polychotomous)

Bipolar

Which of the following best describes you:

I would like to live in the city 
In between
I would like to live in the countryside

Unipolar – Agreement Scale

I am creative

Strongly Disagree Disagree Unsure Agree Strongly Agree

Unipolar - Behavioral Frequency Scales

I have ideas

Never Sometimes Frequently Often Always

Unipolar - Behavioral Intensity Scales

My creativity is:

Low  Moderate High

Unipolar- Behavioral Effectiveness Scales

Generating Ideas

Highly Fairly Fairly Highly
Ineffective Ineffective Ineffective Unsure Effective Effective Effective

N.B. While some of these items above are forced-choice they all can be scored normatively as opposed to
ipsatively. The answer options chosen in an item will only impact on the scores on one primary scale of
the inventory.
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Normative scores have the advantage that individuals are free to be where they want on
each and every scale.  They could get a maximum score on all the scales (i.e., get a sten
score of 10 on each scale) or a minimum score on every scale.

They do, however, suffer from some potential disadvantages:

1. Halo and Horns

As well as raters operating a halo when they rate other people - individuals can
view themselves more positively or negatively and self-rate accordingly.  This can
falsely overinflate or under-estimate an individual’s scores on scales of a self-
report assessment.  This can also falsely lift the intercorrelations in a normative
questionnaire where the average intercorrelation across the scales does not reflect
the intercorrelations of the true scores.  Note. this should be distinguished from an
overall true positive intercorrelation that may exist between behaviors (normative
scores are likely to provide an overestimate of the true positive relationship
between scales on a self report assessment).

2. Central Tendency/Extremity

Individual respondents often differ in the degree to which they use the extremes
of polychotomous normative items.  This variation in how extreme the responses
and hence the profiles are, may be manifest in behavior and be construct relevant.
However, it may not be reflected in behavior and be construct irrelevant and
thereby misleading to the interpreter of the profile.

3. Acquiescence

Not everyone agrees to statements to an equal extent, and some people are more
likely to acquiesce than others.  This response pattern could be manifest in an
individual’s behavior, e.g., being more ‘accommodating.’  But the response pattern
is also likely to impact across the whole profile and it is unlikely a person is ‘high’
or ‘low’ across all constructs measured.  One approach to reduce the impact of
acquiescence is to reverse the polarity of a proportion of the items.  However, this
may lead to a number of negative consequences such as erroneously  bipolar
scales, fewer scales created, and use of items with negation (such as ‘not’).  All of
these can serve to reduce fidelity and/or reliability of the assessment.

4 Social Desirability

Social desirability responding can be related to a number of features of individuals,
including high self esteem, an eagerness to please, a concern to conform with
social norms, etc.  The impact of socially desirable responding on a profile can
potentially be quite complex. It could have the effect, for example, of the
respondent not being prepared to disclose weaknesses which are not considered
to be socially desirable, such as ‘being inattentive.' Alternatively, it could manifest
in a more profound lifting of the scores on ‘positive’ characteristics across the
profile or parts of the profile.  Also, the opposite impact on the profile can occur
with low social desirability responding.
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5. Cognitive Complexity in Self Concept

An associated issue, related to halo and social desirability, is an individual’s
capacity to differentiate many characteristics within themselves.  This capacity
can be viewed as an individual difference in itself.  Some people may articulate
their self concept quite simply and not differentiate the type of extrovert they are
in great detail, whereas another individual may have a very detailed, well
differentiated, hi-fidelity concept of their extrovert behavior that they can
articulate.  A normative questionnaire may result in a flat profile for individuals
who cannot distinguish characteristics within themselves with great complexity.

6. Faking

Respondents can make a conscious effort to distort the results in, for example, a
high stakes selection situation (normally favorably).  They also may semi-
consciously be trying to create a favorable impression. This can be seen by
individuals making the best of what they have rather than being highly critical
(analogous in an application form to making the career highlights sound best and
minimizing or omitting the negative outcomes, without committing the act of
giving inaccurate facts).  Such impression management, conscious faking and
social desirability are often difficult to differentiate in practice.

Despite all these problems normative questionnaires do work and are valid.  However, in
high stakes situations there are greater concerns about faking and response distortion.
Faking, response distortion and social desirability can reduce opportunities to see the more
self-critical responses in many normative profiles.

Ipsative Scoring

With ipsative scoring, the scores have a degree of dependency on each other.  Different
responses to an item will impact scores on more than one primary scale of the
questionnaire.  In essence, by giving the scores on an item to one primary scale you take it
away from another (or others).

Fully ipsative questionnaires have a fixed total score.  If all the scale scores are added
together it will always result, by definition, in one fixed value.  Therefore, what ipsative
scoring is doing is apportioning the scores across the scales.

Ipsative item formats include:

Dichotomous Either/Or

Which one of the following best represents you:

Influential
Organized
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Polychotomous Rank

Rank the following statement 1,2,3 and 4, where 1 is most like you and 4 is least like you

Persuades others
Analyzes information
Ignores insults
Organizes work

Polychotomous Most/Least

Simpler designs just ask Most (2 points) Least (0 points)

Persuades others
Analyzes information
Ignores insults
Organizes work

The important characteristic of ipsative scoring methods is that they create scores
between scales that are interdependent. When scales are interdependent, it means that it
is impossible to be high (or low) on every scale of the questionnaire.  Also, the fewer
primary scales assessed in the ipsative measure the greater the impact of the
interdependency of the full scales themselves.  This is shown in Graph 16.1.
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Graph 16.1  The impact of the number of ipsative scales on the average
intercorrelation among the scales.

DISC- Thomas International DISC – 4 scales- average intercorrelation of -.33

OPQ32 – Occupational Personality Questionnaire 32i – 32 scales – average intercorrelation
of scales of - .03

Wave Professional has 36 scales in ipsative design giving average for the ipsative score
component of – .03 and Wave Focus has 12 scales – giving average for this score component
of - .09.

*N.B. Wave Professional and Focus have a normative component so the actual average intercorrelations
of combined scores are slightly positive rather than negative.

Ipsative questionnaires have the advantage that it is not possible to be high on every scale
and with a higher number of scales, they present the relative preferences of the individual.
By asking an individual to choose between different statements, we can measure that
individual’s relative preferences compared to simply asking the individual to describe him
or herself (normative responses).  A person may claim to enjoy all flavors of ice cream, but
we can learn which flavor the person likes best by seeing which flavor they choose most
often. Life in critical moments can be about making choices between a number of different
options and ipsative scores are designed to better reflect these choices.
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However, ipsative questionnaires also have limitations:

1. Potential for Increasing Error

One potential problem for ipsative scoring is that the questionnaire could present
false or unrealistic choices to an individual.  The individual in this case, could
essentially be answering randomly without the responses being a representation
of their underlying trait score.  To reduce this it is important that the design of the
ipsative questionnaire avoids presenting individuals with choices which are highly
correlated while at the same time have similar mean endorsement values.  This can
also be a problem on normative forced-choice formats.

2. Limits Freedom/Acceptability

This is a property of forced-choice items in general that is not restricted solely to
ipsatively scored items. The choice given may be restrictive and this may be
irritating to the respondents where they feel that they are having to make a choice
that does not adequately represent them.  This may have the advantage of ‘forcing
out’ some less socially desirable limitations or development needs, but at the cost
of lowering the acceptability of the questionnaire to some users.

3. Interdependency

Digman (1997) provides evidence in favor of higher order factors of personality,
where Alpha is Conscientiousness, Agreeableness and Emotional Stability and Beta
is made up of Extraversion and Openness to Experience.  Furthermore, Musek
(2007) argues that Alpha and Beta are correlated, underpinning the ‘Big One’ factor
of personality.  If personality related characteristics are being measured, then the
Big Five should be expected to show an overall small positive intercorrelation.
Ipsative measures may therefore force the intercorrelations down unrealistically.
The problem with interdependency is an increasing problem for questionnaires
with few scales and where the true score intercorrelations are likely to be more
strongly positive.

4. Norming and intra-individual vs. inter-individual comparisons

There is an argument which can be made that ipsative scores present a comparison
within an individual, not between individuals, which makes standardizing against a
comparison group inappropriate.  The argument runs that a comparison of individual
scores across individuals is not meaningful.  The argument clearly holds more true
where there are a smaller number of scales.  However, as the number of scales
increases and the degree of interdependency decreases (as shown in Graph 16.1),
this issue diminishes until scale intercorrelations drop to near zero, and it is
increasingly unlikely and unusual to find people who might be high on all the scales
(particularly if there are relatively low intercorrelations between the scales).

5. Loss of a Degree of Freedom

If you have information on all but one of the scales, the final scale is just a linear
composite of the other scales.  The interdependency and this loss of a degree of
freedom can affect some assumptions, some statistical analyses and critically,
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some applications of the tool.  To give an example of how this can become an issue,
imagine that a user decides to use a tool with 16 ipsative scales designed to
measure personality characteristics.  Through job analysis 12 of these scales are
identified to be job-related, and a linear composite is made by unit weighting and
summing these 12 scales.  This composite score, however, is also the negative or
inverse composite of the four remaining scales (this creates an argument to also
check that the four remaining scales not included in the equations are negative
indicators of success!).

6. Problems with Statistical Procedures

Some have argued that the problems of ipsative scoring are such that it is
impossible to analyze or interpret using standard procedures (Hicks, 1970;
Johnson, Wood & Blinkhorn, 1988) or that such scores can only be used in restricted
contexts (Closs, 1996; Cornwell & Dunlap, 1994).  However, others have argued
that ipsative data is amenable to analysis using standard techniques and that its
other properties often make it at least as useful as normative data (Gordon 1976;
Saville & Wilson, 1991).  Great care certainly needs to be taken with certain
statistical procedures in interpreting the results.  For example, there is no literature
that the authors are aware of that canonical analysis is appropriate for ipsative
data. Care also needs to be taken with factor analysis of ipsative only data.  Bipolar
factors often result in practice with one of the factors, for example, breaking
across the opposite poles of the other factors making the results more difficult to
interpret.

Despite these limitations, ipsative questionnaires can give a meaningful picture of the
validity and utility with external criteria (that are not part of the score dependency).  That is
not to say that ipsative scoring cannot positively or negatively impact criterion validity, it can.
For example, a scale like Agreeableness, when scored normatively, can have a positive
correlation with an externally rated criterion such as overall performance, but when ipsatively
scored can have a negative correlation depending upon the number of other scales and the
intercorrelation among scales.

Ipsative and Normative Scoring

From a practical standpoint, it is useful to know both how positive someone is about
themselves in general across the entire questionnaire (normative profile), and the relative
emphasis they place on different behaviors (ipsative profile).  However, asking for ipsative
and normative scores on the same item is clearly lengthy, inefficient and potentially
frustrating for respondents.  The Ra-Ra (Rating-Ranking) method was developed to
address this problem.

Saville Consulting Wave Dynamic Online Format

Saville Consulting Wave’s dynamic online format is designed to be a more efficient method
of creating a combined score with ipsative and normatively scored subcomponents.  The
Wave Styles questionnaire presents a page with six statements and a normative, free
choice rating scale.
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Once the ratings on the page are complete, normative ratings are saved and then ipsative
ranks are calculated by the Oasys™ online assessment system. In this instance, it is easy to
assign an ipsative score to most of the statements.  Statements are rank ordered according to
their normative ratings and an ipsative score is assigned. In the example, the ipsative score can
be determined with the lowest ranked item of ‘Disagree’ being ranked last, 6th (and assigned
an ipsative score of 1), the ‘Unsure’ rating being ranked 5th (and will receive an ipsative score
of 2), ‘Slightly Agree‘ will receive an ipsative score of ‘3’, and ‘Agree’ and ipsative score of ‘4’.
The two Very Strongly Agree statements are not possible to rank as they have equal ratings,
so no ipsative score is assigned at this stage.  If certain ranks cannot be determined from the
normative ratings alone, a new page is created (see below).  This page displays the tied items
and asks the respondent to review the tied statements and use a forced-choice response
format to determine which statement should be ranked higher.

The item being assigned ‘most’ now results in a top ipsative score of ‘6’ and the remaining
item is assigned an ipsative score of ‘5’.

When more than two choices are ranked a most and least task is displayed.  Where all the
six statements have tied ratings, two ‘most and least tasks’ will be displayed one after
another, assigning the most (6) and least (1) extreme rankings on the first ranking screen.
On the subsequent screen the remaining four statements are displayed with the most
receiving an ipsative score of five and the least receiving a score of two.  Finally, the
remaining two statements each receive a score of three and a half (there is no discernable
increment in validity or reliability from seeking to differentiate the middle two statements).
The questionnaire then presents a new page with six new statements.

By this mechanism, both ipsative and normative scores are computed efficiently and the
two scores are also summed to create a combined score.
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Benefits of the Dynamic Format:

1. High Validity

In Project Epsom, the nine-item global Overall Performance scale had raw
uncorrected validities of .32 normative, .34 ipsative and .36 for the Wave
Professional Styles combined competency potential measures (N=280).  This
pattern replicates earlier criterion-related validity work on a sample of over 500
participants (MacIver et al, 2008).  For Wave Focus, the pattern on Project Epsom  is
.24 ipsative, .27 normative and .29 combined (N=280).  The effect sizes and sample
size are insufficient to confirm the finding that one method is higher than the other
at present, but the findings are consistent with the notion that the new format has
at least equivalent (if not higher) validity than normative or ipsative counterpart
scores alone.  As further samples continue to build, this will be the subject of meta-
analytic analyses.

We typically look to see if a questionnaire measures what it is designed to
measure, but we can also look at the discriminant validity to see if it also measures
competencies that it was not designed to measure. The average correlation with
the 35 off-diagonals for the 36 Normative Competency Potential Wave
Professional dimensions is .06 for normative, .02 for ipsative, and .03 for the
combined score.  The combined score having better (lower) discriminant validity
than normative and practically on a par with ipsative discriminant validity.  These
differences are particularly important where differential prediction is needed
across different possible outcomes, such as prioritizing individual development
actions or career guidance.

2. High Reliability

Support for the use of the new combined method with alternate forms for
normative, ipsative and combined styles scores all averaging in the .80’s.  Refer to
the Reliability chapter for further information.

3. High Variance

The method allows for the creation of normed scores at the facet level.  The
ipsative and normative scores are combined, and the use of the nine-point
agreement scale with blocks of six statements significantly increases the number
of raw score points available per item.  This ensures sufficient variance at the facet
level thereby allowing for shorter scales to be scored and profiled.

4. Stronger Intra-individual Differentiation

Another consideration is whether the profile of scores provided by a Wave Styles
questionnaire gives better intra-individual variation.  This, in combination with
good convergent and discriminant validity, will lead to better validity in making
differential selection decisions (between different jobs), or career planning and
identifying individual development actions.
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To investigate this an analysis was conducted.  For each respondent in the Wave
standardization sample a standard deviation was calculated across the twelve
competency potential section scores generated using each of the different scoring
methods.  This provided an SD for each individual based on how differentiated the
respondent’s score was for each of the scoring methods.  The average of this SD
was calculated across the 1,153 participants in the study.

The differentiation across the twelve sections for the Wave Competency Potential
scores for normative is 1.26, for ipsative 1.93, and for the combined score is 1.81.

The results indicate that ipsative has the greatest intra-individual differentiation,
but that the combined score was very close to this.

5. Candidate Acceptability

Using a combined method results in a lower proportion of forced-choice questions
being asked than with a forced-choice fully ipsative design (such as Thomas
International DISC or OPQ32i).  This has the benefit of increasing the acceptability
of the user experience.  The dynamic format of Wave combines the candidate-
friendly free choice rating format with the more discerning ranking format in order
to maximize usability and efficiency for the respondent.

6. Making Faking More Complex

No questionnaire is unfakable, but the addition of the ranking component
increases the complexity that would be required in the process of faking.  An
individual has to try to control a greater number of variables when doing the rating
and ranking tasks.

7. Making Distortion Easier to Detect

A combined score is always plotted, but when a difference of three or more stens
between the ipsative score and the normative score exists this difference is
plotted on the profile chart.  The user can see which response format resulted in
the higher score and by how much.  The reliability and validity indicate that the
normative, ipsative and combined scores are all valid, so it provides an opportunity
for the individual interpreter to find out where distortion may be taking place and
find out the reasons for the difference between the two scores. It could be that the
ipsative score on a scale is a better representation of behavior than the normative,
or vice versa.
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Limitations of the Dynamic Format

No format results in a perfect, error free representation of trait scores.  While the new
format conveys clear advantages by dynamically presenting ratings and rankings, not all of
the limitations present in normative and ipsative scores are eradicated.  For instance, the
interactive nature may result in people altering their rating responses to avoid ties as this
will reduce the number of ranking tasks they complete to break the ties (and finish the
questionnaire sooner).  This is something to be aware of when interpreting the profile,
particularly with respondents who were not very motivated to complete the questionnaire
(see Feedback chapter).  Despite this, the results discussed above indicate that the
dynamic online format has advantages over ipsative and normative scores alone.

Response Format Summary

The new response format of Saville Consulting Wave provides an efficient mechanism that
increases the fidelity of measurement, allowing more information to be measured in less
time.  The validity and reliability is equal to if not better than either the normative and
ipsative components in the score (and time will tell if the combination has better
convergent validity still than either of the individual components).  This is accomplished
while reducing the positive intercorrelation present within normative only scores of the
Wave Professional Styles intercorrelation matrix and allowing ipsative and normative
differences within the profile to pinpoint potential areas of distortion.
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18.0 Professional Styles Norms

18.1 About Norms

When interpreting the results of an assessment it is often useful to know how each
individual score compares to scores achieved by  others.  Knowing whether a score is high,
low or average compared to others requires that we have a norm group.  Norms allow for
comparison of an individual’s score on an assessment to a relevant comparison group.  The
use of norms ensures that, when comparing the scores of different individuals, you can be
sure you are comparing like with like.

There are various standard scales that could be used to assess individuals on aptitude and
behavioral styles assessments.  Often different scales are used for aptitude and behavioral
assessments.  To allow for a common simple language on both behavioral style and
aptitude tests, ‘Sten’ scores are available.  ‘Sten’ stands for ‘Standard to ten’ and Stens
provide a score which ranges from 1 to 10 with 5 and 6 straddling the average (mean)
score.  While this provides a simple scale for users, it is also useful to understand how these
scores relate to percentiles in the normal distribution. See Figure 18.1. below.

Figure 18.1  Stens 1 – 10 and their relation to percentiles in the normal
distribution

For simplicity for users these figures are rounded to give whole number percentiles (positive integers)
where possible as a multiple of 5 or 10 which are near the centre of each Sten score.  This avoids
creating the perception of over accuracy in the score particularly as stens are bands of scores which are
subject to a degree of error.

1 - Extremely Low - performed better than only 1% of comparison group

2 - Very Low - performed better than only 5% of comparison group

3 - Low - performed better than only 10% of comparison group

4 - Fairly Low - performed better than only 25% of comparison group

5 - Average - performed better than only 40% of comparison group

6 - Average - performed better than 60% of comparison group

7 - Fairly High - performed better than 75% of comparison group

8 - High - performed better than 90% of comparison group

9 - Very High - performed better than 95% of comparison group

10 - Extremely High - performed better than 99% of comparison group
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Calculating Sten Scores

When using Wave Professional Styles the user does not need to calculate Sten scores
manually as the Oasys online assessment system does this.  However, for those who are
interested or would like a reminder, the formulas for calculating Sten scores are presented
for reference below.

Sten scores are calculated from a person’s raw scores on an aptitude or behavioral styles
assessment.

To work out a person’s Sten score, you first need to calculate the Z-score.  A Z-score
represents how far away a person’s score is from the group mean in standard deviation
units.  The formula to calculate a person’s Z-score is as follows:

Z-score = Individual’s raw score  –  Mean of the group

Standard Deviation

Z-score = X  –  X

SD

From this, you can work out a person’s Sten score.  The formula for calculating Sten scores
is given below:

Sten score = (Z-score x 2) + 5.5

A Sten score gives a rounded representation of a person’s score against a benchmark
comparison group.  One sten score covers half of a standard deviation from the bottom of
the score to the top of the Sten score.

SEm – Standard Error of the Mean

Standard Error of the Mean (SEmean) is a measure of how accurate a representation your
sample mean is of the ‘true’ population mean.  The larger your sample size, the more
accurate it is at representing the true population mean. Table 18.1 demonstrates how
SEmean is related to sample size.

There is always a quest within psychometric assessment to have the largest possible
numbers for the analysis and interpretation of data. While this is essential for reliability and
validity analysis, when considering Standard Error of the Mean, it can be seen that this is
not always so necessary.  As can be seen in Table 18.1, after a sample size of around 500,
the impact of increasing sample size upon Standard Error of the Mean only serves to make
an already small error even smaller.

So although in general the larger sample size the better, in terms of normative data
collection, collecting very large samples numbers is often less important than other
considerations.  The most important consideration in collecting normative data in practice
when samples get bigger is often how representative the sample is of the population.
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Table 18.1  Standard error of the Mean at different sample sizes

Sample Size SEmean (stens)

50 .29

100 .20

250 .13

500 .09

1,000 .06

10,000 .02

A note on the importance of normative information and validity

If a test has a wide range of different norm groups with thousands of people in each but
has no evidence of validity, then norms in and of themselves are of no value for the
purpose of predicting job performance or potential.

Available Norm Groups

Saville Consulting’s development program is producing versions of Wave Styles in over 25
languages.  Please contact your local Saville Consulting office for further information.
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18.2 Professional Styles Standardization Norm Group
Description

Norm Group Name: Professionals (2005)

This sample consisted of 1,153 participants, approximately 96% of whom were currently
employed in a range of job functions across a wide range of industry sectors.  Of these,
approximately 75% worked in the following industry sectors: banking, financial services,
oil/gas & utilities, hospitality, recruitment, and insurance.  The remaining 25% worked in
other industry sectors including consulting services, manufacturing & production,
healthcare, engineering, education & training and HR.

The breakdown of the standardization sample is provided below (with response rates for
each biographical section given in the foot notes):

Gender1

53% of the sample were female and 47% were male.

Figure 18.2  Gender breakdown for Standardization sample (N=1,153)

Age2

The age of the group ranged from 17 to 65 years, with a mean age of 36 years.

Cultural Background3

83% of the sample described themselves as white British, 12% as other white
backgrounds (including Irish, European, American, Canadian, New Zealander and white

Female

Male

53%

47%

1 Based on 100% sample response
2 Based on 94% sample response
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Caribbean) with the remaining 5% of the sample describing themselves as either Indian,
Pakistani, Chinese, Asian Other, Black Caribbean, Black African, or as mixed origin (e.g.,
White and Black Caribbean).  98% of the group described their understanding of written
English either ‘as a first language speaker’ or ‘fluently’4.

Figure 18.3  Cultural background breakdown for Standardization sample (N=1,153)

Education (highest UK qualification)5

12% of the group had a postgraduate degree as their highest qualification, 25% of the
group had a degree, 15% had a professional qualification (e.g. Chartership), 35% had school
level qualifications (including A Level, GCSE or equivalent), 7% had an HNC, HND or
equivalent, with 4% having ‘other’ qualifications (e.g. NVQ) with the remaining 2% of the
group having no formal qualifications.

Indian, Pakistani, 
Chinese, Asian Other, 
Black Caribbean, 
Black African or 
Mixed Origin

Other White

White British

83%
12%

5%

3 Based on 90% sample response
4 Based on 88% sample response.
5 Based on 86% sample response.
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Figure 18.4  Education level (highest UK qualification) of Standardization sample
(N=1,153)

Work Function6

The participants worked in a range of job functions and areas. 77% of the group worked in
the following functions/areas: HR, Customer Service, Accounts and Finance, Sales and
Administration.  The remaining 23% worked in a range of other functions/areas including
Engineering, IT, Marketing, Executive, Office Management, Production, R&D and Catering.

Work Experience7

36% of the group had more than 20 years’ work experience, 33% had between 10 and 20
years, 13% between 6 and 9 years, 11% between 3 and 5 years, 5% between 6 months’
and 3 years and 1% had less than 6 months work experience.

7%

35%

15%

25%

4%

No Qualifications

Other Qualification

HNC, HND or equivalent

Post-Graduate 
Degree

Professional
Qualification

School
Qualifications

Degree

12%

2%

4 Based on 88% sample response
5 Based on 86% sample response
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Figure 18.5  Work experience level of Standardization sample (N=1,153)

More than 20 years

10 to 20 years

6 to 9 years

3 to 5 years

6 months to 3 years

Less than 6 months

36%

33%

13%

1%

11%

5%

6 Based on 86% sample response
7 Based on 94% sample response
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18.3 Stratification of the Saville Consulting Wave
Professional Styles (IA) Norms

On Different Norms

Population Norms

Population norms are usually stratified to be representative of an entire country’s
population in terms of age, gender, social class, ethnicity, geographical location etc.  Saville
Consulting have not attempted - and have no plans to attempt - a population norm for
Saville Consulting Wave.  The authors’ previous experience of conducting population norm
standardizations of the OPQCM5.2 and the OPQ32n indicated that these norms were
relatively rarely used and were unrepresentative of the samples they were being applied
to in selection and development.  Not only were these norms unrepresentative in terms of
key biographical variables of the operational contexts in which the assessment are used,
such as educational and job level, but, perhaps more importantly, those participants
completing the  assessments did so with very different motivations behind their
responses.  The motivations and therefore the responses of candidates applying for a job
or individuals completing an assessment for developmental purposes tend to be very
different to those of individuals randomly sampled for a population norm.  This means that
population norms tend to be unrepresentative of candidates applying for a job or
individuals completing assessments as part of a developmental process.

Client Norms

Client norms are at the opposing end of the norm spectrum to population norms in terms
of their representativeness.  They are collected for a particular client for a particular
purpose.  A  company may seek, for example, their own norm consisting of all of last year’s
graduate recruitment candidates.  These norms are only likely to be unrepresentative
where the group is changing significantly over time.  A disadvantage is that it does not
compare candidates to an external benchmark of other Graduates in other companies.

User Norms

User norms are based on operational use and are largely stratified to provide users of an
assessment the opportunity to choose a large representative group which has high face
validity to the users of the assessment, e.g. UK Graduates.

Saville Consulting work towards stratifying our user norms into:

•  Senior Managers & Executives
•  Professionals & Managers
•  Mixed Occupational 
•  Graduates
•  Individual Contributors
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Norms are published of three types:

•  National Norms
•  Regional (worldwide) Norms
•  International Norms

International Norms are available for occasions where it is less appropriate or not possible
to apply a comparison group from an individual country.  Saville Consulting do not suggest
that international norms are generally used in preference to national norms.  Where a group
is international, users may want to reflect on the composition of these norms (information
provided in the Appendices) to decide on whether they are appropriate. There is in fact a
great deal of similarity between the scores based on International norms and UK and US
norms.

In practice, with Professional Styles, the highest number of completions tends to be for the
Professional and Managerial level and, as a result, when we are standardizing a
questionnaire in a new language and/or country, this is one of the first norms that is
typically produced.

Saville Consulting user norms were collected from the Oasys system and are comprised of
job applicants and candidates for other assessment purposes such as individual
development, talent management or team building.  A small minority will have been for
research and validation purposes (<5%).  Where there are large numbers of completions
within one organization, country or region, overbalance was prevented by limiting the
number of such completions in norm groups to 30%.

Saville Consulting International Norms 2009

Norm data was collected in occupational use, except where clients had requested to not be
included.  All responses and associated demographical information of individuals who
completed Wave Professional Styles (IA) were retrieved, which amounted to N=62,285
completions.  After removing those completed for system testing purposes, only responses
with corresponding biodata1 were considered for the norm groups.  The dataset was then
split by culture.  Based on completion numbers per cultural group, the data was divided into
four separate datasets, namely UK (N=33,730), US (N=4,271), International (N=13,333)
and Australia (N=474).  ‘International’ refers to all non-UK/-US data in addition to 20% of
randomly selected cases of the UK and US data respectively.

1 After observing low completion levels for biodata the user interface was updated to better encourage candidates to complete this
section, although it is still not mandatory.
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Subsequently, the US, UK and International cultural groups were further broken down by
levels of management responsibility to achieve the following four norm group levels per
culture:

•  Senior Managers & Executives - Includes data from individuals describing their
management level as Board, Executive or Senior Manager

•  Professionals & Managers - Includes data from individuals describing their
management level as Manager, Team Leader, Professional/Specialist, Management
Trainee, Board, Executive or Senior Manager

•  Mixed Occupational Group - Includes data from individuals with any level of
management responsibility with the exception of students

•  Graduates - Includes data from individuals who indicated that they have a
first/undergraduate or postgraduate degree as their highest qualification

The Australian dataset, which was not sufficiently large to be split further into subgroups,
was characterised as ‘Professionals & Managers’, based on the information given by
individuals with regards to their management levels.

Saville Consulting Individual Contributor Norms 2011

The purpose of these norms was to represent data from individuals without management
responsibility.  Their creation and stratification followed a similar process compared to the
International Norms 2009 explained above.  Norm data and associated demographical
information was gathered in occupational use (except where clients had requested to not
be included), amounting to N=109,290 completions.  Upon removal of system testing
completions, only responses with corresponding biodata were retained for the norm
groups.  The dataset was then split by culture.  Based on completion numbers per cultural
group, the data was divided into three separate datasets, namely UK (N=3,190), US
(N=323) and International (N=2,202).  As with the International Norms 2009,
‘International’ refers to all non-UK/-US data in addition to 20% of randomly selected cases
of UK and US data respectively.  Since this set of norms was meant to represent a non-
managerial population, only cases in which participants had described themselves as
professional or non-professional individual contributors or those that had indicated not
having any management responsibility were considered.  Furthermore, as a further
safeguard to ensure the norms would consist of non-managerial data only, participants
who had described their job titles as ‘director’, ‘manager’, ‘leader’ or ‘executive’ were also
subsequently excluded.
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Saville Consulting International Sales Norm 2011

The target group of the Sales norm was individuals working in a non-managerial, sales-
related job role.  Therefore, the data was taken from the dataset used to create the
Individual Contributor Norms.  System testing completions and individuals who did not
provide information on management responsibility had already been removed.  The dataset
(N=6407) contained only individuals who described themselves as professional or non-
professional individual contributors or those that had indicated not having any
management responsibility.  ‘Current Job Title’ was then used to categorise individuals into
groups including ‘Sales’ (other groups, such as ‘Administration’ and ‘Customer Service’, were
used to create separate norms for the Strengths instruments).  In this step, those who did
not provide a job title or whose job title implied management responsibilities (e.g. ‘director’)
were excluded to ensure that the final sample contained no individuals who stated
themselves as team leaders or managers at any level.  Caution was taken into separating
sales-related roles from financial services as the target for this norm is specific to sales
rather than any commercial job roles.  Subsequently, only job titles indicating that they
were sales-related were included in the norm, resulting in 311 individuals.

Norm group descriptions were compiled based on the information obtained by candidates
concerning the demographical variables of gender, age, education (highest qualification),
cultural/ethnic background, work experience and industry sector.  For full descriptions of all
norms, refer to the Appendices in this handbook.

While there are population norms that are representative of the specific population, Saville
Consulting recommends the use of operational user norms chosen according to workplace
function/level due to the importance of them having the same motivational context.
Bespoke ‘special user’ norms can be created for individual clients on request.  For more
information regarding bespoke norms, please contact Saville Consulting.
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18.4 Professional Styles Standardization Norm Tables

Table 18.2  Professional Styles Standardization Group Norm Table, Invited Access
(IA). (N=1,153)

Reference: Appendix B

Dimension IA Mean IA SD

Analytical 62.87 9.78

Factual 65.89 8.86

Rational 53.82 13.09

Learning Oriented 62.43 11.93

Practically Minded 67.38 9.68

Insightful 65.42 8.73

Inventive 52.83 13.41

Abstract 58.21 11.41

Strategic 56.13 11.20

Interactive 53.75 13.63

Engaging 67.11 10.88

Self-promoting 45.80 12.32

Convincing 55.80 10.31

Articulate 57.59 12.25

Challenging 51.39 11.72

Purposeful 54.60 10.96

Directing 58.81 12.86

Empowering 59.44 12.67

Self-assured 59.70 11.06

Composed 53.40 13.50

Resolving 58.65 11.90

Positive 65.93 10.92

Change Oriented 61.75 11.34

Receptive 60.20 9.76

Attentive 65.43 11.08

Involving 65.55 9.10

Accepting 63.60 12.01

Reliable 64.95 13.41

Meticulous 64.48 13.69

Conforming 53.48 14.52

Organized 64.94 11.40

Principled 71.84 9.66

Activity Oriented 65.35 10.63

Dynamic 57.83 10.53

Enterprising 53.24 15.15

Striving 61.82 10.50
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Table 18.3  Professional Styles Standardization Group Norm Table, Supervised
Access (SA). (N=1,153)

Reference: Appendix B

Dimension SA Mean SA SD

Analytical 62.82 9.95

Factual 64.93 9.56

Rational 52.80 13.55

Learning Oriented 64.42 10.99

Practically Minded 67.57 9.49

Insightful 66.00 8.87

Inventive 52.36 13.32

Abstract 55.69 12.04

Strategic 53.61 12.08

Interactive 52.31 12.50

Engaging 67.07 11.49

Self-promoting 43.85 12.34

Convincing 51.20 10.63

Articulate 56.56 11.89

Challenging 49.96 12.09

Purposeful 54.91 11.03

Directing 56.22 12.65

Empowering 59.31 13.17

Self-assured 61.62 12.28

Composed 52.16 14.09

Resolving 55.50 13.05

Positive 64.91 10.17

Change Oriented 61.49 11.59

Receptive 58.63 9.50

Attentive 63.77 11.68

Involving 63.02 9.51

Accepting 65.51 10.84

Reliable 66.00 12.47

Meticulous 64.65 13.04

Conforming 54.12 14.65

Organized 65.44 11.43

Principled 74.38 9.77

Activity Oriented 64.47 11.07

Dynamic 57.09 10.92

Enterprising 52.80 15.00

Striving 62.10 10.63
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18.5 Professional Styles Regional Norm Tables

Table 18.4  Professional Styles UK Senior Managers & Executives Group Norm
Table, Invited Access (IA). (N=4,276)

Reference: Appendix D

Dimension IA Mean IA SD

Analytical 67.06 8.31

Factual 66.12 8.27

Rational 54.16 11.83

Learning Oriented 63.42 9.68

Practically Minded 65.13 9.47

Insightful 70.50 7.71

Inventive 61.10 12.15

Abstract 59.29 10.43

Strategic 68.46 10.70

Interactive 53.07 11.53

Engaging 63.96 9.60

Self-promoting 41.65 10.22

Convincing 59.72 9.19

Articulate 63.51 9.73

Challenging 50.94 9.92

Purposeful 60.66 9.52

Directing 69.13 9.30

Empowering 70.56 10.15

Self-assured 61.52 9.18

Composed 57.80 11.53

Resolving 59.34 9.98

Positive 66.56 9.95

Change Oriented 69.21 10.00

Receptive 61.92 9.17

Attentive 64.15 10.27

Involving 66.50 9.34

Accepting 61.47 10.48

Reliable 64.82 11.71

Meticulous 62.48 12.45

Conforming 44.49 12.74

Organized 67.72 10.30

Principled 74.92 8.48

Activity Oriented 66.25 9.08

Dynamic 66.28 9.19

Enterprising 59.24 13.31

Striving 69.67 9.07
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Table 18.5  Professional Styles UK Professionals & Managers Group Norm Table,
Invited Access (IA). (N=9,884)

Reference: Appendix E

Dimension IA Mean IA SD

Analytical 67.07 8.35

Factual 66.59 8.26

Rational 55.11 12.18

Learning Oriented 64.13 9.87

Practically Minded 66.45 9.42

Insightful 69.65 7.75

Inventive 59.88 12.25

Abstract 59.69 10.43

Strategic 66.11 11.02

Interactive 53.01 11.62

Engaging 64.32 9.82

Self-promoting 41.94 10.40

Convincing 58.84 9.40

Articulate 62.96 10.08

Challenging 50.81 10.06

Purposeful 59.19 9.92

Directing 67.58 10.28

Empowering 68.39 10.86

Self-assured 61.79 9.32

Composed 56.68 11.48

Resolving 59.08 10.56

Positive 66.27 9.92

Change Oriented 67.63 10.11

Receptive 62.36 9.38

Attentive 64.13 10.45

Involving 66.84 9.42

Accepting 62.01 10.52

Reliable 66.20 11.78

Meticulous 64.07 12.28

Conforming 47.48 13.47

Organized 68.59 10.30

Principled 74.73 8.61

Activity Oriented 65.80 9.50

Dynamic 64.63 9.38

Enterprising 57.63 13.78

Striving 68.74 9.37
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Table 18.6  Professional Styles UK Mixed Occupational Group Norm Table, Invited
Access (IA). (N=10,953)

Reference: Appendix F

Dimension IA Mean IA SD

Analytical 67.05 8.38

Factual 66.71 8.24

Rational 55.27 12.22

Learning Oriented 64.49 9.90

Practically Minded 66.81 9.43

Insightful 69.40 7.81

Inventive 59.58 12.27

Abstract 59.83 10.41

Strategic 65.67 11.05

Interactive 53.21 11.70

Engaging 64.60 9.90

Self-promoting 41.97 10.40

Convincing 58.56 9.47

Articulate 62.83 10.15

Challenging 50.68 10.16

Purposeful 58.75 10.03

Directing 66.95 10.61

Empowering 67.83 11.05

Self-assured 62.07 9.36

Composed 56.50 11.49

Resolving 59.18 10.63

Positive 66.30 9.89

Change Oriented 67.38 10.12

Receptive 62.54 9.36

Attentive 64.30 10.47

Involving 67.00 9.42

Accepting 62.24 10.49

Reliable 66.66 11.75

Meticulous 64.49 12.23

Conforming 48.32 13.60

Organized 68.83 10.24

Principled 74.81 8.57

Activity Oriented 65.90 9.61

Dynamic 64.24 9.50

Enterprising 57.36 13.88

Striving 68.71 9.45
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Table 18.7  Professional Styles UK Graduates Group Norm Table, Invited Access
(IA). (N=4,021)

Reference: Appendix G

Dimension IA Mean IA SD

Analytical 67.66 8.54

Factual 67.54 8.31

Rational 55.91 12.40

Learning Oriented 66.70 9.48

Practically Minded 67.10 9.43

Insightful 68.80 7.98

Inventive 58.89 12.47

Abstract 61.18 10.60

Strategic 64.92 10.90

Interactive 54.06 12.02

Engaging 65.87 10.15

Self-promoting 43.71 10.80

Convincing 57.95 9.78

Articulate 63.14 10.31

Challenging 51.88 10.78

Purposeful 57.72 10.33

Directing 65.54 11.14

Empowering 65.31 11.32

Self-assured 62.89 9.55

Composed 55.31 11.62

Resolving 58.46 10.67

Positive 65.61 10.09

Change Oriented 66.41 10.21

Receptive 64.33 9.21

Attentive 64.24 10.86

Involving 66.52 9.72

Accepting 62.16 10.48

Reliable 66.43 11.87

Meticulous 65.21 12.19

Conforming 49.37 13.61

Organized 68.76 10.56

Principled 73.41 9.07

Activity Oriented 66.17 9.86

Dynamic 63.71 9.64

Enterprising 57.54 14.11

Striving 69.44 9.44
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Table 18.8  Professional Styles UK Individual Contributors Norm Group Table,
Invited Access (IA). (N=3,190’)

Reference: Appendix Q

Dimension Mean SD

Analytical 67.25 8.89

Factual 67.83 8.32

Rational 57.20 12.67

Learning Oriented 67.36 9.59

Practically Minded 69.80 9.16

Insightful 67.65 7.84

Inventive 56.46 11.76

Abstract 60.98 10.25

Strategic 60.94 10.45

Interactive 53.90 11.96

Engaging 67.72 10.28

Self-promoting 41.98 10.30

Convincing 55.20 9.98

Articulate 61.91 10.81

Challenging 48.53 10.64

Purposeful 54.77 9.95

Directing 60.67 11.81

Empowering 62.08 11.38

Self-assured 63.18 9.36

Composed 55.29 11.62

Resolving 59.71 11.11

Positive 66.21 9.88

Change Oriented 65.59 9.96

Receptive 63.64 9.45

Attentive 65.57 10.44

Involving 68.40 9.07

Accepting 64.46 10.02

Reliable 70.08 11.02

Meticulous 67.71 11.32

Conforming 54.61 13.20

Organized 69.76 9.71

Principled 74.97 8.42

Activity Oriented 66.58 10.03

Dynamic 60.59 9.52

Enterprising 54.88 14.19

Striving 68.24 9.81
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Table 18.9 Professional Styles US Senior Managers & Executives Group Norm Table,
Invited Access (IA). (N=597)

Reference: Appendix H

Dimension IA Mean IA SD

Analytical 68.79 8.17

Factual 67.46 8.74

Rational 55.65 11.57

Learning Oriented 66.14 9.79

Practically Minded 66.96 8.68

Insightful 70.76 7.36

Inventive 59.75 10.81

Abstract 61.72 10.51

Strategic 68.48 9.88

Interactive 52.07 11.53

Engaging 63.80 9.91

Self-promoting 41.78 10.98

Convincing 57.67 9.65

Articulate 64.80 10.02

Challenging 51.13 10.83

Purposeful 61.19 9.89

Directing 68.93 9.48

Empowering 67.09 11.00

Self-assured 64.47 8.78

Composed 57.45 11.47

Resolving 57.83 10.83

Positive 65.79 9.63

Change Oriented 67.71 9.99

Receptive 61.40 8.96

Attentive 63.16 11.26

Involving 65.09 10.41

Accepting 62.74 11.17

Reliable 64.94 11.82

Meticulous 63.40 12.63

Conforming 46.79 12.88

Organized 66.65 10.88

Principled 78.69 7.24

Activity Oriented 66.39 9.81

Dynamic 66.63 9.15

Enterprising 62.24 13.48

Striving 72.73 8.66
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Table 18.10  Professional Styles US Professionals & Managers Group Norm Table,
Invited Access (IA). (N=1,849)

Reference: Appendix I

Dimension IA Mean IA SD

Analytical 68.54 8.36

Factual 67.01 8.54

Rational 56.21 11.61

Learning Oriented 66.66 9.99

Practically Minded 68.05 8.36

Insightful 69.96 7.53

Inventive 57.97 11.30

Abstract 60.96 10.29

Strategic 66.20 10.13

Interactive 52.83 11.85

Engaging 64.91 10.27

Self-promoting 41.69 10.95

Convincing 56.48 9.67

Articulate 64.38 10.35

Challenging 49.35 10.96

Purposeful 59.27 9.95

Directing 67.53 10.02

Empowering 66.14 10.93

Self-assured 64.92 8.57

Composed 56.42 11.75

Resolving 57.61 10.60

Positive 66.10 9.50

Change Oriented 66.51 10.30

Receptive 62.51 9.23

Attentive 63.72 10.67

Involving 65.92 9.90

Accepting 64.28 10.33

Reliable 66.29 11.77

Meticulous 64.86 11.94

Conforming 49.90 13.13

Organized 67.63 10.44

Principled 78.34 7.36

Activity Oriented 66.30 9.95

Dynamic 64.94 9.71

Enterprising 60.30 14.13

Striving 71.95 8.66
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Table 18.11  Professional Styles US Mixed Occupational Group Norm Table, Invited
Access (IA). (N=2,143)

Reference: Appendix J

Dimension IA Mean IA SD

Analytical 68.28 8.44

Factual 66.86 8.57

Rational 55.90 11.63

Learning Oriented 66.66 10.00

Practically Minded 68.15 8.37

Insightful 69.59 7.69

Inventive 57.46 11.48

Abstract 60.64 10.48

Strategic 65.74 10.22

Interactive 53.14 11.99

Engaging 65.52 10.47

Self-promoting 41.94 11.29

Convincing 56.40 9.75

Articulate 64.46 10.54

Challenging 48.90 11.12

Purposeful 58.71 10.09

Directing 66.88 10.44

Empowering 65.54 11.23

Self-assured 65.20 8.71

Composed 56.02 11.80

Resolving 57.47 10.77

Positive 66.26 9.65

Change Oriented 65.91 10.51

Receptive 62.69 9.32

Attentive 64.01 10.65

Involving 65.75 9.93

Accepting 64.40 10.22

Reliable 66.58 11.78

Meticulous 65.13 11.86

Conforming 50.62 13.31

Organized 67.74 10.45

Principled 78.29 7.55

Activity Oriented 66.25 10.05

Dynamic 64.51 9.85

Enterprising 60.49 14.69

Striving 71.93 8.83
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Table 18.12  Professional Styles US Graduates Group Norm Table, Invited Access
(IA). (N=685)

Reference: Appendix K

Dimension IA Mean IA SD

Analytical 67.92 8.81

Factual 66.80 8.54

Rational 55.88 12.28

Learning Oriented 66.94 10.35

Practically Minded 68.55 8.26

Insightful 69.53 8.08

Inventive 57.06 12.15

Abstract 60.66 10.9

Strategic 64.55 10.45

Interactive 53.84 12.77

Engaging 65.97 10.63

Self-promoting 44.06 12.16

Convincing 56.20 9.88

Articulate 63.70 10.04

Challenging 50.82 11.48

Purposeful 58.14 10.21

Directing 66.09 10.78

Empowering 63.01 11.18

Self-assured 65.09 9.28

Composed 54.99 11.97

Resolving 56.94 10.76

Positive 65.22 10.08

Change Oriented 65.66 10.67

Receptive 64.80 9.32

Attentive 63.74 11.1

Involving 65.55 9.50

Accepting 63.81 10.16

Reliable 65.53 12.05

Meticulous 64.70 11.78

Conforming 51.10 13.95

Organized 66.49 11.08

Principled 76.72 8.00

Activity Oriented 66.20 10.12

Dynamic 63.79 9.95

Enterprising 59.89 14.58

Striving 72.04 8.65



© 2012 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.0.

517Reference: Appendix R

Table 18.13  Professional Styles US Individual Contributors Norm Group Table,
Invited Access (IA).(N=323)

Dimension Mean SD

Analytical 67.35 8.96

Factual 66.92 8.59

Rational 55.56 11.73

Learning Oriented 67.05 9.76

Practically Minded 70.04 8.41

Insightful 67.78 8.04

Inventive 54.18 11.79

Abstract 59.21 11.16

Strategic 62.17 10.53

Interactive 54.16 12.64

Engaging 68.99 10.88

Self-promoting 42.04 12.09

Convincing 54.25 10.62

Articulate 63.27 11.83

Challenging 46.69 11.39

Purposeful 54.86 10.12

Directing 61.96 12.15

Empowering 62.58 12.20

Self-assured 65.85 9.28

Composed 53.62 11.63

Resolving 57.53 11.41

Positive 66.67 10.35

Change Oriented 63.61 10.55

Receptive 64.15 9.63

Attentive 65.59 10.81

Involving 66.25 9.32

Accepting 65.63 9.88

Reliable 69.85 12.18

Meticulous 68.47 11.67

Conforming 56.24 13.12

Organized 70.51 10.45

Principled 78.13 8.71

Activity Oriented 67.33 10.56

Dynamic 61.15 9.41

Enterprising 57.74 16.93

Striving 71.91 9.72
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Table 18.14  Professional Styles International Senior Managers & Executives Group
Norm Table, Invited Access (IA). (N=953)

Reference: Appendix L

Dimension IA Mean IA SD

Analytical 67.84 8.45

Factual 66.97 8.29

Rational 56.24 12.13

Learning Oriented 65.63 9.93

Practically Minded 66.59 9.02

Insightful 71.36 7.97

Inventive 60.93 11.87

Abstract 60.65 10.61

Strategic 67.95 10.32

Interactive 53.50 11.50

Engaging 63.73 9.84

Self-promoting 42.61 10.92

Convincing 60.64 9.67

Articulate 63.79 9.57

Challenging 53.72 11.21

Purposeful 62.77 9.86

Directing 69.27 9.96

Empowering 68.19 10.74

Self-assured 65.02 9.20

Composed 57.89 11.10

Resolving 57.49 10.61

Positive 66.34 9.24

Change Oriented 68.09 9.76

Receptive 61.01 9.03

Attentive 63.25 11.01

Involving 64.65 9.98

Accepting 61.49 10.59

Reliable 65.71 11.76

Meticulous 63.33 12.33

Conforming 46.83 13.25

Organized 67.10 11.14

Principled 77.39 8.08

Activity Oriented 66.19 9.82

Dynamic 67.54 9.23

Enterprising 62.54 12.95

Striving 71.58 8.69
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Table 18.15  Professional Styles International Professionals & Managers Group
Norm Table, Invited Access (IA). (N=2,600)

Reference: Appendix M

Dimension SA Mean SA SD

Analytical 68.12 8.30

Factual 67.17 8.17

Rational 57.79 12.43

Learning Oriented 66.48 9.76

Practically Minded 67.60 8.69

Insightful 70.34 7.68

Inventive 59.30 11.81

Abstract 60.51 10.23

Strategic 65.48 10.46

Interactive 53.77 11.73

Engaging 63.93 9.99

Self-promoting 42.75 10.73

Convincing 59.90 9.85

Articulate 63.33 10.03

Challenging 53.85 11.32

Purposeful 61.15 10.32

Directing 67.86 10.52

Empowering 66.62 10.88

Self-assured 65.06 9.27

Composed 57.02 11.38

Resolving 56.90 10.61

Positive 66.03 9.62

Change Oriented 66.89 10.15

Receptive 62.30 9.26

Attentive 63.54 10.70

Involving 65.93 9.71

Accepting 62.58 10.40

Reliable 67.23 11.62

Meticulous 64.97 11.78

Conforming 50.67 13.63

Organized 68.48 10.44

Principled 77.46 7.73

Activity Oriented 65.71 10.20

Dynamic 65.76 9.59

Enterprising 59.99 14.06

Striving 70.90 8.99
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Table 18.16  Professional Styles International Mixed Occupational Group Norm
Table, Invited Access (IA). (N=3,095)

Reference: Appendix N

Dimension IA Mean IA SD

Analytical 68.00 8.31

Factual 67.18 8.13

Rational 58.06 12.42

Learning Oriented 66.98 9.77

Practically Minded 68.14 8.71

Insightful 69.64 7.93

Inventive 58.92 11.95

Abstract 60.51 10.21

Strategic 64.78 10.69

Interactive 54.07 11.87

Engaging 64.38 10.03

Self-promoting 42.99 11.06

Convincing 59.49 10.00

Articulate 62.95 10.29

Challenging 53.41 11.42

Purposeful 60.19 10.47

Directing 66.55 11.37

Empowering 65.69 11.08

Self-assured 65.29 9.49

Composed 56.74 11.42

Resolving 56.73 10.82

Positive 66.03 9.61

Change Oriented 66.44 10.21

Receptive 62.81 9.32

Attentive 63.78 10.51

Involving 66.07 9.63

Accepting 62.93 10.30

Reliable 68.11 11.67

Meticulous 65.54 11.55

Conforming 52.32 13.86

Organized 68.98 10.32

Principled 77.26 7.88

Activity Oriented 65.63 10.23

Dynamic 64.95 9.71

Enterprising 59.61 14.17

Striving 70.77 9.13
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Table 18.17  Professional Styles International Graduates Group Norm Table, Invited
Access (IA). (N=1,423)

Reference: Appendix O

Dimension IA Mean IA SD

Analytical 68.04 8.45

Factual 67.46 7.93

Rational 58.01 13.04

Learning Oriented 68.29 9.71

Practically Minded 68.62 8.83

Insightful 69.02 7.95

Inventive 58.70 12.08

Abstract 60.87 10.20

Strategic 64.39 10.51

Interactive 56.14 12.14

Engaging 65.65 10.45

Self-promoting 44.32 11.64

Convincing 59.88 10.05

Articulate 64.08 10.26

Challenging 53.97 11.27

Purposeful 59.77 10.12

Directing 66.87 10.88

Empowering 65.14 11.15

Self-assured 65.81 9.83

Composed 56.04 11.60

Resolving 56.65 10.79

Positive 65.97 9.85

Change Oriented 66.27 10.04

Receptive 64.77 9.25

Attentive 64.36 10.68

Involving 66.54 9.69

Accepting 62.94 9.88

Reliable 68.00 11.97

Meticulous 65.57 11.76

Conforming 53.23 13.90

Organized 69.20 10.46

Principled 76.66 8.18

Activity Oriented 66.01 10.06

Dynamic 64.64 9.68

Enterprising 59.95 14.27

Striving 71.20 9.18
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Table 18.18  Professional Styles International Individual Contributors Norm Group
Table, Invited Access (IA).  (N=2,202’)

Reference: Appendix S

Dimension SA Mean SA SD

Analytical 68.00 8.50

Factual 67.66 7.95

Rational 58.13 12.90

Learning Oriented 68.10 9.20

Practically Minded 69.54 8.82

Insightful 68.26 7.81

Inventive 55.75 11.76

Abstract 60.22 10.40

Strategic 60.44 10.65

Interactive 55.93 12.15

Engaging 66.07 10.40

Self-promoting 43.56 11.17

Convincing 57.00 10.18

Articulate 62.32 10.95

Challenging 53.38 11.87

Purposeful 56.29 10.44

Directing 59.20 12.91

Empowering 62.05 11.36

Self-assured 65.31 9.78

Composed 55.21 12.08

Resolving 56.63 11.36

Positive 66.66 9.68

Change Oriented 65.16 10.20

Receptive 64.56 9.28

Attentive 65.38 10.49

Involving 67.03 9.34

Accepting 64.74 9.61

Reliable 70.67 11.26

Meticulous 67.56 11.57

Conforming 57.16 13.57

Organized 70.03 10.07

Principled 76.43 8.14

Activity Oriented 65.89 10.49

Dynamic 62.71 9.89

Enterprising 55.84 14.93

Striving 68.70 10.16
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Table 18.19  Professional Styles Australian Professionals & Managers Group Norm
Table, Invited Access (IA). (N=474)

Reference: Appendix P

Dimension IA Mean IA SD

Analytical 67.41 8.28

Factual 69.53 7.72

Rational 54.08 11.87

Learning Oriented 66.62 9.33

Practically Minded 69.15 8.32

Insightful 68.17 8.86

Inventive 55.24 11.63

Abstract 61.60 9.74

Strategic 64.44 10.07

Interactive 53.03 11.08

Engaging 64.32 9.44

Self-promoting 40.18 10.36

Convincing 55.17 9.42

Articulate 62.84 9.38

Challenging 49.11 10.84

Purposeful 57.19 10.57

Directing 66.43 10.71

Empowering 65.33 10.73

Self-assured 62.06 8.65

Composed 55.07 11.26

Resolving 60.69 10.93

Positive 64.76 9.28

Change Oriented 65.05 9.63

Receptive 62.63 8.79

Attentive 66.19 10.36

Involving 69.18 9.88

Accepting 64.87 9.97

Reliable 67.28 11.88

Meticulous 67.26 11.91

Conforming 54.35 12.06

Organized 69.93 10.53

Principled 77.43 7.52

Activity Oriented 66.20 10.23

Dynamic 60.47 10.13

Enterprising 52.91 13.53

Striving 65.69 9.73
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18.6 Further Reference Material

Further information can be found in the Fairness chapter and appendices of this handbook.
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19.0 Reliability
When people are tested on different occasions or on different versions of the same test
why do they get different scores?  Because we cannot measure people’s traits with
perfect reliability.

Reliability of any test or assessment is concerned with how precisely the instrument
measures particular characteristics or traits.

Reliability estimates provide an index of how precise and error free a tool is in measuring
the desired constructs.  The reliability of a test or assessment is an important prerequisite
to allowing the test user to draw accurate inferences from assessment scores.  The
observed scores on the assessment are intended to provide an approximation of the
individual’s true scores.  If test or profile scores are unreliable then they provide a less
precise and less accurate reflection of the individual’s true scores.  The higher the
reliability, the less the error and the more likely the observed scores are an accurate
reflection of the individual’s true scores.

Reliability is merely a stepping stone or prerequisite of test or questionnaire validity.  If a
test user is to draw a correct and meaningful inference from assessment scores, then the
assessment must first be reliable.  But that is not enough because the assessment should
also be supported by appropriate validity data.  In essence, a questionnaire must be
measuring a construct reliably for it to go on to be a valid indicator from which a test user
can then draw appropriate inferences and make accurate decisions.  The greater the
reliability, the greater the chance of high validity.

There are several methods of estimating test reliability.  Three common approaches are
detailed below:

Test-Retest Reliability

One estimate of reliability is to look at the stability of test scores over time.  This
can be accomplished by a group of individuals completing the test or assessment
on one occasion and then sitting a test or assessment again on another occasion.

The (Pearson Product-Moment) correlation coefficient between how the group
scores on a scale on one occasion and then on the second occasion provides this
estimate of reliability.

A development aim of Wave Styles was that this form of reliability should be as
high as possible.

Alternate Form Reliability

Where two or more versions of the test or assessment have been developed by
the same developers, it is possible to estimate the reliability between the
versions.
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A group of people complete both versions of the test or assessment and a
correlation coefficient (Pearson Product Moment) is calculated.  This correlation
provides an index of alternate form reliability.  In other words, people who score
high on one version also score high on the alternate version, and low scorers score
low on both.  When an assessment has high alternate form reliability, it means we
can be confident that a person would achieve a similar score irrespective of which
version of the assessment was used.

A development aim of Wave Styles was that this form of reliability should be as
high as possible.

Internal Consistency Reliability

This form of reliability is an index of how the items in a test (or a personality
scale) relate to one another.  It carries the practical advantage that it can be
computed without the need for a retest or an alternative form, but there are some
drawbacks.

For self-report questionnaires it is important that internal consistency reliability
is satisfactorily high without being artificially inflated.  For instance, a personality
scale with repetitive item content will have high internal consistency reliability
estimates, but lack breadth of measurement.  This narrowness of coverage of the
content domain in a questionnaire may fall well short of what scales should be
measuring and is likely to impact on the empirical validity of the test in
forecasting effectiveness on independently assessed criteria.  In the
development of Wave Styles this problem of ‘Bloated Specifics’ was avoided by
drawing on three distinct facet constructs for each Wave dimension.  The
selection of these facets was primarily based on their concurrent validity with
internal consistency reliability being of secondary concern.  This approach also
ensured good construct separation between the dimensions measured by the
Wave Styles questionnaires.

A development aim of Wave Styles was to have internal consistency reliability
estimates of the Wave dimensions between .60 and .90.  In essence, this form of
reliability was seen by the authors as a measure of the breadth or narrowness of
the scale.  The results for alternate form and test-retest give a better indication
of the reliability of Wave Styles questionnaires.

Sources of Error affecting Reliability

Assessment scores can contain errors of measurement from a number of sources, for
example:

•  Questionnaire Design – questions with negative phrasing or asking more than
one question in an item tend to increase measurement error

•  Individual - mood, temperament, motivation, well-being
•  Environment - noise, temperature, presence of others
•  Administration - degree and consistency of standardization
•  Scoring – the accuracy of the scoring key and scoring process
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Maximizing Reliability

The primary development aim of Wave was to develop a high validity instrument to
predict performance outcomes at work.  For an instrument to be highly valid it also needs
to be reliable.  To achieve this aim, specific steps were taken to ensure high reliability:

1. Negative phrased and keyed items were avoided.  Negative items had less reliability
in early trials

2. Questionnaire Instructions were standardized

3. A Normative Development Trial preceded the Full Standardization Trial that used the
new Ra-Ra (Rate-Rank) response format

4. Questions were balanced in blocks of six to standardize the number of comparisons
across different dimensions

5. Items were selected for blocks based on their mean endorsement value from the
normative trial to ensure the items within a block were equally attractive to
respondents

6. Items were written and reviewed against clear criteria (see Construction chapter)

7. Items were not included if they had low reliability as well as validity

Standard Error of Measurement

When test or assessment users receive a test score they make inferences, communicate
and/or make decisions based on the test score.  However, the observed score is subject
to error and so to be in a better position to use the test score, it is important for a test
user to have an appreciation of the band of error around the score and know how likely it
is to contain the individual’s true score.  To do this the Standard Error of Measurement is
computed (SEm).

Formula

The Standard Error of Measurement (SEm) equals the Standard Deviation of a group
multiplied by the square root of one minus the reliability coefficient.

SEm =  SD  √ (1 – rt)
Where: SEm = Standard Error of Measurement

SD = Standard Deviation of the sample that the reliability coefficient
was calculated from

rt = the reliability coefficient (test-retest, alternate form, internal
consistency)
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If we take the average alternate reliability of the Wave Styles scales, which was r= .86 in
the standardization trials, and want to calculate the Standard Error of Measurement for a
sten score, then:

SD Sten Score = 2
Alternate Form Reliability = .86

SEm = 2 √ (1 – 0.86)

= 2 x .37
= .74

A band of 1 SEm (i.e., .74 stens) either side of an individual’s score results in a 68%
probability that this band contains the true score for the individual.  For instance, with a
sten score of 6, we are confident that 68% of the time the person's true score will be
between 5.26 and 6.78 - or 1 SEm to either side of the observed score.

By placing a band of 2 SEms (i.e., 2 x .74 stens or 1.48 stens) either side of the observed
score gives a 96% probability that this band contains the true score for this individual.

+/- 1SEm – 68% Probability
+/- 2SEm – 96% Probability

In practice, stens are rounded to the nearest whole number between 1 and 10.
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19.1 Reliability Overview

Alternate Form Reliability

The alternate form reliability of Saville Consulting Wave Professional Styles is based on
two versions of Professional Styles; Invited Access (IA) and Supervised Access (SA).
Tables 19.1 and 19.6 show the means and standard deviations for both versions of the
Professional Styles questionnaire, along with their Normative, Ipsative and Total Score
alternate form reliability coefficients (rt).

Alternate form reliabilities of .70 and above are regarded by the authors as acceptable
levels of reliability for a trait measure although higher levels than this are desirable.  At
the dimension level, the median reliability of the Total Score (combined Normative and
Ipsative) scales was .87 and the minimum reliability estimate for any dimension was .78.
At the section level, the median reliability of the Total Score scales was .92 and the
minimum reliability estimate for any section was .86.

Normative and Ipsative scores of the questionnaire also had good alternate form
reliabilities with median reliabilities of .86 (dimension level) and .91 (section level) for
Normative and .83 (dimension level) and .89 (section level) for Ipsative and minimum
reliability estimates of .78 (dimension level) and .87 (section level) for Normative and .72
(dimension level) and .82 (section level) for Ipsative.

Construct independence between the scales is demonstrated by the ‘Other Highest
Correlation’ and ‘Other Dimension/Section’ columns, which show the highest correlation
(other than that with the parallel version of the dimension/section of the same name) of
one dimension/section in one version with the dimension/section in another (the off
diagonals in a correlation matrix).

As can be seen from Tables 19.1 and 19.6, these correlations are substantially lower than
the Alternate Form correlations between same scales, demonstrating good construct
independence of the dimensions/sections at the individual dimension/section level.  The
highest correlation between different dimensions across the two versions is between
Organized (SA) and Reliable (IA) with a correlation between the scales of .60.  However,
the respective alternate form reliability estimates of the two dimensions are .88 for
Organized and .91 for Reliable.  The highest correlation between the different sections
across the two versions is between Driven (SA) and Assertive (IA), with a correlation
between the scales of .60.  However, the respective alternate form reliability estimates
of the two sections are .93 in both cases.



© 2012 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.0.

530

Internal Consistency Reliability

Tables 19.2 & 19.3 provide the internal consistency (Cronbach’s Alpha) of the 36 dimensions
of Professional Styles for Invited Access (IA) (Table 19.2) and Supervised Access (SA) (Table
19.3).  The dimensions of Wave Professional Styles were designed to have internal consistency
estimates ranging from .60 to a maximum of .90.  The median internal consistency (across the
72 dimensions across the two versions) is in the center of this desired range.  Only one scale
fell outside this – Insightful on Invited Access with an internal consistency of .58.  However,
Insightful has highly acceptable alternate form reliability and test-retest reliability estimates
which are the fundamental reliability measures for Wave Styles.  Tables 19.7 and 19.8 provide
the internal consistency of the 12 sections of Professional Styles for Invited Access (IA) (Table
19.7) and Supervised Access (SA) (Table 19.8).  No section fell outside the acceptable range of
reliability estimates (.60 - .90).

Test-Retest Reliability

Tables 19.4 and 19.9 provide the test-retest reliability of Saville Consulting Wave Professional
Styles administered at an eighteen month interval.  Test-retest reliabilities of .70 and above
are acceptable levels of reliability.  The 36 dimensions of Wave Professional Styles
demonstrate acceptable test-retest reliabilities with coefficients ranging from .58 (Principled)
to .85 (Activity Oriented) and a median reliability coefficient of .74.  The 12 sections of Wave
Professional Styles demonstrate high test-retest reliabilities with coefficients ranging from .76
(Structured) to .86 (Sociable) and a median reliability of .79.
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19.2 Reliability Tables

Table 19.1  Professional Styles Alternate Form Reliability – Invited Access (IA) vs.
Supervised Access (SA) – Normative, Ipsative and 36 combined Normative-Ipsative
dimensions. (N=1,153)

Dimension (IA)
Mean

(IA)
SD

(SA)
Mean

(SA)
SD

Norms
rt

Ips
rt

Total
Score
SEm

(Stens)

Total
Score rt

Other
Highest

Correlation
Other Dimension

Analytical 62.87 9.78 62.82 9.95 .85 .79 .80 .84 .50 Abstract

Factual 65.89 8.86 64.93 9.56 .79 .79 .87 .81 .38 Analytical

Rational 53.82 13.09 52.80 13.55 .91 .88 .57 .92 .49 Analytical

Learning Oriented 62.43 11.93 64.42 10.99 .86 .84 .72 .87 .51 Abstract

Practically Minded 67.38 9.68 67.57 9.49 .85 .83 .75 .86 .26 Rational

Insightful 65.42 8.73 66.00 8.87 .82 .72 .92 .79 .45 Strategic

Inventive 52.83 13.41 52.36 13.32 .91 .87 .60 .91 .54 Strategic

Abstract 58.21 11.41 55.69 12.04 .85 .77 .82 .83 .51 Learning Oriented

Strategic 56.13 11.20 53.61 12.08 .84 .79 .80 .84 .54 Inventive

Interactive 53.75 13.63 52.31 12.50 .90 .85 .63 .90 .58 Engaging

Engaging 67.11 10.88 67.07 11.49 .87 .83 .72 .87 .58 Interactive

Self-promoting 45.80 12.32 43.85 12.34 .89 .84 .66 .89 .42 Interactive

Convincing 55.80 10.31 51.20 10.63 .85 .78 .80 .84 .54 Challenging

Articulate 57.59 12.25 56.56 11.89 .91 .86 .60 .91 .39 Interactive

Challenging 51.39 11.72 49.96 12.09 .86 .81 .75 .86 .54 Convincing

Purposeful 54.60 10.96 54.91 11.03 .87 .80 .72 .87 .53 Directing

Directing 58.81 12.86 56.22 12.65 .89 .84 .66 .89 .54 Empowering

Empowering 59.44 12.67 59.31 13.17 .90 .85 .66 .89 .54 Directing

Self-assured 59.70 11.06 61.62 12.28 .86 .78 .77 .85 .37 Positive

Composed 53.40 13.50 52.16 14.09 .90 .84 .66 .89 .48 Change Oriented

Resolving 58.65 11.90 55.50 13.05 .88 .84 .69 .88 .47 Attentive

Positive 65.93 10.92 64.91 10.17 .85 .81 .77 .85 .38 Change Oriented

Change Oriented 61.75 11.34 61.49 11.59 .85 .82 .75 .86 .48 Composed

Receptive 60.20 9.76 58.63 9.50 .81 .73 .94 .78 .24 Involving

Attentive 65.43 11.08 63.77 11.68 .83 .85 .75 .86 .52 Accepting

Involving 65.55 9.10 63.02 9.51 .79 .81 .87 .81 .51 Accepting

Accepting 63.60 12.01 65.51 10.84 .78 .82 .87 .81 .52 Attentive

Reliable 64.95 13.41 66.00 12.47 .89 .89 .60 .91 .60 Organized

Meticulous 64.48 13.69 64.65 13.04 .87 .87 .66 .89 .50 Organized

Conforming 53.48 14.52 54.12 14.65 .89 .90 .60 .91 .48 Reliable

Organized 64.94 11.40 65.44 11.43 .86 .88 .69 .88 .60 Reliable

Principled 71.84 9.66 74.38 9.77 .81 .77 .87 .81 .34 Accepting

Activity Oriented 65.35 10.63 64.47 11.07 .90 .86 .66 .89 .30 Reliable

Dynamic 57.83 10.53 57.09 10.92 .87 .81 .72 .87 .48 Directing

Enterprising 53.24 15.15 52.80 15.00 .93 .89 .53 .93 .53 Striving

Striving 61.82 10.50 62.10 10.63 .86 .79 .77 .85 .53 Enterprising

Mean 60.04 11.55 59.42 11.65 .86 .83 .73 .86 .48

Median 59.95 11.37 60.40 11.64 .86 .83 .72 .87 .51

Min 45.80 8.73 43.85 8.87 .78 .72 .53 .78 .24

Max 71.84 15.15 74.38 15.00 .93 .90 .94 .93 .60
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Table 19.2  Internal Consistency Reliability of Professional Styles - Invited Access
(dimension level). (N=1,153)

Dimension Mean SD SEm (sten) rt

Analytical 62.87 9.78 1.23 .62

Factual 65.89 8.86 1.27 .60

Rational 53.82 13.09 1.04 .73

Learning Oriented 62.43 11.93 1.01 .75

Practically Minded 67.38 9.68 1.12 .68

Insightful 65.42 8.73 1.29 .58

Inventive 52.83 13.41 .75 .86

Abstract 58.21 11.41 .99 .76 

Strategic 56.13 11.20 1.03 .74

Interactive 53.75 13.63 .96 .77

Engaging 67.11 10.88 1.02 .74

Self-promoting 45.80 12.32 .94 .78

Convincing 55.80 10.31 1.11 .69

Articulate 57.59 12.25 1.03 .74

Challenging 51.39 11.72 1.01 .75

Purposeful 54.60 10.96 1.23 .62

Directing 58.81 12.86 .89 .80

Empowering 59.44 12.67 .79 .84

Self-assured 59.70 11.06 1.17 .66

Composed 53.40 13.50 .93 .79

Resolving 58.65 11.90 .98 .76

Positive 65.93 10.92 .97 .76

Change Oriented 61.75 11.34 .93 .78

Receptive 60.20 9.76 1.22 .63

Attentive 65.43 11.08 .96 .77

Involving 65.55 9.10 1.10 .70

Accepting 63.60 12.01 .91 .79

Reliable 64.95 13.41 .88 .81

Meticulous 64.48 13.69 .74 .86

Conforming 53.48 14.52 .78 .85

Organized 64.94 11.40 .97 .70

Principled 71.84 9.66 1.12 .69

Activity Oriented 65.35 10.63 .98 .76

Dynamic 57.83 10.53 1.14 .67

Enterprising 53.24 15.15 .85 .82

Striving 61.82 10.50 1.18 .65

Mean 60.04 11.55 1.01 .74

Median 59.95 11.37 1.00 .76

Min 45.80 8.73 .74 .58

Max 71.84 15.15 1.29 .86
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Table 19.3  Internal Consistency Reliability of Professional Styles - Supervised
Access (dimension level). (N=1,153)

Dimension Mean SD SEm (sten) rt

Analytical 62.82 9.95 1.17 .66

Factual 64.93 9.56 1.15 .67

Rational 52.80 13.55 .97 .76

Learning Oriented 64.42 10.99 1.04 .73

Practically Minded 67.57 9.49 1.08 .71

Insightful 66.00 8.87 1.13 .68

Inventive 52.36 13.32 .74 .86

Abstract 55.69 12.04 .90 .80

Strategic 53.61 12.08 .86 .82

Interactive 52.31 12.50 1.00 .75

Engaging 67.07 11.49 .87 .81

Self-promoting 43.85 12.34 .90 .80

Convincing 51.20 10.63 1.07 .71

Articulate 56.56 11.89 1.05 .72

Challenging 49.96 12.09 .94 .78

Purposeful 54.91 11.03 1.19 .65

Directing 56.22 12.65 .89 .80

Empowering 59.31 13.17 .74 .86

Self-assured 61.62 12.28 .96 .77

Composed 52.16 14.09 .83 .83

Resolving 55.50 13.05 .81 .84

Positive 64.91 10.17 1.06 .72

Change Oriented 61.49 11.59 .83 .83

Receptive 58.63 9.50 1.17 .66

Attentive 63.77 11.68 .82 .83

Involving 63.02 9.51 1.04 .73

Accepting 65.51 10.84 1.02 .74

Reliable 66.00 12.47 .89 .80

Meticulous 64.65 13.04 .71 .87

Conforming 54.12 14.65 .71 .87

Organized 65.44 11.43 .90 .80

Principled 74.38 9.77 .92 .79

Activity Oriented 64.47 11.07 .86 .82

Dynamic 57.09 10.92 1.07 .71

Enterprising 52.80 15.00 .83 .83

Striving 62.10 10.63 1.14 .67

Mean 59.49 11.62 .96 .77

Median 61.49 11.59 .94 .78

Min 43.85 8.87 .71 .65

Max 74.38 15.00 1.19 .87
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Table 19.4  Test-Retest Reliability of Professional Styles – Invited Access
(dimension level). (N=100)

Note: Subjects completed Wave twice at an 18 month interval.

Dimension Meant1 SDt1 Meant2 SD t2 SEm (sten) rt

Analytical 61.90 9.51 61.26 8.59 1.17 .66

Factual 67.12 9.12 66.44 9.96 1.11 .69

Rational 51.75 14.70 53.52 14.29 .85 .82

Learning Oriented 66.81 10.60 64.73 11.84 .88 .81

Practically Minded 66.50 11.78 66.50 11.12 .87 .81

Insightful 64.96 8.98 65.62 8.26 1.19 .65

Inventive 54.44 13.31 55.88 13.81 .97 .76

Abstract 58.37 11.39 56.98 12.36 1.07 .71

Strategic 57.06 10.74 57.58 12.19 1.07 .71

Interactive 54.30 13.23 52.47 14.39 .82 .83

Engaging 64.83 11.95 63.34 12.11 .85 .82

Self-promoting 46.58 12.61 45.99 11.82 1.03 .74

Convincing 53.52 10.85 53.21 10.17 1.02 .74

Articulate 57.67 12.76 56.62 13.03 .87 .81

Challenging 49.83 12.40 49.89 12.42 1.11 .69

Purposeful 53.30 11.87 53.74 12.22 1.09 .70

Directing 57.39 14.63 58.52 15.31 .83 .83

Empowering 58.86 11.69 60.94 12.12 1.20 .64

Self-assured 63.28 10.82 62.29 10.43 0.94 .78

Composed 51.66 13.76 52.45 14.01 1.03 .73

Resolving 58.15 12.27 56.27 12.57 .96 .77

Positive 64.09 11.43 61.58 12.98 .99 .75

Change Oriented 58.48 11.78 58.57 12.78 .92 .79

Receptive 60.58 10.84 58.43 10.79 1.07 .72

Attentive 64.80 12.74 63.68 13.14 .82 .83

Involving 63.15 9.69 62.80 9.92 1.12 .69

Accepting 61.20 10.48 59.56 10.57 1.06 .72

Reliable 66.77 11.49 66.58 11.90 .93 .78

Meticulous 66.39 12.45 66.88 12.06 1.02 .74

Conforming 55.36 13.58 55.87 14.89 .96 .77

Organized 67.74 10.48 67.68 10.22 1.09 .70

Principled 71.49 9.24 70.13 10.11 1.30 .58

Activity Oriented 66.51 11.58 66.15 12.19 .77 .85

Dynamic 59.70 10.56 60.75 11.08 1.06 .72

Enterprising 50.52 14.52 49.92 14.68 1.01 .75

Striving 62.77 11.22 61.41 11.46 .93 .78

Mean 59.29 11.88 58.87 12.26 1.00 .75

Median 58.67 11.73 58.55 12.19 1.02 .74

Min 46.58 9.24 45.99 9.92 .77 .58

Max 71.49 14.63 70.13 15.31 1.30 .85



© 2012 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.0.

535

Table 19.5  Internal Consistency Reliability of Professional Styles with a US sample
(dimension level). (N=2,102)

Dimension Mean SD SEm (sten) rt

Analytical 67.46 8.70 1.28 .59

Factual 66.91 8.52 1.28 .59

Rational 55.44 11.88 1.09 .71

Learning Oriented 66.26 9.90 1.07 .71

Practically Minded 68.52 8.21 1.21 .63

Insightful 69.04 7.72 1.39 .52

Inventive 57.02 11.37 .89 .80

Abstract 59.97 10.48 .99 .75 

Strategic 65.23 10.25 1.05 .72

Interactive 53.88 12.08 .99 .76

Engaging 66.89 10.53 .94 .78

Self-promoting 41.66 11.17 .94 .78

Convincing 56.05 9.74 1.19 .65

Articulate 64.56 10.84 1.05 .73

Challenging 47.60 11.03 1.03 .73

Purposeful 57.92 10.33 1.20 .64

Directing 66.70 10.66 1.02 .74

Empowering 65.54 11.31 .84 .82

Self-assured 65.58 8.75 1.33 .56

Composed 55.32 11.96 1.04 .73

Resolving 57.52 10.82 .97 .76

Positive 66.86 9.73 1.03 .74

Change Oriented 64.58 10.59 1.01 .74

Receptive 61.85 9.20 1.26 .60

Attentive 64.23 10.27 1.00 .75

Involving 65.88 9.81 .99 .75

Accepting 64.71 9.97 1.06 .72

Reliable 67.63 11.41 .93 .78

Meticulous 66.08 11.49 .90 .80

Conforming 52.37 13.14 .86 .81

Organized 68.61 10.36 1.00 .75

Principled 78.54 7.45 1.10 .70

Activity Oriented 66.55 9.99 .95 .77

Dynamic 64.31 9.61 1.22 .63

Enterprising 59.80 15.53 .79 .84

Striving 71.64 8.97 1.24 .62

Mean 62.74 10.38 1.06 .71

Median 64.97 10.34 1.03 .74

Min 41.66 7.45 .79 .52

Max 78.54 15.53 1.39 .84
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Table 19.6 Professional Styles Alternate Form Reliability – Invited Access (IA) vs.
Supervised Access (SA) – Normative, Ipsative and 36 combined Normative-Ipsative
sections (N=1,153)

Section
(IA)

Mean
(IA)
SD

(SA)
Mean

(SA)
SD

Norms.
rt

Ips.
rt

Total
Score
SEm

(stens)

Total
Score 

rt

Other
Highest
Correla-

tion

Other 
Section

Evaluative 182.58 24.02 180.56 25.35 .91 .90 .57 .92 .43 Investigative

Investigative 195.24 19.14 197.99 18.62 .87 .83 .75 .86 .46 Evaluative

Imaginative 167.18 28.53 161.67 31.11 .92 .88 .57 .92 .41 Investigative

Sociable 166.66 29.14 163.23 28.71 .93 .91 .53 .93 .37 Impactful

Impactful 164.78 25.69 157.73 26.06 .91 .88 .60 .91 .47 Assertive

Assertive 172.84 29.08 170.44 29.53 .93 .90 .53 .93 .59 Driven

Resilient 171.75 24.02 169.28 25.08 .90 .83 .66 .89 .39 Assertive

Flexible 187.88 21.80 185.03 20.98 .89 .82 .72 .87 .41 Resilient

Supportive 194.57 26.65 192.31 26.38 .87 .90 .63 .90 .16 Resilient

Conscientious 182.91 33.26 184.77 32.27 .92 .94 .49 .94 .52 Structured

Structured 202.13 20.91 204.29 21.37 .89 .88 .66 .89 .55 Conscientious

Driven 172.89 29.05 171.99 29.39 .93 .90 .53 .93 .60 Assertive

Mean 180.12 25.94 178.27 26.24 .91 .88 .60 .91 .45

Median 177.74 26.17 176.27 26.22 .91 .89 .58 .92 .45

Min 164.78 19.14 157.73 18.62 .87 .82 .49 .86 .16

Max 202.13 33.26 204.29 32.27 .93 .94 .75 .94 .60
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Table 19.7 Internal Consistency Reliability of Professional Styles – Invited Access
(section level). (N=1,153)

Section Mean SD SEm
(sten)

rt

Evaluative 182.58 24.02 .94 .78

Investigative 195.24 19.14 1.15 .67

Imaginative 167.18 28.53 .72 .87

Sociable 166.66 29.14 .77 .85

Impactful 164.78 25.69 .87 .81

Assertive 172.84 29.08 .75 .86

Resilient 171.75 24.02 1.00 .75

Flexible 187.88 21.80 .98 .76

Supportive 194.57 26.65 .72 .87

Conscientious 182.91 33.26 .66 .89

Structured 202.13 20.91 1.00 .75

Driven 172.89 29.05 .80 .84

Mean 180.12 25.94 .86 .81

Median 177.74 26.17 .84 .83

Min 164.78 19.14 .66 .67

Max 202.13 33.26 1.15 .89
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Table 19.8 Internal Consistency Reliability of Professional Styles – Supervised
Access (section level).  (N=1,153)

Section Mean SD SEm
(sten)

rt

Evaluative 180.56 25.35 .87 .81

Investigative 197.99 18.62 1.10 .70

Imaginative 161.67 31.11 .63 .90

Sociable 163.23 28.71 .75 .86

Impactful 157.73 26.06 .85 .82

Assertive 170.44 29.53 .72 .87

Resilient 169.28 25.08 .94 .78

Flexible 185.03 20.98 .98 .76

Supportive 192.31 26.38 .72 .87

Conscientious 184.77 32.27 .63 .90

Structured 204.29 21.37 .92 .79

Driven 171.99 29.39 .77 .85

Mean 178.27 26.24 .82 .83

Median 176.28 26.22 .81 .84

Min 157.73 18.62 .63 .70

Max 204.29 32.27 1.10 .90
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Table 19.9 Test-Retest Reliability of Professional Styles Normative - Invited Access
(section level). (N=100)

Section Mean t1 SD t1 Mean t2 SD t2
SEm 

(Sten) 
rt

Evaluative 179.31 25.09 181.22 24.77 .94 .78

Investigative 198.84 21.80 196.84 20.54 .89 .80

Imaginative 169.53 28.45 170.44 29.98 .97 .77

Sociable 167.21 32.28 161.79 31.92 .76 .86

Impactful 161.87 25.86 159.71 26.68 .91 .79

Assertive 169.60 27.46 173.20 29.50 .96 .77

Resilient 173.86 24.34 171.01 23.50 .89 .80

Flexible 182.92 21.53 178.58 24.20 .96 .77

Supportive 189.35 25.83 186.04 27.77 .81 .84

Conscientious 187.65 29.86 189.33 28.98 .83 .83

Structured 204.83 20.69 203.95 21.76 .99 .76

Driven 171.30 29.41 172.08 30.45 .92 .79

Mean 179.69 26.05 178.68 26.67 .90 .80

Median 176.58 25.84 175.89 27.22 .92 .79

Min 161.87 20.69 159.71 20.54 .76 .76

Max 204.83 32.28 203.95 31.92 .99 .86
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Graph 19.1  Internal Consistency, Test-Retest Alternate Form Reliability of
Professional Styles
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19.3 Reliability of Facet Scales

Wave Professional Styles is composed of 108 different two item facet scales.  While the
individual 108 facet scales are not individually plotted on a profile, a Wave user’s
attention is drawn to facet ranges, where there is a difference of three of more sten
scores between the three facet scales within each dimension.  Internal Consistency is not
an ideal method of reliability estimation for the facet scales of Wave Professional Styles
as the two items of each facet are designed to measure different content (i.e., one motive
and one talent item).  Alternate Form Reliabilities range from .50 to .90 for two item facet
scales (Ra-Ra) with median of .78 (N=1,153).  This compares with Alternate Form
Reliabilities of Wave Professional Styles six item dimension scales of r= .86 (composed of
three facet scales – six items).

36 of the facet concepts of Wave Professional Styles have also been subject to test-retest
in two item facet scales in Wave Focus Styles for over six months and the figures ranged
from .58 to .84 for two item facet scales with median of .72 (N=214).

19.4 Summary of Reliability
No measure of human traits has perfect reliability, yet good reliability of measurement is
an important property of any assessment.  This chapter highlights in particular, given the
design of Wave Professional Styles, the importance of alternate form reliability as an
appropriate method for the estimation of reliability.

The method of development of Wave Professional Styles targeted scales to have internal
consistencies (Cronbach’s Alpha) between .60 and .90.  The reason for targeting this level
of internal consistency is that internal consistency provides a measure of scales’ breadth
of content measurement.

Wave Professional Styles was designed by selecting facets/items with varied content
within each of the dimensions.  The internal consistency of the dimensions (Cronbach’s
alpha) ranged at standardization from .58 to .86.  Graph 19.1 indicates the scales at
Factual and Insightful have internal consistency reliabilities of less than .60, however
both of these scales display good alternate form reliabilities: Factual .81; Insightful .79.
This suggests that despite their breadth of measurement these dimensions are reliable
and reproducible.  Information on the validity of these dimensions can be found in the
Validity chapter.

Alternate form median at standardization was .87 (no corrections applied) for the
dimensions and the reliabilities ranged from .78 to .93.  A Test-Retest was conducted with
a month’s interval between original test and retest during development and achieved a
median of .80 for the dimensions.

Alternate form also provides a method of investigating construct separation and the Wave
Professional Styles dimensions provide clear evidence supporting this separation.
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19.5 Further Reference Material
Further information can be found in the Norms, Fairness chapters and appendices of this
handbook.
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20.0 Validity
If making better decisions about people is important, then it is essential for an assessment
instrument to provide evidence of its validity.

This chapter is divided into two parts.  The first part focuses on construct-related validity
evidence and the second part focuses specifically on criterion-related validity evidence.
Because validity is fundamental and central to effective test application, this chapter
begins with a general discussion of validity.  It continues by offering perspectives upon
validity which are important underpinnings for the user in understanding what makes the
Wave Styles questionnaires different from other personality questionnaires.

How do we know that a test or an assessment works and actually does what it claims to
do?  How do we know if the inferences and decisions made using one assessment are any
better than another?  How can we know which assessment tools are most accurate and will
maximize the amount of benefit derived from the information provided?  Which tool is the
best investment for our organization?

These and other related questions are fundamental to the development and continuous
improvement of assessment practices and tools in the workplace.  These questions directly
relate to the validity of a test or assessment.

What is Validity? 

Wave Styles assessments have been designed to maximize validity in forecasting overall
effectiveness at work and key workplace competencies.

Validity is a unitary concept.  It is the degree to which all the accumulated evidence
supports the intended interpretation of the test scores for the proposed purpose.

Standards for Educational and Psychological Measurement, 
American Psychological Association 1999

Accumulated evidence can come from many places.  Today’s understanding of validity
evolved from the notion that there are different types of validity evidence, and it is
important to understand these aspects of validity evidence and how they relate to Wave
Styles assessments.  These aspects of validity evidence help to support different
inferences that can be made from test scores.

Predictive – Predictive Validity – a type of criterion-related validity evidence.  This
type of evidence is particularly applicable when one wishes to make an inference
from a test or assessment score about the test taker’s position on another
independently evaluated criterion variable at a later date.

An example of a predictive validation study would be to investigate if an
assessment designed to forecast sales potential correlated with future sales
performance.  Such a validation study might be based on the identification of
critical sales behaviors through a job analysis study.  This leads to an assessment
being selected that purports to measure the sales behaviors in question.  This



measure is then administered to applicants for a sales job – but the assessment
scores are not used to decide which sales applicants are actually hired.  The job
analysis and the selection of the test lead directly to an a priori hypothesis that
higher test scores will be related to better sales performance (which could be
measured, for example, by sales revenue generated in a quarter).  Time goes by
and the newly selected sales staff get on with their jobs.  A year later (or at an
appropriate time to judge) sales performance is collated and analyzed to see if
higher test scores do generate more sales revenue.  The presence of an association
or correlation between assessment results and later how the sales staff perform
can then be evaluated.  Typically, the organizer of the study may consider how
likely the correlation is to assume a different range of values including whether it
is not likely to be a zero correlation (statistical significance).  This also might be
followed by an examination of aspects of the study that might have an effect on
the size of the association (e.g., restriction of range, inter-rater reliability being less
than perfect).

Note that often a ‘hard’ criterion such as sales performance is not practically
achievable in many jobs.  And even ‘hard’ job performance criteria can have
systematic biases, e.g.,  being given a geographical region that has historically poor
sales.

Supervisor ratings are an alternative method of job assessment which are often
collected (see the Criterion Problem Revisited in this chapter).

Sometimes predictive validation studies are run on a well-established test being
actively used by an organization.  Under these circumstances, the organization's
selection process may have removed low scorers based on the results of the
assessment, and it is therefore not possible to later assess how these low scorers
on the test or assessment might subsequently perform in the job.  This restriction
of range will reduce the size of the association seen between the assessment and
the job performance measure and consequently underestimate the usefulness of
the test.

Concurrent – another type of criterion-related validity evidence.  It is similar to a
predictive validation design in that a predictor assessment is correlated with a
criterion outcome of performance in the job.  The difference is that there is not a
time lag between the initial assessment and the independent evaluation of
performance on the job (the assessment score and job performance measure are
collected concurrently).

One advantage of a concurrent validation study is that users don’t have to
administer a test at time one and then wait until time two before examining the
relationship between the test and job performance.  If a relationship is found
between the test scores and current levels of performance, then concurrent
validation evidence provides support for the test to be used with job applicants to
identify those who are more likely to perform better.  For practical reasons,
organizations rarely want to have a substantial delay before seeing if a test works
for them.
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As with a predictive design, a potential difficulty in running this type of study is
the need for a sufficiently large sample of participants to make the interpretation
of the association between the predictor and criteria statistically meaningful.

Another problem is poor performers (or indeed good performers) may have already
left the organization or have been promoted (leading to potential restriction of
range).

One common confusion is the use of benchmarking studies as a means to validate
a test.  Benchmarking is a useful exercise where, for example, the characteristics
of top performers are identified.  The objective is typically to identify what top
performers have in common (e.g., which personality traits) so that future hires can
be selected using this “top performer” scoring template.

The problem with this approach is that, while it tells us what top performers have
in common, it fails to tell us what makes them different from average or poor
performers.  A benchmarking study is useful in identifying the characteristics that
top performers have in common, but it does not tell us which characteristics are
unique to top performers only.  An associated problem is that it may just be a
matter of luck that the top performers tend to be high on certain characteristics
and not related to their superior performance.  Such benchmarking studies used in
isolation (without being used alongside a concurrent or predictive design and job
analysis) carry particular dangers for organizations as they may lead to the
organization using a spurious "scoring key" which is not associated with superior
performance (lacks criterion-related validity).  The result could not only be that the
organization selects many poor performers, but it is likely to lay itself open to an
increased risk of litigation if the assessment process is perceived as unfair.

Content –  a type of validity evidence related to the appropriateness of the
content of the assessment.  It seems obvious that a typing test is a “valid” test for
a typist job because the content of the test matches closely the content of the job.
Giving a typing test to a CEO candidate might appear odd, however, because the
content of the test does not seem appropriate given the content of a typical CEO
position.

Unlike the types of criterion-related validity described above, a content validation
study does not rely upon a statistical analysis.  Rather, it uses a rationale approach
to linking job content to test content.  A job analysis study is required to identify
and document the critical work behaviors and competencies tied to job success.
Once identified, assessment tools that measure that same domain of content (i.e.,
tasks, behaviors, skills, knowledge) are identified.  Job simulation exercises or
situational judgment tests are often considered job relevant and content valid
when the exercises or situations presented resemble the same as those found on
the job.

Likewise, a job analysis may identify certain behaviors such as Team Working or
Empowering Others to be critical to job success, and Wave competencies can be
identified that are similar to the “behavioral domain” identified in the job analysis.
In this way, the Wave dimensions can be mapped to a job for the purposes of
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predicting Person-Job Fit.  The Wave competencies can also be mapped to client
competency models to enable the use of the Wave Styles questionnaire to
measure the client’s own competencies.

One way to identify and document critical workplace competencies, behaviors and
aptitudes is to use the Wave Job Profiler or the Wave Performance Culture
Framework Cards.  Job experts make ratings online or sort competency cards to
specify which competencies are important.  This semi-structured approach is a
valuable addition to any job analysis study.

Content validity evidence by itself is sufficient to justify an assessment program
even for high stakes situations like pre-employment selection and is an accepted
validation strategy by regulatory commissions (i.e., Uniform Guidelines on
Employee Selection Procedures published by Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission of the US Government).  However, it is but one type of validity
evidence and we recommend the collection of empirical data using criterion-related
validation studies in addition to content validation studies.

Construct Validity is a type of validity evidence that shows that a test or
questionnaire measures the psychological construct that it purports to measure.  It
is important because it impacts how a test score is interpreted.  If a questionnaire
claims to measure extroversion, how do we know it actually measures extroversion
and not emotional stability? If an assessment claims to measure extroversion but
does not, then any interpretation of that score would be wrong and could cause
harm to the respondent and to the organization.

An assessment instrument, its items, internal structure and design, and the
responses test takers give all lead to scores to be interpreted as representations of
underlying psychological constructs.  Inferences made on these scores are based
on the proposed psychological construct and its relationship with other constructs,
both theoretically and empirically.  In essence, all validity evidence contributes to
an understanding of an assessment instrument’s construct validity.  Evidence of
criterion-related and content validity are therefore subordinate to construct
validity – all forms of validity contribute to construct validity.  Construct validity is
therefore a continuing scientific pursuit to build up a body of evidence about how
an assessment instrument works rather than simply something that a test
possesses or does not possess (see for example, Landy, 1985).

Wave Professional Styles and Validity

Wave Professional Styles questionnaires are unique in that validity was specifically
examined early in the development phase to maximize their opportunity to demonstrate
superior criterion-related validity when applied in the workplace.  This was done by
selecting the most valid items for inclusion in the questionnaires from a very large item
and facet scale pool.

Saville Consulting run an extensive validation program in addition to the individual studies
commissioned by our clients.  Our program includes the co-validation of Wave Styles
questionnaires with other personality assessments against a wide range of work criteria546
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across mixed occupational groups.  These and other studies provide evidence that supports
the inferences made on Wave Styles reports and provide evidence to support the
appropriate use of the Wave Professional Styles questionnaires.

We believe that validation should start by being clear on the inferences that are to be
drawn from the assessment and using those to guide the strategy for collecting validation
evidence.  This helps create a well directed program that includes specifying who should
be included in a study, what performance variables (criteria) should be collected, and which
evaluation approaches and statistical methods are appropriate.

The modern conception of test validity has at its heart the notion that we are validating
the inferences that are made from test scores.  Therefore, the first step is to be clear about
the nature of these inferences.

Inferences from Test or Assessment Scores

An inference from a test score or set of questionnaire scores can be general or local.  For
example, “High scorers on this scale will demonstrate more creativity” is a general
inference.  A criterion-related validation design might be an appropriate starting point to
examine the validity of this inference.  A statistically significant positive correlation with a
moderate effect size between the scale score and a measure of creativity would provide
clear evidence that supports this general inference.  Such evidence provides us with
confidence that the scale is meaningful and the inference or interpretation we then draw
about one person’s creativity using the scale score is appropriate.  General inferences such
as these can be explicitly stated as hypotheses and tested empirically.

If a test or assessment score is shown to be a valid measure of a psychological construct
like creativity, and if we learn from a job analysis study that a construct like creativity is
important to successful job performance, then we may want to use the test or assessment
score to identify which people are more creative than others.  In other words, if creativity
is an important component of a job (content domain of a job), then we can use a test to
measure that specific job component.

When we explicitly state the relationship between the assessment tools and the
components of a job, this is referred to as evidence of job component validity and can
allow for an assessment of synthetic validity.  The inferences made from the test are
interpreted in light of those specific job components.  Synthetic validity is a logical process
of inferring validity on the basis of the relationships between components of a job and
tests of the attributes that are needed to perform the job components.  Note in synthetic
validity the relationships between the job components and the tests are typically
established in one validation study of workers,  and then a job analysis only is conducted
on the new job to identify job components.  The similarity or equivalence between the new
job analysis and the previous validation study allows the validity to be estimated in the
new job.  It is synthetic because the validity has not been directly calculated based on a
criterion validation study on the new job.

If all of the scores (predictors) in a questionnaire correlate positively with the performance
criterion each is designed to measure, we refer to this as saturated validity.  Saturated
validity is where all the predictor scales of a questionnaire correlate with all the a priori 547
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hypothesized criteria.  Clearly, there is the issue of levels of saturation/levels of validity on
each scale of a model – but if all the scales in an assessment show meaningful correlations
with a priori specified independently assessed criteria (i.e. from independent raters of
performance) we refer to this as saturation of the model or assessment.  Another related
issue is the overall level of validity against each criterion.

Thus far we have discussed general inferences that apply across a group of test takers.
With any probabilistic approach such as personnel selection, no inference or decision is
perfectly accurate.  However, across a large group of test takers, valid scores will improve
the accuracy of the inferences overall compared to the accuracy of inferences when the
valid test is not used.  Again, the test may not be perfect, but may nevertheless add
significant value and productivity benefits to an organization compared to not using the
test or assessment.

Eventually every test user uses a test or assessment score to make inferences and
important decisions about an individual.  Should this applicant be hired? Is this employee a
good candidate for a leadership development program? Which position is this candidate best
suited for? Which competencies should a person develop to improve performance at work? Is
this person ready for a bigger job assignment? These are examples of individual local
inferences made based at least partly on a test score.

It follows that, (a) if critical job components are identified and explicitly mapped to scores
from an assessment tool, and (b) if the assessment tool has empirical evidence of saturated
validity, then local inferences and test score interpretation will be more accurate as the
validity of the assessment tool increases (MacIver et al., 2008).

This concept is especially important for multi-scale personality or styles questionnaires
that require a user to interpret a profile of scores rather than a single test score.  Making
local inferences based on profile pattern interpretation can be a difficult and complex
undertaking.  Even though local inferences made using profile interpretation often may not
be made explicitly regarding how the pattern of test scores relate to the local decision, it
is still important to investigate the accuracy/validity of these local inferences and their
impact on independent evaluations of work performance.

The bottom line – the accuracy and validity of both general and local inferences will improve
when an assessment process has evidence of criterion-related validity across the full range
of job components.

With regards to making inferences about behavioral competencies specifically, the Wave
Professional Styles scales demonstrate both strong criterion-related validity across a range
of behavioral competencies, and the range of behavioral competencies have been shown to
be important to overall job proficiency.  This increases the confidence that the inferences
made using Wave Professional Styles, whether general or local, will be more accurate and
valid than inferences made using methods or tools that have no validity evidence or tools
that have lesser validity.



Inferences in Practice - Selection

In a practical sense, multi-scale assessment tools can contribute to personnel selection
decisions in two ways:

1. using a subset of job-relevant scales, explicit prediction equations are created for each
performance competency (based on empirical evidence and/or expert judgment) and
applied to each job applicant in a consistent and objective manner (general inferences
explicitly used to inform local inferences).  An example of this is the Competency
Potential scores provided in the Wave reports.  A logical extension is the creation of
one overall fit score for a particular job by creating a weighted composite of the
assessment scores.

2. a trained/qualified professional reviews the pattern of scores on a profile chart and
makes an interpretation of the pattern of scores relative to important job competencies
which is then used to make inferences about the suitability of the applicant for the job
(local inferences)

In both these instances, criterion-related validity (i.e., giving a valid estimation of likely
performance levels) is critical.  In the first instance, it is critical that the assessment tool
provides  criterion-related validity and that this has been cross-validated to ensure that the
prediction equations will generalize to new situations, industries and workforces.

In the second case, it is the user who is doing the profile interpretation and integrating the
results to make a local inference without local validation to explicitly guide the
interpretation.  Instead, users will need to rely on their understanding of the job and the
evidence of test validity provided by the test publisher and other published research about
the assessment tool.

We believe that test users benefit from the creation of a clear and straightforward
approach that makes clear to the user the links between the predictors and criteria.  The
Wave Professional Styles scales are explicitly linked to specific behavioral competencies,
thereby making the link between specific predictors and criteria clear and straightforward.
Figure 20.1 shows the Saville Consulting Wave Aligned Criterion and Predictor Model.  This
aligned or matched model helps users to understand how each scale in the Wave Styles
model (predictors) relates to the Wave model of behavioral competencies (performance
criteria).
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Figure 20.1.  The Saville Consulting Wave Aligned Criterion and Predictor Model

The Importance of Validity Data in Practice - Two Examples

Wave Professional Styles is designed to offer users a job relevant, saturated, validation
centric model that clearly links Wave Styles scales (predictors) to Wave competencies
(performance criteria).  These are important features that provide practical advantages to
end users allowing them to make better, more informed local or global inferences about
people at work.  The advantages of this approach are highlighted in the two examples that
follow.

Personnel Selection

In personnel selection, how can validity data be used to ensure that a test is used
appropriately?

1.  Job analysis – a job analysis study provides the justification (i.e., content and job
component validity) for using an assessment.  The Saville Consulting Wave Job Profiler
and Saville Consulting Wave Performance Culture Framework provide a simple process
for job experts to identify critical job competencies and components using the Wave
competency model.  Once the critical competencies are known, it is an easy step to
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select the appropriate/valid Wave Styles scales for making more accurate global or local
inferences.  Moreover, an index of Person-Job Fit can be calculated and reported based
on the identification and assessment of the critical job components.

2.  Mapping to competency model – detailed job descriptions already exist for many jobs
so instead of conducting a job profiling study, the 147 components of the Saville
Consulting criterion model (that includes aptitudes, behavioral and global outcomes)
can be mapped to an organization's existing competency model.  Once links between a
client model and the Wave competency model are made, Wave Styles scales can be used for
making selection decisions with reports using the organization's own competency model
rather than the Wave competency model, which provides the underlying framework for the
selection process.

3.  Local validation study – without prior evidence of empirical validity, neither of the first
two approaches is justified.  Where no validation evidence exists, it is possible to
conduct a local validation study.  However, this is not feasible for many jobs or
organizations due to an insufficient sample size which results in low statistical power
and inconclusive results.

4.  Validity generalization – this is generalizing the results from existing validation studies
to new situations.  This is especially useful when it is not feasible to conduct local
validation studies.  There are different ways to generalize validity, but three typical ways
include: (a) transportability, (b) synthetic or job component validity, and (c) meta-
analysis.  Each is discussed below. 

Perhaps a Sales Manager is interested in using an assessment tool to hire better sales
staff.  Unfortunately, the organization does not employ enough sales staff to conduct a
local validation study.  However, the test may have been previously validated for the
selection of sales staff in a different organization.  If the original validation study is
sound, and its relevance to the new job is clear and sufficient, then the validity of the
test can be “transported” from the previous job to the new situation.  The Sales
Manager now can use the assessment with confidence because of the transportability
study.  There are also some potential difficulties with this approach:

•  Job analysis information must be available to compare the marker job with the target
job.  The job analyses must be sufficiently detailed to ensure the jobs are indeed
compatible.

•  The original study may be flawed.  If so, the flaws are also transported to the target
job.

•  Unique local contextual conditions impact validity that are different in the new job,
e.g., the applicant  pool may have very different qualities.

•  Jobs are dynamic and jobs that were once compatible may not stay that way.

An alternative approach is to rely on job component validity.  This approach was introduced
earlier in this chapter (see Inferences from Test or Assessment Scores).  Basically, this
approach starts with a job profiling study to identify critical job components.  Once the
critical components are known, an assessment is identified that purports to be a valid
measure of that critical job component, and a score for the assessment is used to make
inferences about that job component.  If the relationship between the assessment and the
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job components is established, then the assessment can be generalized to other jobs
having the same job components.

Wave Professional Styles has been designed to make this simpler to accomplish for users.
Through the validation-centric process and the subsequent cross validation and criterion-
related validation studies, the relationship is well-established between the Wave
Professional Styles scales and the Wave behavioral competencies.  The Wave Job Profiler
and/or the Wave Performance Culture Framework cards make the identification of critical
job components an easy and efficient undertaking.  A user can move quickly from the job
analysis study to organizing the assessment process, perhaps using Wave reports to match
people to jobs or simply prioritizing the competency potential scores according to relevance
or importance.

This also allows for approaches to estimate synthetic validity, i.e., the validity that should
be expected from the target job given the job component validity.  However, in addition to
synthetic validity it is important to look for criterion-related validity with overall proficiency
measures to verify that the assessment tools help drive superior performance at work (see
the section that follows on the Criterion Problem Revisited comparing individual behavioral
criteria versus overall performance criteria).

Meta-analysis is another common way to generalize validity.  Meta-analysis requires the
accumulation of findings from a number of validity studies to determine the best estimates
of the predictor-criterion relationship for the kinds of work domains and settings included
in the studies.  Unlike transportability or job component validity, studies that rely on
content validity approaches to understand the predictor-criterion relationship, meta-
analyses rely exclusively on criterion-related validation studies.  This approach has the
benefit of reducing problems often associated with local validation studies.  These include
sampling error and other statistical artifacts.  However, expert judgment is still required in
interpreting and applying the results of meta-analytic studies.  This includes closely
examining the underlying assumptions, the tenability of the assumptions, how the
artifacts may influence results, and finally the impact of potential moderator variables.  As
more and more empirical studies are conducted using Wave Professional Styles, this will
enable a meta-analytic study to be conducted to summarize the accumulated findings from
these individual studies.  However, it should also be noted that large mixed occupational
samples already conducted (such as the original validation as part of the standardization
and Project Epsom), have certain advantages over meta-analyses as they can for example
avoid file drawer effects that can inflate estimates of validity.

Development

Validity evidence provides similar benefits for those using Wave Professional Styles in a
development context.  Assessment for development often addresses two key things: (a)
self-awareness – are the participants aware of their areas of strength and weakness?  Do
they have hidden potential or perhaps an Achilles’  heel that may result in a career
derailment if left unchecked?,  and (b) job relevance - how do the participants' profiles
relate to critical job requirements?

Various assessment tools have been created from the Wave Styles Aligned Model.  Of
course the Wave Styles questionnaires were developed to measure the Wave Styles scales,
but the Wave competency model was also used to measure current job behaviors using the
Wave Performance 360 questionnaire and the Wave Job Profiler was created to identify



critical job or role competencies.  The application of all of these tools provides a powerful
combination for development by enabling various comparisons to be made to identify
“development gaps," for instance:

1.  By comparing the Wave Performance 360 Report with a Wave Job Profiler Report,
you can see how a participant is performing on critical job components as part of
a training needs analysis.

2.  By comparing a Wave Professional Styles Expert Report with a Wave Job Profiler
Report, you can see if a person has the competency potential (motive and talent)
to move into a new role while identifying gaps where a coaching intervention may
help smooth the transition process.

3.  By comparing a Wave Professional Styles Expert Report with a Wave Performance
360 Report, you can compare competency potential with current performance on
the competency for purposes of determining readiness to advance as part of a
succession planning exercise, or to spot gaps between current performance and
competency potential that could be due to lack of training or motivation to
perform.

Development professionals and executive coaches address these and related issues with a
multitude of clients in their daily work.  They often rely on their intuition and experience
to gain insights into the individual and the challenges and opportunities that person faces.
Competency-based tools to assess role requirements and work behaviors can add structure
and rigor to this process.  The Wave Professional Styles questionnaires can help to
“explain” poor or outstanding work behaviors and enable users to gauge how easy it will
be for them to develop a certain competency.

To illustrate this, take an example of a performance-potential gap analysis.  According to
the Wave model, a person who scores high on a Wave Styles dimension (e.g., Empowering)
would be expected to receive high ratings from others in the Wave Performance 360
assessment on the matched Wave competency (e.g., Empowering Individuals), assuming
the constructs are properly aligned in the model and their relationship has been empirically
validated.  A high score on the Empowering dimension indicates the person has indicated
that they are both talented and motivated when it comes to empowering others, and this
behavior is expected to be observed by others in the workplace – most likely their
subordinates.

If the data from the Wave self-assessment and the Wave Performance 360 are aligned,
then there is no great surprise, but if the results of the 360 indicate lower performance on
Empowering Individuals than would be expected from the self-assessment, then this can
be further examined.  In this case the person appears to have the potential to be an
effective performer based upon the information provided by Wave Professional Styles, but
for some reason is not seen by others as performing up to their potential.  A development
intervention may help this person reach their full potential in this area, perhaps by
clarifying roles and responsibilities, improving time management, gaining confidence in the
ability of team members to take on additional responsibilities, etc.  Note that the
assessments did not solve the development issue, but it did draw attention to it so that
appropriate inferences and actions could be taken.  Validation evidence is important in this
case because we expected to see a relationship between the Wave Professional Styles
report assessment and the Wave Performance 360 report because the relationship
between them has been validated.
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Criterion-Centric Approaches to Validation

The starting point for the development of an assessment is a clear measure of the criterion
it is designed to predict.  Models and classifications of physical illness have been available
for centuries.  Models of mental disorders have also been available to practitioners of
medicine, psychology and psychiatry for well over half a century (the Diagnostic and
Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders or DSM for example was first published in 1952).
The presence of such models has allowed for an evaluation of the efficacy of different
diagnostic, screening and treatment protocols enabling a continuous process of
improvement in these fields.

By contrast, assessment in the workplace has been more concerned about the
characteristics and psychometric properties of tests and other predictors than the
workplace criterion they attempt to measure (Landy, 2007).  Many HR professionals and
testing experts believed that a high degree of situational specificity existed requiring a
local validation study as the only reliable way to examine the predictor-criterion
relationship.  In addition, organizations preferred to develop their own models of values
and competencies (criterion models) to capture their unique character.  The result has been
a lack of interest in looking for the common threads across jobs and industries,
geographies, and cultures.

The work of Hunter and Schmidt on meta-analysis in 1984 laid waste to situational
specificity as the predominant working hypothesis in assessment by demonstrating that
cognitive tests’ validity generalize with overall measures of job performance across jobs.
In more recent meta-analyses, moderators of cognitive validity have been identified, i.e., as
job level or complexity increases, so does the validity of cognitive tests (Anderson and
Salgado, 2002) against the backdrop of validity generalization.  An important lesson to be
drawn from research on cognitive abilities is that firstly it is important to be clear on how
validity generalizes to establish a baseline understanding, and then secondly it is
important to look at moderating variables to explain inconsistent results.

Unlike in the area of cognitive ability assessment, validity generalization of personality
assessment is the exception rather than the rule, and local validation of the organization’s
own criteria remains the preferred approach.  One reason for this has been the lack of
consistent frameworks that classify and codify work competencies and criteria.  Local
studies do have their advantages, but they also have their drawbacks – most notably small
sample sizes and a lack of statistical power.  We believe that to progress we need to
establish comprehensive behavioral criterion models that are linked to common measures
of work effectiveness and outcomes that generalize across different jobs, industries and
cultures.  That is, we need to become criterion-centric rather than predictor-centric in our
research.

Some advances have been made, however.  Attempts have been made to group work
criteria into meaningful classifications to allow for research to be conducted to evaluate
the effectiveness of different measures in different criterion classifications (Campbell et
al., 1993, Robertson and Kinder, 1993, Bartram, 2005, MacIver et al,. 2006, Hogan et al.,
2007).
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The Criterion Problem Revisited

In the criterion domain, Saville Consulting Wave was designed to provide measures of work
effectiveness against two types of criteria:

• Specific behavioral competencies (behavior effectiveness criteria).

•  Overall performance effectiveness that includes: job proficiency, potential, and
the application of expertise in the workplace (global performance criteria).

Which criteria matters more – general global performance measures or specific behavioral
competencies and their subcomponents?  That behavioral competencies link to personality
and styles measures is not controversial and has been extensively reported elsewhere
(Robertson & Kinder, 1993; Kurz & Bartram, 2002).  Robertson, Callinan and Bartram
(2003) stated that, “We define competencies as sets of behaviors that are instrumental in
the delivery of desired results or outcomes.”  Competencies are important to success at
work and as a result should show clear links to global measures of performance
effectiveness.

In practice, many organizations define competencies/criteria through job analysis, but some
also rely upon common sense methods for identifying job competencies.  While these
approaches often appear logical and job relevant, there is no guarantee they will show a
positive correlation with overall performance measures.  Consider these examples provided
by Schultz (1998).  Would you have second thoughts about evaluating tests for the
following roles against the suggested criteria?

Job Role Criteria

Toll collector Accuracy of Making Change
Tax collector Amount of Delinquent Taxes Collected

At first these criteria appear almost self-evident.  Yet, years ago when the Port Authority
of New York and New Jersey implemented “accuracy” as a selection criterion for toll
collectors, the result was traffic being backed up for miles.  Speed of making change was
more important to overall job performance, even at the expense of some minor errors.
Likewise, the best tax collectors often have very good rapport with taxpayers, and so have
fewer delinquencies to collect.

We believe that a competency should be positively associated with improved overall
performance and potential.  That is, competencies/criterion models should be developed
based on their relationship to global measures of performance and potential.  The choice,
then, is not between overall global effectiveness measures and specific behavioral
measures, but rather modeling and researching links between these two types of
competencies to better understand their relationship.  That said, there may be some
competencies that are important but that do not directly contribute to overall performance
effectiveness.  These may be competencies that impact job satisfaction, team cohesion, or
corporate values – and these may be important criteria in their own right even though they
may not underpin more effective individual job performance.  Still these links to other
important criteria should be empirically tested.



The aim of Wave Styles was to create assessments that have been designed to not only be
the most effective indicators of individual behavioral effectiveness, but also be indicators
that will generalize to forecast overall measures of effectiveness at work when scales are
combined.  In fact, the authors argue that the competency predictions should be built to
maximize the forecasting of overall effectiveness first and their matched behavioral
competencies second.  For these reasons the criterion-related validation evidence in this
chapter is presented using both types of criteria – overall performance effectiveness and
individual behavioral competencies.

Magic Bullets in Validation

The statistical argument

A related issue to the foregoing is that validity may not come from one scale that is highly
valid, but from many scales that each account for a unique bit of the variance in the
criterion.  However, validation studies are often conducted in an attempt to find a magic
bullet, i.e., the most effective individual scale (or a composite of two or three scales) that
accounts for the majority of the criterion variance.  These approaches often suffer from
statistical artifacts such as sampling effects where the highest correlation for one sample
of participants will tend to regress towards the mean when cross validated using a new
sample of participants.  These dangers are amplified when a large number of scales are
being considered without a priori hypotheses indicating how each scale is expected to
relate to performance criteria.

A key drawback of this approach is that if many of the correlations with overall
performance measures have small true effective sizes, then “statistical fishing” and post
hoc analysis lead to Type II errors due to the lack of statistical power.  So that a number of
scales which have small correlations with criteria may not be included yet they could
contribute to the overall prediction.  Examining how a large number of individual scales
correlates with performance is an exploratory approach which can lead to incorrect findings
and confirmatory bias.

Rather than scanning many individual predictor correlations with the risk of making Type I
and Type II errors, the approach to validation argued for here is to create predictions across
the scales of the predictor assessments.

This is accomplished by creating one broad composite predictor score or job fit index using
the relevant prioritized predictor scores.  This overall composite fit index is correlated with
overall job effectiveness to establish the validity (this would be done in addition to
correlation individual behavioral prediction scores with individual behavioral criteria).

The philosophical argument

Assume the validity of a magic bullet assessment and the validity of a composite Person-
Job Fit index are the same when validated against a measure of overall job effectiveness.
Does it matter which approach is used?  We believe the broader composite Person-Job Fit
index is still superior.  The reason for this is the following.  The composite predictor score
is comprised of multiple measures of different individual competencies while the magic556

© 2012 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.0.



bullet measures a much more limited set of work behaviors.  Having a wider array of
competencies from which to draw may help to stabilize validity when the demands of the
job are variable and prone to change rapidly, requiring workers to rely on multiple
competencies to meet the demands of the job, particularly if these competencies, as we
believe they should, show positive associations with overall performance.

Wave Professional Styles and Improved Validity

Wave Professional Styles is expected to have higher criterion-related validity than
personality questionnaires developed using conventional approaches.  Maximizing validity
was central to the development strategy.  While there are great advantages in terms of
efficiency of the rate-rank format and in depth interpretation from the motive-talent
concept, it is focusing on clear work related outcomes (see Morgeson et al (2007) which
comments on this topic) in this instance in terms of behavioral competencies as well as
overall effectiveness at work that is a central, if not the sole contributor, to this increase in
criterion related validity.

A clear focus and model of what is to be predicted was the start point and then extensive
item writing and review to create items underpinning effectiveness at work.  This was
followed by a selection of items from a large item pool creating the basis for improved
validity.  The fact that validation-centric item selection and competency potential equation
building should subsequently lead to more accurate forecasting of work outcomes perhaps
should not be surprising: the superiority of methods that have been built using the
statistical relationship between predictor and outcome (so actuarial or mechanical
methods) over methods that lack this information has previously been demonstrated (see
Grove et al., 2000 for meta-analysis comparing actuarial and non actuarial prediction across
different fields.  Note.  This finding holds true in fields with a clear history of theory and
research).

Wave Professional Styles is a valid measure of important workplace behaviors and
competencies.  What may be more surprising is the improved validity for measuring overall
job performance and effectiveness compared to traditional personality questionnaires.
This is because, while the Wave Styles model was not designed to be structurally aligned
with overall performance, its items were selected because they correlated well with
measures of overall performance in addition to their a priori matched competency.

Some may argue that Wave Professional Styles shows higher validity coefficients because
it uses its own aligned competency model, and that using a structurally aligned predictor-
criterion inflates its validity compared to criteria that are structurally independent of the
Wave Styles model.  In the section that follows, we show results comparing Wave
Professional Styles to the Great Eight performance competencies to show that Wave's
improved criterion-related validity will generalize to an independently developed
performance criterion model and is not an artifact of the aligned Wave predictor-criterion
model.  Results against overall effectiveness are of fundamental importance and are not
structurally aligned in content to the Wave behavioral model.  The cross validated results
of overall effectiveness in mixed occupational groups then give an indication of the
criterion related validity of Wave Professional Styles without the concern that the content
alignment could be partially inflating these results.
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20.2 Construct Validity

To understand the construct validity of Wave Professional Styles it is important to
recognise that the construction of the assessment sought to maximise the forecasting of
individual behavioral competencies as well as that of overall effectiveness using  a priori
combinations of Wave dimensions.

In regarding behavioral competencies as behaviors that underpin effective performance at
work, it is logical that when forecasting competencies relevant to a job, the sum of those
competency forecasts should correlate with overall effectiveness.

As a result construct validity is presented in this section of the chapter which relates Wave
Styles measures to a priori forecasts of the Great Eight competencies from other tools.  The
criterion-related validity section of this chapter provides further evidence of the
relationship with ratings of competencies and Wave Styles dimensions. Ratings of overall
effectiveness are also forecast by Wave Styles from a priori composites of Wave
dimensions in the criterion-related validity section.  The authors regard this criterion-
related validation evidence as a critical component in understanding the construct validity
of Wave Professional Styles in addition to the information provided in this construct validity
section.

Construct Validity:  Wave Styles and other Personality Assessments

A large-scale co-validation study (“Project Epsom”) was carried out as part of the Wave
Research and Development program.  This study was designed to establish and compare
the validity of a number of commonly used personality measures.  Participants (N=308)
from a diverse range of job sectors completed an assortment of personality assessments.
This section looks at the construct validity of Wave Professional Styles with these other
personality assessments, by aligning Wave Professional Styles and other personality
assessments on the Great Eight competencies.  For further information on the Epsom
sample refer to Appendix C of this handbook.

Professional Styles Great Eight Factor Analysis

The Great Eight

The ‘Great Eight’ model is a criterion-centric model of work performance developed by Kurz
and Bartram (Kurz and Bartram, 2002).  The ‘Great Eight’ are eight broad competency
factors which reflect psychological constructs relating to effective work performance.  The
eight competencies are:

•  Analyzing & Interpreting •  Creating & Conceptualizing

•  Interacting & Presenting •  Leading & Deciding

•  Supporting & Cooperating •  Adapting & Coping

•  Organizing & Executing •  Enterprising & Performing



Different multi-trait questionnaires can be mapped to these competencies.  The original
mapping to the OPQ questionnaires can be found in Bartram (2005).

The table entitled ‘Conceptual Mapping of the ‘Great Eight’ Competencies against Wave
Professional Styles’ and other assessments’ scales, in the Criterion-related validity section
of this chapter, shows the a priori conceptual mapping of the personality assessments to
the ‘Great Eight’ work performance competencies by subject matter experts (Saville, 2008).

Construct Validity:  Factor Analysis

An eight factor solution was specified to investigate how the Wave Professional Styles
dimension related to the Great Eight competencies.  Despite Wave Professional Styles
being a self-report assessment, it is criterion centric - and therefore it is of interest to see
how the structure of its scales align to an external criterion model.

The 36 Wave dimension scales were entered into a Principal Components Factor Analysis
followed by Varimax rotation.  Eight factors were specified.  These eight factors accounted
for 60.1% of the variance.  The Rotated Component Matrix (see Table 20.1 on the next
page) shows the dimensions loading on to the eight factors. We have postulated names for
these eight factors, aligning to the ‘Great Eight’ competencies.  It can be seen from the
dimensions loading on these factors that the factors specified in the Factor Analysis are
relatively well aligned to the constructs measured by the ‘Great Eight.' 
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© 2012 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.0.



Table 20.1  Wave Professional Styles’ 36 dimensions Factor Analysis.

Loadings >.55 in bold | Loadings <.40 omitted. N=308.
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ROTATED COMPONENT MATRIX

Component

Postulated Names 
for Interpretation 
of the Factors:

Enterprising 
& 

Performing 

Leading 
& 

Deciding 

Organizing 
& 

Executing 

Interacting 
& 

Presenting

Supporting 
&

Cooperating

Adapting 
& Coping 

Creating &
Conceptualizing

Analyzing &
Interpreting

WAVE DIMENSIONS

Analytical .51 .49

Factual .77

Rational .78

Learning Oriented .77

Practically Minded .56

Insightful .49

Inventive .47

Abstract .52

Strategic .71

Interactive .72

Engaging .77

Self-promoting .50

Convincing .78

Articulate .64

Challenging .72

Purposeful .60 .44

Directing .58

Empowering .45

Self-assured .63

Composed .72

Resolving .58

Positive .44

Change Oriented .65

Receptive

Attentive .76

Involving .70

Accepting .65

Reliable .77

Meticulous .73

Conforming .51

Organized .80

Principled .48

Activity Oriented .53

Dynamic .64

Enterprising .57

Striving .70

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8



‘Great Eight’ Level Analyses

Analysis was conducted, based firstly on Wave Styles dimensions and subsequently on
Wave Competency Potential dimensions.  Each time, two levels of analysis were conducted
from ‘Great Eight’ conceptual mapping: analysis at the ‘Great Eight’ overall competency
prediction score level and analysis at the dimension level.

At the first level, personality assessments were compared on the ‘Great Eight’
competencies and composite ‘Great Eight’ predictor scales were created.  The first of the
three personality scales for each competency was double weighted in line with Bartram
(2005).  These three predictor scales were then aggregated with unit weights to provide
an overall score from each personality assessment for each competency.  ‘Great Eight’
scores for Wave Competency Potential and Professional Styles dimensions were then
correlated with ‘Great Eight’ scores for the Saville PP, OPQ, NEO-PI-R, Hogan Personality
Inventory (HICS) and 16PF5.  It was hypothesized that ‘Great Eight’ competencies
developed using Wave Styles would demonstrate strong positive correlations (>.45) with
their counterparts from other personality assessments (average on-diagonal).
Furthermore, it was hypothesized that the average of these corresponding (on-diagonal)
correlations between Wave Styles and each comparative instrument  would be above .45
and greater than the average of the other, non-corresponding (off-diagonal), ‘Great Eight’
competencies correlations (providing evidence to support construct separation and
discriminant validity of Wave Professional Styles).
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Wave Styles

Table 20.2 illustrates a summary of correlations between Wave Professional Styles’ ‘Great
Eight’ and Saville PP’s, the OPQ’s, the NEO-PI-R’s, the HPI (HICS)’s and the 16PF5’s ‘Great
Eights’.

Table 20.2  Construct Alignment: Correlations between Wave Professional Styles'
'Great Eight' and the 'Great Eights' of other instruments (N=308)

Strong correlations were  found between Wave Professional Styles’ and the Saville PP, OPQ,
NEO-PI-R, HPI(HICS) and 16PF5’s corresponding ‘Great Eight’ competency predictions; the
averages of these correlations were .73, .65, .50, .47 and .48 respectively, far exceeding
average off-diagonal correlations of .20, .17, .16, .17 and .16 respectively.  Results provide
strong evidence to support the construct validity of Wave Styles and demonstrate clear
convergent and discriminant validity between the Great Eight constructs.

Great Eight Competency Saville PP OPQ NEO HPI 16PF

Analyzing & Interpreting .74 .60 .43 .45 .33

Creating & Conceptualizing .78 .73 .29 .43 .49

Interacting & Presenting .77 .70 .49 .58 .69

Leading & Deciding .76 .72 .67 .68 .50

Supporting & Cooperating .69 .70 .46 .40 .54

Adapting & Coping .55 .54 .60 .51 .49

Organizing & Executing .76 .61 .55 .22 .51

Enterprising & Performing .74 .61 .49 .48 .28

Average on-diagonal .73 .62 .50 .47 .48

Median .75 .66 .49 .47 .50

Min .55 .54 .29 .22 .28

Max .78 .73 .67 .68 .69

Average off-diagonal .20 .17 .16 .17 .16

Highest other .54 .33 .44 .47 .51

Name of highest other

Wave
'Enterprising 
& Performing'

and SPP
'Leading &
Deciding'

Wave 
'Creating &
Conceptual-

izing' and OPQ
'Leading &
Deciding'

Wave
'Interacting 
& Presenting' 

and NEO
'Leading &
Deciding'

Wave
'Interacting 
& Presenting'

and HPI
'Leading &
Deciding'

Wave
'Organizing 
& Executing'
and 16PF

'Enterprising 
& Performing'



Wave Competency Potentials

Table 20.3 displays a summary of correlations between Wave Competency Potentials’
‘Great Eight’ and Saville PP’s, the OPQ’s, the NEO-PI-R’s, the HPI (HICS)’s and the 16PF5’s
‘Great Eights’.

Table 20.3  Construct Alignment: Correlations between Wave Competency
Potentials' 'Great Eight' and the 'Great Eights' of other multi-trait instruments
(N=308)

Again, as expected, strong correlations were found between Wave Competency Potentials’
and the Saville PP, OPQ, NEO-PI-R, HPI(HICS) and 16PF5’s corresponding ‘Great Eight’
competencies; the averages of these correlations were .71, .62, .51, .47 and .49
respectively, far exceeding average off-diagonal correlations of .23, .20, .18, .20 and .18
respectively. Results provide strong evidence to support the construct validity of Wave
Competency Potentials and demonstrate clear convergent and discriminant validity
between the Great Eight constructs.
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Great Eight Competency Saville PP OPQ NEO HPI 16PF

Analyzing & Interpreting .73 .58 .42 .43 .37

Creating & Conceptualizing .76 .69 .28 .45 .49

Interacting & Presenting .75 .67 .46 .57 .68

Leading & Deciding .76 .69 .69 .68 .50

Supporting & Cooperating .69 .69 .49 .41 .57

Adapting & Coping .51 .46 .62 .46 .49

Organizing & Executing .76 .65 .58 .23 .49

Enterprising & Performing .71 .55 .52 .54 .32

Average on-diagonal .71 .62 .51 .47 .49

Median .74 .66 .51 .46 .49

Min .51 .46 .28 .23 .32

Max .76 .69 .69 .68 .68

Average off-diagonal .23 .20 .18 .20 .18

Highest other .69 .51 .57 .58 .51

Name of highest other

Wave
'Enterprising 
& Performing'

and SPP
'Leading &
Deciding'

Wave 
'Enterprising 
& Performing'

and OPQ
'Leading &
Deciding'

Wave
'Interacting 
& Presenting' 

and NEO
'Leading &
Deciding'

Wave
'Interacting 
& Presenting'

and HPI
'Leading &
Deciding'

Wave
'Organizing 
& Executing'
and 16PF

'Enterprising 
& Performing'
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Summary

The ‘Great Eights’ of both Wave Competency Potentials and Wave Professional Styles
correlated with their comparative instrumental counterparts, the average of these
correlations (average on-diagonals) exceeding the .45 criteria for all instruments.  Wave
Styles’ ‘Great Eights’ correlated most strongly with their respective ‘Great Eights’ in the
Saville PP and the OPQ.  Given that Wave Styles, the Saville PP and the OPQ are those
instruments closest aligned to the ‘Great Eight’ model, this is unsurprising.  Furthermore,
off-diagonal correlations exceeded the average on-diagonal only in cases where ‘Leading
& Deciding’ and ‘Enterprising & Performing’ of the non-Wave correlates were involved,
suggesting a specific area of misalignment for those instruments (i.e., the NEO-PI-R,
HPI(HICS) and 16PF5)  to these particular competencies in the ‘Great Eight’ model and
mapping.  These higher off-diagonal correlations did not exist in correlations with the
Saville PP and OPQ ‘Great Eights’, demonstrating further the alignment of Wave Styles, the
Saville PP and the OPQ to the ‘Great Eight’ model.

Dimension Level Analysis

As a further assessment of Wave Styles’ construct validity the dimensions underpinning
the Wave Styles’ ‘Great Eights’ were correlated with the scales underpinning the Great
Eight mapping in other instruments.  It was hypothesized that the composites of each
‘Great Eight’ would demonstrate a strong average on-diagonal correlation, within their 3x3
block (>.45).  For example, the extract below displays how for Wave Competency
Potentials, the average on-diagonal correlation would be the average of the correlations
between Examining Information and the OPQ32i’s Evaluative, Exploring Possibilities and
the OPQ32i’s Conceptual and Interpreting Data and the OPQ32i’s Data Rational and would
be hypothesized to be above .45.  Similarly, for Wave Styles, the average on-diagonal
correlations would be the average of the correlations between Analytical and the OPQ32i’s
Evaluative, Abstract and the OPQ32i’s Conceptual, Rational and the OPQ32i’s Data Rational
and would be hypothesized to be above .45.

Figure 20.2 Extract of Conceptual Mapping of the ‘Great Eight’ Competencies
against Wave Professional Styles’ and other assessments’ scales.
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To aid understanding, the below diagram depicts the 3 x 3 blocks of OPQs vs Wave Styles’
‘Analyzing & Interpreting’ and ‘Creating & Conceptualizing’, with the on-diagonals
highlighted in dark blue and the off-diagonals with grey blue.  It would be expected that
the off-diagonal correlation within the 3 x 3 block (the average of those grey blue cells
within a 3 x 3 block) would appear slightly weaker, but still relatively strong, compared to
the average of the correlations off the diagonal of the full matrix; all eight 3 x 3 blocks (24
x 24 block).  The average off-diagonal correlation of the full matrix excludes all correlations
within each 3 x 3 block, removing 72 correlations from the 24 x 24 matrix.  The off-
diagonal correlations of the full matrix are depicted in the below diagram as clear cells.

Figure 20.3 Diagram illustrating on and off-diagonal correlations in the 24 x 24
matrix

In summary, it was expected that:

The average of the on-diagonal correlations would exceed .45 and be higher than the
average of the off-diagonal correlations within each 3 x 3 block

The average of the off-diagonal correlations within each 3 x 3 block would be slightly
weaker than the average of the on-diagonal correlations, but stronger than the
average of the off-diagonal correlations within the full 24 x 24 matrix

The average of the off-diagonal correlations within the full 24 x 24 matrix would be
lower than the average of the off-diagonal correlations within each 3 x 3 block

Again, analysis was conducted firstly based on Wave Styles scales and then on
Competency Potentials.  Worthy of consideration is the fact that it is notoriously difficult
to align more narrow detailed constructs (as compared to those at the higher order level of
abstraction, for instance, the Great Eight competencies).  As a result it was expected that
the more detailed dimensions would not show the same degree of convergence as the
higher order Great Eight competency prediction scores.
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Wave Styles

Table 20.4 illustrates a summary of correlations between Wave Styles dimensions
underpinning the Wave Styles’ ‘Great Eight’ and those of the Saville PP, OPQ, NEO-PI-R, HPI
(HICS) and 16PF5.

Table 20.4 Summary of correlations between Wave Styles dimensions underpinning
the Wave Styles’ ‘Great Eight’ and those of other instruments (N=308)

Wave Competency Potentials Saville PP OPQ NEO HPI 16PF

Analyzing & Interpreting

Average on-diagonal (3x3) .62 .55 .28 .21 .25

Average off-diagonal (3x3) .32 .24 .15 .22 .15

Creating & Conceptualizing

Average on-diagonal (3x3) .46 .43 .17 .19 .22

Average off-diagonal (3x3) .36 .29 .11 .22 .24

Interacting & Presenting

Average on-diagonal (3x3) .64 .60 .32 .38 .47

Average off-diagonal (3x3) .40 .35 .30 .37 .36

Leading & Deciding

Average on-diagonal (3x3) .54 .51 .33 .31 .34

Average off-diagonal (3x3) .24 .21 .27 .26 .23

Supporting & Cooperating

Average on-diagonal (3x3) .57 .50 .24 .22 .35

Average off-diagonal (3x3) .27 .33 .28 .18 .26

Adapting & Coping

Average on-diagonal (3x3) .39 .33 .39 .29 .33

Average off-diagonal (3x3) .28 .28 .38 .25 .25

Organizing & Executing

Average on-diagonal (3x3) .39 .36 .25 .12 .34

Average off-diagonal (3x3) .33 .29 .31 .28 .31

Enterprising & Performing

Average on-diagonal (3x3) .65 .55 .35 .18 .12

Average off-diagonal (3x3) .21 .15 .22 .24 .16

AVERAGE OFF-DIAGONAL (24X24) .08 .05 .06 .07 .06



Wave Competencies

Table 20.5 illustrates a summary of correlations between Wave Competency Potential
dimensions underpinning the Wave Competency Potentials’ ‘Great Eight’ and those of the
Saville PP, OPQ, NEO-PI-R, HPI(HICS) and 16PF5.

Table 20.5 Summary of correlations between Wave Competency Potential
dimensions underpinning the Wave Competency Potentials’ ‘Great Eight’ and those
of other instruments (N=308)

Tables 20.4 and 20.5 demonstrate that the average off-diagonal correlations for whole
blocks (24x24) were indeed all lower than both all average off-diagonal correlations, within
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Wave Competency Potentials Saville PP OPQ NEO HPI 16PF

Analyzing & Interpreting

Average on-diagonal (3x3) .64 .54 .30 .21 .28

Average off-diagonal (3x3) .36 .25 .18 .24 .17

Creating & Conceptualizing

Average on-diagonal (3x3) .49 .45 .17 .21 .25

Average off-diagonal (3x3) .39 .32 .13 .24 .27

Interacting & Presenting

Average on-diagonal (3x3) .62 .58 .34 .23 .48

Average off-diagonal (3x3) .46 .39 .32 .25 .39

Leading & Deciding

Average on-diagonal (3x3) .52 .47 .33 .33 .37

Average off-diagonal (3x3) .27 .23 .32 .29 .25

Supporting & Cooperating

Average on-diagonal (3x3) .56 .53 .28 .24 .39

Average off-diagonal (3x3) .31 .33 .31 .20 .30

Adapting & Coping

Average on-diagonal (3x3) .37 .30 .43 .27 .35

Average off-diagonal (3x3) .27 .24 .41 .25 .26

Organizing & Executing

Average on-diagonal (3x3) .42 .41 .29 .13 .35

Average off-diagonal (3x3) .33 .31 .34 .29 .33

Enterprising & Performing

Average on-diagonal (3x3) .62 .50 .44 .24 .10

Average off-diagonal (3x3) .23 .17 .26 .28 .23

AVERAGE OFF-DIAGONAL (24X24) .10 .06 .07 .09 .08
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their 3 x 3 blocks  and all average on-diagonal correlations, within their 3 x 3 blocks.  In the
majority of cases involving the NEO-PI-R, HPI(HICS) and 16PF5, the average of correlations
on the diagonal of the 3x3 block did not meet the >.45 criteria.  This might be explained
by a lack of alignment to the ‘Great Eight’ model of these three instruments as well as, in
the case of the NEO-PI-R and 16PF5, a focus on more generic measurement of personality
rather than a specific focus on an occupational setting.  In addition, lower fidelity in terms
of scale breadth and number, especially in the case of the 16PF5, with only 16 scales, is
likely to result in lower than expected correlations when analysed at the individual scale
level.  Expected patterns of correlations were observed in nearly all cases where the
dimensions underpinning Wave Styles ‘Great Eight’ were correlated with those of the
Saville PP and OPQ, with the exceptions of ‘Adapting & Coping’ and ‘Organizing &
Executing’, where the average of the corresponding scales’ correlations fell just short of the
>.45 criteria.

In a number of cases the average of the on-diagonal correlations within a 3 x 3 block was
not higher than the average off-diagonal correlations, again within the 3 x 3 block.  These
are examples of cases where scales underlying higher order constructs do not necessarily
align to each other but, when combined, do demonstrate convergence in terms of construct
validity of that higher order construct.  For example, Wave Competency Potentials’
‘Conveying Self Confidence’ and the OPQ’s ‘Relaxed’, although both mapped onto ‘Adapting
& Coping’, are clearly semantically quite far apart as constructs when analysed at the
dimension level.  However, these cases demonstrated reasonable averages of correlations
off the diagonal, indicating that when aggregated, they are all part of the similar and
closely related higher order construct.  This, along with the analyses at the ‘Great Eight’
competency level (8x8) previously discussed, demonstrates strong support for the
construct validity of both the Wave Competency Potentials and Professional Styles
dimensions.

Summary

The composites of Wave Styles’ ‘Great Eight’ competencies generally correlated as
expected with those of other instruments’ ‘Great Eights’.  Expected patterns of correlations
were more regularly observed when scales underpinning the Wave Styles’ ‘Great Eight’
were correlated with those underpinning the Saville PP’s and the OPQ’s ‘Great Eights’,
rather than those of other instruments, probably due to greater alignment by Wave Styles,
the Saville PP and the OPQ to the ‘Great Eight’ model, along with a stronger focus on the
occupational setting and also greater fidelity in terms of scale breadth.

Non Great Eight Analyses

Wave Competency Potential and Professional Styles dimensions that did not directly align
with the ‘Great Eight’ model and, therefore, were not included in preceding analysis, were
conceptually mapped against the individual dimensions of the Saville PP, the OPQ, the NEO,
the HPI and the 16PF by two independent subject matter experts.  Analysis was based
upon final mapping, determined by the level of agreement between experts, displayed in
Table 20.6.  Correlations are displayed under each mapped dimension, that against the
Wave Styles scale first, followed by that against the Wave competency potential, in
brackets.



Table 20.6 Conceptual mapping and correlations of Wave Styles and Competency
Potential dimensions with dimensions of other instruments
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Saville PP OPQ32i NEO HPI 16PF

Factual
(Documenting

Facts)

Learning Oriented
(Developing
Expertise)

Open to learning
.55 (.57)

Reading
.45 (.38)

Reasoning
.20 (.22)

Practically Minded
(Adopting Practical

Approaches)

Convincing
(Convincing
People)

Socially assured
.15 (.21)

Persuasive
.43 (.42)

Assertiveness
.47 (.61)

Social boldness
.29 (.40)

Challenging
(Challenging 

Ideas)

Direct
.60 (.57)

Outspoken
.56 (.52)

Angry hostility
.34 (.29)

Resolving
(Resolving
Conflict)

Change Oriented
(Embracing
Change)

Adaptive .16 (.20) 
Novelty seeking

.40 (.40)

Receptive
(Inviting
Feedback)

Accepting
(Valuing

Individuals)

Accepting .61 (.51)
Considerate 
.49 (.61)

Caring .50 (.62)
Trusting .54 (.48)

Trust
.56 (.48)

Trusting .40 (.34)
Empathy .39 (.34)

Conforming
(Following
Procedures)

Procedural
.75 (.78)

Rule following
.75 (.75)

Rule consciousness
.47 (.51)

Organized
(Managing 
Tasks)

Organised
.73 (.69)

Detail conscious
.61 (.52)

Conscientious
.54 (.46)

Order
.63 (.59)

Perfectionism
.61 (.57)

Principled
(Upholding
Standards)

Wave
Styles
(Competency
Potential)

Other
Instrument
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Wave Competency Potential dimensions, ‘Documenting Facts’, ‘Adopting Practical
Approaches’, ‘Resolving Conflict’, ‘Inviting Feedback’ and ‘Upholding Standards’, along with
corresponding Wave Professional Styles dimensions ‘Factual’, ‘Practically Minded’,
‘Resolving’, ‘Receptive’ and ‘Principled’ did not map onto any other instruments’ scales,
suggesting five constructs relatively unique to Wave.  No analyses were conducted on
these scales.

Correlational analysis revealed an average correlation for expected, mapped relationships
between the dimensions of Wave and other instruments of .42, for both Competency
Potential and Professional Styles dimensions, and an average correlation for unmapped
relationships, not hypothesized, between the dimensions of Wave and other instruments
of .15 for Competency Potentials and .13 for Professional Styles.  The results of these
analyses provide further clear evidence of construct validity amongst those variables
mapped.  

To further understand the construct validity of Wave Professional Styles, its constructs
were correlated with corresponding constructs of work effectiveness as measured by self-
ratings on Performance 360.  Table 20.7 displays Wave Professional Styles dimensions and
matched Performance 360 behavior dimensions with correlations of the former against
self-ratings of the latter, the highest other non-matched Performance 360 behavior
dimension and the average of all non-matched correlations.



Table 20.7 Wave Professional Styles Dimensions with aligned and non-aligned
(highest other) Performance 360 Behavior Dimension self-ratings from
Performance Culture Framework (N=308)
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Wave Professional
Styles Dimension

Mapped 360 
Self Report

r Highest Other 
(r)

Average r with
Unmapped

Analytical Examining Information .25 Interpreting Data (.34) .07

Factual Documenting Facts .37 Challenging Ideas (.18) .01

Rational Interpreting Data .38 Following Procedures (.23) .03

Learning Oriented Developing Expertise .30 Documenting Facts (.18) .03

Practically Minded Adopting Radical Approaches .29 Checking Things (.17) .02

Insightful Providing Insights .25 Taking Action (.23) .05

Inventive Generating Ideas .54 Developing Strategies (.36) .03

Abstract Exploring Possibilities .46 Developing Strategies (.35) .06

Strategic Developing Strategies .41 Taking Action (.32) .07

Interactive Interacting with People .44 Establishing Rapport (.39) .06

Engaging Establishing Rapport .53 Interacting with People (.50) .12

Self-Promoting Impressing People .37 Conveying Self Confidence (.26) .01

Convincing Convincing People .36 Challenging Ideas (.42) .06

Articulate Articulating Information .62 Conveying Self Confidence (.39) .14

Challenging Challenging Ideas .39 Generating Ideas (.23) -.03

Purposeful Making Decisions .41 Challenging Ideas (.39) .10

Directing Directing People .54 Challenging Ideas (.36) .11

Empowering Empowering Individuals .46 Generating Ideas (.39) .14

Self-assured Conveying Self Confidence .45 Thinking Positively (.39) .06

Composed Showing Composure .34 Articulating Information (.30) .06

Resolving Resolving Conflicts .48 Convincing People (.33) .08

Positive Thinking Positively .56 Showing Composure (.32). .07

Change Oriented Embracing Change .46 Showing Composure (.25) .06

Receptive Inviting Feedback .35 Developing Expertise (.16) .03

Attentive Understanding People .50 Establishing Rapport (.36) .02

Involving Team Working .42 Valuing Individuals (.42) .04

Accepting Valuing Individuals .46 Understanding People (.30) .02

Reliable Meeting Timescales .53 Managing Tasks (.43) .08

Meticulous Checking Things .50 Following Procedures (.43) .05

Conforming Following Procedures .62 Checking Things (.33) -.05

Organised Managing Tasks .48 Meeting Timescales (.40) .03

Principled Upholding Standards .36 Following Procedures (.28) .03

Activity Oriented Producing Output .42 Meeting Timescales (.21) .00

Dynamic Taking Action .43 Generating Ideas (.32) .09

Enterprising Seizing Opportunities .59 Pursuing Goals (.38) .10

Striving Pursuing Goals .47 Seizing Opportunities (.33) .11

Mean .44 .06

Median .45 .06

Min .25 -.05

Max .62 .14
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Table 20.7 demonstrates strong correlations between Wave Professional Styles
dimensions and aligned Performance 360 self-ratings, averaging at .44 and ranging from
.25 to .62.  Average unmapped correlations were substantially lower, averaging at .06 and
ranging from -.05 to .14.  In most cases, the highest other (unmatched) correlation occurred
with a 360 behavior dimension within the same section as the matched 360 behavior
dimension, providing evidence for higher order factors within a hierarchical model.
Moreover, in the majority of cases the highest other correlation was lower than that with
the matched 360 behavior dimension, supporting the existence of lower level, separate
constructs.  The two dimensions where the highest other correlation is greater than that
with their mapped 360 scales are Analytical and Convincing, with these correlating with
the 360 scales Interpreting Data and Challenging Ideas respectively.  Although these
scales are from the same sections as the mapped 360 scale of the Styles dimension with
which they correlate, both are, in comparison, strong behaviors that are likely to appear
more noticeable and observable to both individuals themselves and observers.  In the case
of Analytical, Interpreting data is likely to be one of the stronger, more salient
characteristics of the overarching section Evaluative.  Similarly, for Convincing, Challenging
Ideas is likely to appear more saliently as being representative of the overarching section
Impactful.   Overall, results provide clear evidence for the constructs within Wave
Professional Styles. 

To further understand the contribution made by lower level constructs to overall
effectiveness, Performance 360 behavior dimension ratings were correlated against the
Global effectiveness scales ‘Applying Specialist Expertise’, ‘Accomplishing Objectives’ and
‘Demonstrating Potential’.  Table 20.8 displays Wave Performance 360 behavior dimension
ratings against Global (overall effectiveness) ratings.  The Wave model is based on and built
to underpin measures of overall effectiveness at work.  With this in mind all the dimensions
of Wave Performance 360 ratings from the Wave Performance Culture Framework were
then hypothesized to correlate positively with one or more of the three Global
effectiveness scales.



Table 20.8 Performance 360 Behavior Dimension ratings against Global (Overall
Effectiveness) ratings of Applying Specialist Expertise, Accomplishing Objectives
and Demonstrating Potential (N=308)
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Applying Specialist
Expertise

Accomplishing 
Objectives

Demonstrating
Potential

Examining Information .31 .35 .14

Documenting Facts .30 .31 .21

Interpreting Data .23 .20 .20

Developing Expertise .41 .45 .39

Adopting Radical Approaches .24 .26 .12

Providing Insights .39 .45 .38

Generating Ideas .24 .27 .30

Exploring Possibilities .33 .37 .40

Developing Strategies .26 .33 .46

Interacting with People .16 .37 .21

Establishing Rapport .17 .37 .09

Impressing People .01 .23 .35

Convincing People .22 .28 .18

Articulating Information .32 .33 .31

Challenging Ideas .32 .29 .25

Making Decisions .27 .36 .20

Directing People .34 .36 .31

Empowering Individuals .33 .44 .22

Conveying Self Confidence .25 .34 .42

Showing Composure .25 .22 .15

Resolving Conflicts .28 .35 .12

Thinking Positively .22 .31 .19

Embracing Change .30 .35 .36

Inviting Feedback .31 .35 .35

Understanding People .25 .37 .06

Team Working .31 .42 .23

Valuing Individuals .28 .38 .20

Meeting Timescales .18 .39 .17

Checking Things .34 .40 .21

Following Procedures .21 .33 .17

Managing Tasks .32 .36 .19

Upholding Standards .38 .46 .24

Producing Output .19 .43 .31

Taking Action .34 .44 .34

Seizing Opportunities .27 .31 .32

Pursuing Goals .39 .49 .37

Mean .28 .35 .25

Median .28 .36 .23

Min .01 .20 .06

Max .41 .49 .46

Global Ratings
360
Behavior Ratings
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Table 20.8 demonstrates that while 360 behavior ratings often positively correlate with all
three Global measures of effectiveness, they often tend to show a higher correlation with
one measure than they do with the other two.  This provides evidence for a hierarchical
model of effectiveness, where individual competencies can contribute to global
effectiveness at more than one level.  Moreover, results provide support for the notion that
the design and development of the behavioral Wave Performance Culture Framework
underpins overall effectiveness at work.



Construct Validity:  Wave Professional Styles and Wave Focus Styles

This study compared two versions of Wave Styles - Wave Professional Styles and Wave
Focus Styles.  The 36 dimensions of Wave Professional Styles were correlated with the 36
facets of Wave Focus Styles.  Table 20.9 shows the mean and standard deviation for both
versions of the Wave questionnaire, along with their construct validity coefficient (r).  The
median correlation of the Wave Professional Styles dimensions was .71, with a minimum
correlation of .50 for Learning Oriented and a maximum of .84 for Conforming. These are
not adjusted for any statistical artifacts such as the reliability of the two measures.

Table 20.10 shows the construct correlations for the Wave Professional Styles’
Competency Potential scales.  As can be seen from the table, these coefficients are slightly
larger than for Styles dimensions, consistent with their greater average criterion-related
validity.  The median coefficient for Wave Competency Potential scales between the two
measures was .76, with a minimum correlation of .42 for Adopting Practical Approaches
and a maximum of .89 for Following Procedures.  This lower correlation for Adopting
Practical Approaches is related to the fact that no facet was included in Focus Styles
measuring this construct.

Details of the Project Epsom sample can be found in the Appendices.
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Table 20.9  36 Wave Professional Styles Dimensions against 36 Wave Focus Styles
Facets. (N=308)

*This Professional Styles dimension is repeated as facets which were part of ‘Practically Minded’ and ‘Principled’ in Wave
Professional Styles were not included in Focus Styles.

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw correlation higher than
.10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=308.
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Professional Styles
Dimension

Focus Styles
Facet

Professional Styles
Dimension

Focus Styles
Facet r

Mean SD Mean SD

Analytical Focused on Information Analysis 61.12 8.94 17.95 5.62 .67

Factual Focused on Written Communication 64.69 8.92 18.82 6.44 .62

Rational Data Oriented 50.31 13.37 14.97 6.57 .72

Learning Oriented Open to Learning 63.73 10.10 22.50 4.24 .51

Practically Minded Quick Learning 68.35 10.55 22.39 4.17 .50

Insightful Focused on Improving Things 64.38 8.58 22.53 3.65 .56

Inventive Creative 53.17 13.00 18.68 4.86 .76

Abstract Conceptual 56.07 10.95 18.30 4.70 .55

Strategic Strategic 55.56 10.58 17.55 4.84 .56

Interactive Lively 56.43 12.64 21.02 5.23 .66

Engaging Rapport Focused 67.12 11.02 22.77 4.61 .75

Self-promoting Attention Seeking 46.67 12.41 11.44 5.64 .70

Convincing Persuasive 53.77 10.44 16.24 4.48 .72

Articulate Presentation Oriented 57.35 12.03 14.76 6.97 .76

Challenging Prepared to Disagree 48.07 12.40 15.86 5.28 .66

Purposeful Responsibility Seeking 52.37 11.79 17.94 5.13 .71

Directing Leadership Oriented 57.93 13.55 18.34 4.91 .75

Empowering Motivating 58.74 10.49 20.64 4.43 .72

Self-assured Self-confident 62.70 10.61 20.18 5.68 .61

Composed Relaxed at Events 52.21 12.79 13.65 6.19 .76

Resolving Comfortable with Upset People 58.76 11.38 19.00 5.73 .78

Positive Optimistic 65.34 10.58 22.91 4.68 .69

Change Oriented Change Oriented 58.96 11.05 20.63 4.62 .71

Receptive Responsive to Feedback 59.81 9.99 20.19 4.13 .70

Attentive Empathic 64.76 11.02 23.29 4.67 .71

Involving Team Oriented 64.12 9.95 23.39 4.50 .65

Accepting Considerate 63.71 10.27 24.06 4.17 .60

Reliable Deadline Focused 66.71 12.50 23.06 4.74 .74

Meticulous Detail Focused 64.74 12.13 22.07 5.23 .78

Conforming Rule Focused 56.14 13.89 19.66 5.69 .84

Organized Methodical 67.29 10.08 22.49 5.09 .79

Principled Focused on Planning 70.26 9.66 22.16 3.91 .71

Activity Oriented Quick Working 66.49 10.84 22.25 4.74 .71

Dynamic Action Oriented 59.05 10.01 21.88 4.00 .64

Enterprising Business Opportunity Oriented 50.83 14.97 17.53 5.15 .74

Striving Results Oriented 62.12 10.91 21.00 4.60 .66

Mean 59.72 11.23 19.78 4.98 .69

Median 59.43 10.93 20.41 4.79 .71

Min 46.67 8.58 11.44 3.65 .50

Max 70.26 14.97 24.06 6.97 .84



Table 20.10  36 Wave Professional Styles derived Competency Potential scores
against 36 Wave Focus Styles derived Competency Potential scores. (N=308)

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw correlation higher
than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=308
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Professional Styles
Competency Potential

Focus Styles
Competency Potential

Professional Styles
Dimension

Focus Styles
Facet r

Mean SD Mean SD

Examining Information Examining Information 2815.36 434.10 2465.95 458.05 .76

Documenting Facts Documenting Facts 2957.67 398.84 2631.59 540.11 .74

Interpreting Data Interpreting Data 2488.13 587.18 2555.79 641.79 .77

Developing Expertise Developing Expertise 2942.61 431.44 3036.47 413.55 .67

Adopting Practical 
Approaches

Adopting Practical
Approaches

3098.66 445.05 1517.03 266.13 .42

Providing Insights Providing Insights 2983.51 423.07 2441.96 352.48 .75

Generating Ideas Generating Ideas 2514.69 606.19 2382.12 458.18 .83

Exploring Possibilities Exploring Possibilities 2693.75 506.33 2293.43 403.19 .69

Developing Strategies Developing Strategies 2699.42 465.46 2379.81 429.73 .65

Interacting with People Interacting with People 2726.13 543.42 2806.19 491.60 .76

Establishing Rapport Establishing Rapport 3117.21 576.85 2562.31 453.76 .82

Impressing People Impressing People 2279.98 544.41 1489.39 396.23 .71

Convincing People Convincing People 2489.16 514.22 2402.95 439.75 .81

Articulating Information Articulating Information 2663.79 550.48 2808.19 568.46 .85

Challenging Ideas Challenging Ideas 2455.96 510.67 2291.55 513.99 .70

Making Decisions Making Decisions 2487.05 581.63 2082.69 435.06 .80

Directing People Directing People 2855.53 581.75 3376.32 626.22 .77

Empowering Individuals Empowering Individuals 2888.98 464.76 3434.35 508.02 .72

Conveying Self-Confidence Conveying Self-Confidence 2838.22 504.23 3064.75 572.61 .69

Showing Composure Showing Composure 2622.70 526.69 2432.67 512.20 .74

Resolving Conflict Resolving Conflict 2944.61 475.39 2918.69 516.06 .77

Thinking Positively Thinking Positively 3096.61 472.93 2771.29 440.39 .76

Embracing Change Embracing Change 2782.38 503.20 3192.65 485.81 .77

Inviting Feedback Inviting Feedback 2845.55 423.25 3214.79 409.63 .72

Understanding People Understanding People 3099.69 571.97 2955.43 544.10 .80

Team Working Team Working 3035.04 452.79 2910.16 419.63 .76

Valuing Individuals Valuing Individuals 3074.57 511.43 2805.76 466.22 .74

Meeting Timescales Meeting Timescales 3226.18 601.06 2993.80 515.82 .82

Checking Things Checking Things 3137.37 576.93 2444.37 461.35 .84

Following Procedures Following Procedures 2966.34 658.37 2516.28 525.16 .89

Managing Tasks Managing Tasks 3136.40 437.91 2430.92 358.87 .79

Upholding Standards Upholding Standards 3348.29 472.80 2577.20 365.21 .58

Producing Output Producing Output 3212.51 493.67 2648.63 416.44 .75

Taking Action Taking Action 2750.55 489.80 2795.91 414.88 .75

Seizing Opportunities Seizing Opportunities 2490.41 673.00 2728.73 521.82 .80

Pursuing Goals Pursuing Goals 2833.80 545.64 2553.72 456.52 .75

Mean 2849.97 515.47 2636.50 466.64 .75

Median 2850.54 508.50 2604.40 458.12 .76

Min 2279.98 398.84 1489.39 266.13 .42

Max 3348.29 673.00 3434.35 641.79 .89



Intercorrelation – Construct Separation

The 36 dimensions of Wave Professional Styles show clear construct separation from each
other with every single dimension in the Invited Access form having the highest correlation
with its respective scale in the Supervised Access form.  As an example, the Inventive
dimension in the Invited Access form correlates most strongly with Inventive in the
Supervised Access form, not with Abstract nor any other scale.  The highest non-matched
correlation is .60 between Reliable (SA) and Organized (IA) with their respective alternate
form reliabilities being .91 and .88 (N=1,153) (See Reliability chapter).  The average
intercorrelation of the normative questionnaires is only .26 and on the combined ipsative
and normative scores the average intercorrelation of the 36 dimensions is .06.

For more details on intercorrelations between Wave dimensions, please see Appendices.

Construct Validity of Facet Scales

One method for understanding the separation of constructs is that individual facet scales
have unique variance which is not individually captured by another scale.  The alternate
form matrix of the two forms of Wave Professional Styles facet scales provides a method
of understanding the construct separation of 108 two item facet scales.  The main
diagonal of 108 correlations of this matrix provides the alternate form reliabilities of the
facet scales (alternate form reliabilities range from .50 to .90 for two item facet scales (ra-
ra) with median of .78 (N=1,153)).  Construct separation is indicated with the off diagonal
correlations being of lower value than this main diagonal.  In total there are 11,556 off-
diagonals.  The main diagonal was higher than the off diagonals in all but two cases,
demonstrating strong construct separation.  The two cases of facet construct overlap
occurred in each case with facets from the main and off diagonal coming from within the
same dimension.
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Wave Styles and Other Personality Assessments

The following tables display correlations between Wave Styles dimensions and scales of
other instruments.  Correlations shown are not a priori hypothesized but are merely
provided to aid the user’s understanding of Wave dimensions.

Table 20.11  Wave Dimension ANALYTICAL

WAVE DIMENSION: ANALYTICAL

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Analytical are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Evaluative r= .42 OPQ Affiliative r= -.29

Data Rational r= .40

NEO O5 Ideas r= .42 NEO E1 Warmth r= -.21

16PF Reasoning r= .33 16PF Warmth r= -.28

FiroB Scale E “I control people” r= .27 FiroB Scale I 
“I am open with people” r= -.16

Scale K “People 
are open with me” r= -.16

HPI Curiosity r= .41 HPI Likes People r= -.26

DISC Dominance r= .22 DISC Influence r= -.22

HDS Reserved r= .23 HDS Dutiful r= -.23

MBTI Thinking r= .41 MBTI Feeling r= -.41

Table 20.12  Wave Dimension Factual

WAVE DIMENSION: FACTUAL

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Factual are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Evaluative r= .39 OPQ Optimistic r= -.22

NEO O6 Values r= .19 NEO Extraversion 

Openness (Global factor) r= .19 (Global factor) r= -.11

16PF Reasoning r= .29 16PF Warmth r= -.13

FiroB Scale L ”I want people to FiroB Scale J “I want to be
be open with me” r= .16 open with people” r= -.04

HPI Education r= .28 HPI Likes People r= -.20

DISC Compliance r= .13 DISC Influence r= -.15

HDS Reserved r= .09 HDS Colorful r= -.16

MBTI Intuition r= .15 MBTI Sensing r= -.15
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Table 20.13  Wave Dimension RATIONAL 

WAVE DIMENSION: RATIONAL

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Rational are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Data-rational r= .61 OPQ Affiliative r= -.28

NEO C2 Order r= .21 NEO O3 Feelings r= -.36

C6 Deliberation r= .21

16PF Privateness r= .20 16PF Sensitivity r= -.50

Warmth r= -.40

FiroB Scale F FiroB Scale K 
”I want to control people“ r= .18 ”People are open with me” r= -.16

HPI Math Ability r= .44 HPI Likes People r= -.23

Curiosity r= .41

DISC Dominance r= .09 DISC Influence r= -.17

HDS Reserved r= .22 HDS Excitable r= -.14

MBTI Thinking r= .38 MBTI Feeling r= -.38

Table 20.14  Wave Dimension LEARNING ORIENTED

WAVE DIMENSION: LEARNING ORIENTED

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Learning Oriented are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Conceptual r= .38 OPQ Caring r= -.18

NEO O5 Ideas r= .34 NEO A3 Altruism r= -.17

16PF Openness to Change r= .25 16PF Warmth r= -.20

FiroB Scale A ”I include people” r= .10 FiroB Scale I 
Scale E “I control people” r= .10 ”I am open with people“ r= -.12

HPI Reading r= .45 HPI Caring r= -.23

DISC Dominance r= .12 DISC Steadiness r= -.09

HDS Imaginative r= .13 HDS Dutiful r= -.21

Reserved r= .13

MBTI Intuition r= .21 MBTI Sensing r= -.21
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Table 20.15  Wave Dimension PRACTICALLY MINDED 

WAVE DIMENSION: PRACTICALLY MINDED

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Practically Minded are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Detail Conscious r= .25 OPQ Behavioral r= -.21

NEO C1 Competence r= .17 NEO O1 Fantasy r= -.20

16PF Perfectionism r= .11 16PF Abstractedness r= -.29

FiroB Scale C “Others include me” r= .07 FiroB Need for Control r= -.11

HPI Calmness r= .16 HPI Education r= -.19

Curiosity r= .16

DISC Steadiness r= .09 DISC Influence r= -.12

HDS Diligent r= .16 HDS Colorful r= -.16

MBTI Sensing r= .24 MBTI Intuition r= -.24

Table 20.16  Wave Dimension INSIGHTFUL

WAVE DIMENSION: INSIGHTFUL

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Insightful are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Evaluative r= .28 OPQ Affiliative r= -.34

NEO C1 Competence r= .27 NEO N6 Vulnerability r= -.25

16PF Self-reliance r= .27 16PF Warmth r= -.29

FiroB Scale F FiroB Scale G ”People control me“ r= -.13
”I want to control people” r= .34

HPI Curiosity r= .28 HPI Impulse Control r= -.20

DISC Dominance r= .37 DISC Steadiness r= -.29

HDS Bold r= .26 HDS Dutiful r= -.31

Mischievous r= .26

MBTI Thinking r= .29 MBTI Feeling r= -.29
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Table 20.17  Wave Dimension INVENTIVE

WAVE DIMENSION: INVENTIVE

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Inventive are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Innovative r= .76 OPQ Rule Following r= -.49

Conventional r= -.46

NEO Openness (Global factor) r= .39 NEO C6 Deliberation r= -.24

16PF Abstractedness r= .45 16PF Rule Conscious r= -.26

Openness to Change r= .45

FiroB Scale E ”I control people” r= .39 FiroB Scale J ”I want to be 
open with people” r= -.12

HPI Generates Ideas r= .52 HPI Impulse Control r= -.43

DISC Dominance r= .43 DISC Steadiness r= -.37

HDS Imaginative r= .48 HDS Dutiful r= -.27

MBTI Intuition r= .51 MBTI Sensing r= -.51

Table 20.18  Wave Dimension ABSTRACT

WAVE DIMENSION: ABSTRACT

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Abstract are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Conceptual r= .61 OPQ Trusting r= -.25

NEO O5 Ideas r= .48 NEO E1 Warmth r= -.21

Openness (Global factor) r= .40 Extraversion (Global factor) r= -.21

16PF Openness to Change r= .37 16PF Warmth r= -.26

FiroB Scale E ”I control people” r= .23 FiroB Scale J ”I want to be open 
Need for Control r= .23 with people” r= -.14

HPI Science Ability r= .39 HPI Likes People r= -.21

Not Spontaneous r=- .21

DISC Dominance r= .17 DISC Influence r= -.25

HDS Imaginative r= .27 HDS Dutiful r= -.15

MBTI Intuition r= .35 MBTI Sensing r= -.35
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Table 20.19  Wave Dimension STRATEGIC 

WAVE DIMENSION: STRATEGIC

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Strategic are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Forward Thinking r= .47 OPQ Conventional r= -.36

NEO C4 Achievement Striving r= .34 NEO Agreeableness (Global factor) r= -.28

16PF Openness to Change r= .35 16PF Rule Consciousness r= -.16

FiroB Scale E ”I control people” r= .37 FiroB Scale J ”I want to be open 
with people” r= -.06

HPI Competitive r= .37 HPI Impulse Control r= -.20

DISC Dominance r= .37 DISC Steadiness r= -.34

HDS Bold r= .31 HDS Dutiful r= -.19

MBTI Intuition r= .25 MBTI Sensing r= -.25

Table 20.20  Wave Dimension INTERACTIVE

WAVE DIMENSION: INTERACTIVE

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Interactive are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Outgoing r= .73 OPQ Emotionally Controlled r= -.37

Socially Confident r= .47

Affiliative r= .41

NEO Extraversion (Global factor) r= .54 NEO C6 Deliberation r= -.26

E2 Gregariousness r= .52

E1 Warmth r= .46

16PF Social Boldness r= .57 16PF Privateness r= -.42

Liveliness r= .50 Self-Reliance r= -.41

Warmth r= .45

FiroB Scale A ”I include people” r= .33 FiroB n/a

HPI Likes People r= .51 HPI Impulse Control r= -.16

Exhibitionistic r= .41

DISC Influence r= .58 DISC Compliance r= -.32

HDS Colorful r= .44 HDS Reserved r= -.43

MBTI Extraversion r= .71 MBTI Introversion r= -.71
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Table 20.21  Wave Dimension ENGAGING 

WAVE DIMENSION: ENGAGING

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Engaging are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Socially Confident r= .55 OPQ Emotionally Controlled r= -.32

Outgoing r= .48

Affiliative r= .41

NEO E1 Warmth r= .62 NEO N4 Self-consciousness r= -.23

Extraversion (Global factor) r= .59

E2 Gregariousness r= .54

16PF Social Boldness r= .52 16PF Self-reliance r= -.42

Warmth r= .48

Liveliness r= .48

FiroB Scale A ”I include people” r= .38 FiroB Need for Control r= -.08

HPI Likes People r= .58 HPI Science Ability r= -.13

DISC Influence r= .56 DISC Dominance r= -.27

HDS Colorful r= .32 HDS Reserved r= -.61

MBTI Extraversion r= .65 MBTI Introversion r= -.65

Table 20.22  Wave Dimension SELF-PROMOTING

WAVE DIMENSION: SELF-PROMOTING

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Self-promoting are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Outgoing r= .45 OPQ Modest r= -.49

NEO E2 Gregariousness r= .30 NEO A5 Modesty r= -.51

16PF Social Boldness r= .35 16PF Privateness r= -.28

FiroB Need for Control r= .37 FiroB n/a

HPI Exhibitionistic r= .57 HPI Impression Management r= -.26

Entertaining r= .40

DISC Influence r= .28 DISC Steadiness r= -.23

HDS Colorful r= .51 HDS Reserved r= -.18

MBTI Extraversion r= .36 MBTI Introversion r= -.36
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Table 20.23  Wave Dimension CONVINCING 

WAVE DIMENSION: CONVINCING

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Convincing are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Outspoken r= .49 OPQ Trusting r= -.37

Persuasive r= .43

Controlling r= .43

NEO E3 Assertiveness r= .47 NEO Agreeableness (Global factor) r= -.53

A4 Compliance r= -.48

A2 Straightforwardness r= -.40

16PF Dominance r= .50 16PF Impression Management r= -.16

FiroB Scale E ”I control people” r= .58 FiroB Scale J ”I want to be open 
Scale F ”I want to control with people” r= -.04
people” r= .46

Need for Control (Global scale) r= .42

HPI Leadership r= .46 HPI Avoids Trouble r= -.32

DISC Dominance r= .43 DISC Steadiness r= -.37

HDS Bold r= .38 HDS Cautious r= -.30

Colorful r= .38 Dutiful r= -.30

MBTI Thinking r= .29 MBTI Feeling r= -.29

Table 20.24 Wave Dimension ARTICULATE 

WAVE DIMENSION: ARTICULATE

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Articulate are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Socially Confident r= .59 OPQ Worrying r= -.43

Outgoing r= .40

NEO E3 Assertiveness r= .45 NEO N4 Self-consciousness r= -.39

16PF Social Boldness r= .65 16PF Self-reliance r= -.27

FiroB Scale E ”I control people” r= .35 FiroB Scale G ”People control me“ r= -.06

HPI No Social Anxiety r= .63 HPI Impulse Control r= -.09

Self-Confidence r= .41

DISC Influence r= .41 DISC Compliance r= -.23

Steadiness r= -.23

HDS Colorful r= .46 HDS Cautious r= -.44

MBTI Extraversion r= .47 MBTI Introversion r= -.47
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Table 20.25  Wave Dimension CHALLENGING 

WAVE DIMENSION: CHALLENGING

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Challenging are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Outspoken r= .56 OPQ Trusting r= -.34

NEO N2 Angry Hostility r= .34 NEO A4 Compliance r= -.52

Agreeableness (Global factor) r= -.51

A2 Straightforwardness r= -.41

16PF Dominance r= .45 16PF Impression Management r= -.24

FiroB Scale E ”I control people” r= .44 FiroB Scale K ”People are open 
with me” r= -.13

HPI Leadership r= .40 HPI No Hostility r= -.36

DISC Dominance r= .50 DISC Steadiness r= -.37

HDS Imaginative r= .39 HDS Dutiful r= -.30

MBTI Thinking r= .34 MBTI Feeling r= -.34

Table 20.26  Wave Dimension PURPOSEFUL 

WAVE DIMENSION: PURPOSEFUL

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Purposeful are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Decisive r= .54 OPQ Caring r= -.39

Controlling r= .43

NEO E3 Assertiveness r= .48 NEO Agreeableness (Global factor) r= -.36

16PF Dominance r= .39 16PF Apprehension r= -.26

FiroB Scale E - ”I control people” r= .44 FiroB Scale G ”People control me” r= -.20

HPI Leadership r= .48 HPI Impulse Control r= -.29

DISC Dominance r= .46 DISC Steadiness r= -.37

HDS Mischievous r= .36 HDS Dutiful r= -.40

MBTI Thinking r= .32 MBTI Feeling r= -.32
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Table 20.27  Wave Dimension DIRECTING

WAVE DIMENSION: DIRECTING

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Directing are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Controlling r= .78 OPQ Conventional r= -.31

Worrying r= -.31

NEO E3 Assertiveness r= .68 NEO Agreeableness (Global factor) r= -.33

16PF Dominance r= .46 16PF Sensitivity r= -.18

Social Boldness r= .44

FiroB Scale E ”I control people” r= .61 FiroB Scale G ”People control me” r= -.18

Scale F ”I want to control 
people” r= .42

HPI Leadership r= .73 HPI Impulse Control r= -.17

No Social Anxiety r= .40

DISC Dominance r= .33 DISC Steadiness r= -.32

HDS Bold r= .43 HDS Cautious r= -.41

MBTI Extraversion r= .26 MBTI Introversion r= -.26

Table 20.28  Wave Dimension EMPOWERING 

WAVE DIMENSION: EMPOWERING

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Empowering are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Controlling r= .30 OPQ Conventional r= -.35

NEO E3 Assertiveness r= .35 NEO C6 Deliberation r= -.21

16PF Social Boldness r= .30 16PF Tension r= -.14

FiroB Scale E ”I control people” r= .34 FiroB Scale J ”I want to be open 
with people” r= -.03

HPI Leadership r= .30 HPI Impulse Control r= -.19

DISC Influence r= .18 DISC Compliance r= -.18

HDS Colorful r= .37 HDS Reserved r= -.20

MBTI Extraversion r= .26 MBTI Introversion r= -.26
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Table 20.29  Wave Dimension SELF-ASSURED

WAVE DIMENSION: SELF-ASSURED

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Self-assured are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Optimistic r= .43 OPQ Democratic r= -.23

Modest r= -.23

NEO E6 Positive Emotions r= .29 NEO N3 Depression r= -.38

16PF Emotional Stability r= .27 16PF Apprehension r= -.25

FiroB Scale E “I control people” r= .22 FiroB Scale G ”People control me” r= -.06

Scale F “I want to control people”r= .22

HPI Self-Confidence r= .36 HPI Reading r= -.16

Impulse Control r= -.16

DISC Influence r= .29 DISC Steadiness r= -.31

HDS Bold r= .34 HDS Cautious r= -.26

MBTI Extraversion r= .15 MBTI Introversion r= -.15

Table 20.30  Wave Dimension COMPOSED 

WAVE DIMENSION: COMPOSED

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Composed are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Relaxed r= .44 OPQ Worrying r= -.65

NEO E3 Assertiveness r= .31 NEO N1 Anxiety r= -.54

Neuroticism (Global factor) r= -.47

N4 Self-Consciousness r= -.40

N6 Vulnerability r= -.40

16PF Social Boldness r= .30 16PF Apprehension r= -.38

FiroB Scale E ”I control people“ r= .27 FiroB Scale G ”People control me“ r= -.14

HPI No Social Anxiety r= .45 HPI Not Spontaneous r= -.23

Not Anxious r= .44

DISC Dominance r= .25 DISC Compliance r= -.29

HDS Mischievous r= .31 HDS Cautious r= -.48

MBTI Perceiving r= .25 MBTI Judging r= -.25
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Table 20.31  Wave Dimension RESOLVING 

WAVE DIMENSION: RESOLVING

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Resolving are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Caring r= .37 OPQ Competitive r= -.21

NEO Extraversion (Global factor) r= .20 NEO N4 Self-consciousness r= -.11

16PF Warmth r= .32 16PF Tension r= -.28

FiroB Scale K ”People are FiroB Scale D ”I want others 
open with me” r= .17 to include me” r= -.01

HPI Caring r= .21 HPI Math Ability r= -.08

DISC Steadiness r= .14 DISC Dominance r= -.13

HDS Colorful r= .15 HDS Reserved r= -.21

MBTI Feeling r= .17 MBTI Thinking r= -.17

Table 20.32  Wave Dimension POSITIVE 

WAVE DIMENSION: POSITIVE

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Positive are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Optimistic r= .57 OPQ Evaluative r= -.33

NEO E6 Positive Emotions r= .44 NEO N3 Depression r= -.51

Neuroticism (Global factor) r= -.49

N2 Angry Hostility r= -.43

N1 Anxiety r= -.42

N6 Vulnerability r= -.40

16PF Emotional Stability r= .48 16PF Tension r= -.37

FiroB Scale A ”I include people” r= .18 FiroB Scale G ”People control me” r= -.20

HPI Empathy r= .48 HPI Self Focus r= -.21

No Depression r= .40

DISC Influence r= .45 DISC Compliance r= -.23

HDS Colorful r= .19 HDS Excitable r= -.49

MBTI Extraversion r= .28 MBTI Introversion r= -.28
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Table 20.33  Wave Dimension CHANGE ORIENTED

WAVE DIMENSION: CHANGE ORIENTED

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Change Oriented are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Variety Seeking r= .31 OPQ Rule Following r= -.39

NEO O4 Actions r= .40 NEO Neuroticism (Global factor) r= -.44

N1 Anxiety r= -.43

N6 Vulnerability r= -.40

16PF Openness to Change r= .35 16PF Apprehension r= -.30

FiroB Scale E “I control people“ r= .14 FiroB Scale G ”People control me” r= -.17

HPI Experience Seeking r= .35 HPI Not Spontaneous r= -.34

DISC Dominance r= .25 DISC Compliance r= -.25

HDS Mischievous r= .36 HDS Cautious r= -.37

MBTI Perceiving r= .33 MBTI Judging r= -.33

Table 20.34  Wave Dimension RECEPTIVE 

WAVE DIMENSION: RECEPTIVE

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Receptive are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Democratic  r= .26 OPQ Decisive r= -.20

NEO O3 Feelings r= .14 NEO C1 Competence r= -.07

N1 Anxiety r= .14

16PF Warmth r= .21 16PF Self-Reliance r= -.14

Privateness r= -.14

FiroB Scale B ”I want to include FiroB n/a
people” r= .18

HPI Self Focus r= .25 HPI Not Anxious r= -.14

DISC Compliance r= .03 DISC Influence r= -.07

HDS Unlikeness r= .18 HDS Reserved r= -.12

MBTI Feeling r= .14 MBTI Thinking r= -.14
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Table 20.35  Wave Dimension ATTENTIVE 

WAVE DIMENSION: ATTENTIVE

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Attentive are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Behavioral r= .66 OPQ Competitive r= -.32

Caring r= .58

Democratic r= .41

NEO O3 Feelings r= .42 NEO E3 Assertiveness r= -.25

16PF Warmth r= .43 16PF Dominance r= -.22

FiroB Scale B ”I want to include FiroB Scale E ”I control people“ r= -.28
people“ r= .25

HPI Sensitive r= .35 HPI Leadership r= -.24

DISC Steadiness r= .27 DISC Dominance r= -.36

HDS Dutiful r= .26 HDS Reserved r= -.25

MBTI Feeling r= .47 MBTI Thinking r= -.47

Table 20.36  Wave Dimension INVOLVING

WAVE DIMENSION: INVOLVING

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Involving are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Democratic r= .53 OPQ Independent-minded r= -.43

Caring r= .46

NEO Agreeableness (Global factor) r= .44 NEO E4 Activity r= -.18

N2 Angry Hostility r= -.18

16PF Warmth r= .27 16PF Self-Reliance r= -.35

FiroB Scale I ”I am open with people”r= .17 FiroB Scale E ”I control people” r= -.26

HPI No Hostility r= .28 HPI Leadership r= -.27

DISC Steadiness r= .44 DISC Dominance r= -.41

HDS Dutiful r= .32 HDS Reserved r= -.28

Mischievous r= -.28

MBTI Feeling r= .33 MBTI Thinking r= -.33
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Table 20.37  Wave Dimension ACCEPTING

WAVE DIMENSION: ACCEPTING

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Accepting are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Trusting r= .54 OPQ Independent-minded r= -.37

Caring r= .50

NEO Agreeableness (Global factor) r= .62 NEO N2 Angry Hostility r= -.34

A1 Trust r= .56

A4 Compliance r= .44

A6 Tender-Mindedness r= .40

16PF Warmth r= .29 16PF Vigilance r= -.39

Tension r= -.39

FiroB Scale G ”People control me” r= .17 FiroB Scale E ”I control people” r= -.34

HPI Trusting r= .40 HPI Leadership r= -.33

DISC Steadiness r= .43 DISC Dominance r= -.49

HDS Dutiful r= .36 HDS Skeptical r= -.40

MBTI Feeling r= .37 MBTI Thinking r= -.37

Table 20.38  Wave Dimension RELIABLE 

WAVE DIMENSION: RELIABLE

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Reliable are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Conscientious r= .61 OPQ Independent-minded r= -.31

Detail Conscious r= .46

NEO C5 Self-Discipline r= .56 NEO O1 Fantasy r= -.32

Conscientious (Global factor) r= .49

C2 Order r= .46

C3 Dutifulness r= .43

16PF Perfectionism r= .49 16PF Abstractedness r= -.44

FiroB Scale K ”People are open FiroB Scale E ”I control people” r= -.20
with me” r= .14

HPI Mastery r= .39 HPI Exhibitionistic r= -.25

DISC Steadiness r= .32 DISC Dominance r= -.28

HDS Diligent r= .46 HDS Imaginative r= -.27

MBTI Judging r= .48 MBTI Perceiving r= -.48 597
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Table 20.39  Wave Dimension METICULOUS 

WAVE DIMENSION: METICULOUS

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Meticulous are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Detail Conscious r= .60 OPQ Variety Seeking r= -.30

Conscientious r= .44

Rule Following r= .40

NEO Conscientious (Global factor) r= .49 NEO Openness (Global factor) r= -.24

C2 Order r= .46

16PF Perfectionism r= .58 16PF Abstractedness r= -.32

FiroB Scale K ”People are open with me”r= .18 FiroB Scale E ”I control people” r= -.08
Need for Openness r= .18 Scale A “I include people” r= -.08

HPI Mastery r= .41 HPI No Social Anxiety r= -.24

DISC Compliance r= .32 DISC Influence r= -.24

HDS Diligent r= .62 HDS Colorful r= -.32

MBTI Judging r= .35 MBTI Perceiving r= -.35

Table 20.40  Wave Dimension CONFORMING

WAVE DIMENSION: CONFORMING

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Conforming are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Rule Following r= .75 OPQ Variety Seeking r= -.47

Conventional r= .61 Innovative r= -.46

Detail Conscious r= .53

NEO C6 Deliberation r= .39 NEO O4 Actions r= -.46

Openness (Global factor) r= -.45

16PF Rule Consciousness r= .47 16PF Openness to Change r= -.55

Perfectionism r= .42 Abstractedness r= -.41

FiroB Scale G ”People control me” r= .23 FiroB Scale E ”I control people” r= -.35

HPI Impulse Control r= .45 HPI Experience Seeking r= -.46

Leadership r= -.42

Generates Ideas r= -.40

DISC Compliance r= .51 DISC Dominance r= -.51

Steadiness r= .46

HDS Dutiful r= .49 HDS Mischievous r= -.48

Cautious r= .40 Imaginative r= -.40

MBTI Sensing r= .49 MBTI Intuition r= -.49

Judging r= .48 Perceiving r= -.48
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Table 20.41  Wave Dimension ORGANIZED

WAVE DIMENSION: ORGANIZED

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Organized are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Detail Conscious r= .61 OPQ Variety Seeking r= -.28

Conscientious r= .54

NEO C2 Order r= .63 NEO O1 Fantasy r= -.33

Conscientious (Global factor) r= .61

C5 Self-Discipline r= .53

C6 Deliberation r= .41

16PF Perfectionism r= .61 16PF Abstractedness r= -.41

FiroB Scale K ”People are open FiroB Scale D ”Others want to 
with me” r= .12 include me” r= -.05

HPI Mastery r= .40 HPI Thrill Seeking r= -.24

DISC Compliance r= .21 DISC Dominance r= -.15

HDS Diligent r= .55 HDS Imaginative r= -.31

MBTI Judging r= .64 MBTI Perceiving r= -.64

Table 20.42  Wave Dimension PRINCIPLED

WAVE DIMENSION: PRINCIPLED

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Principled are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Conscientious r= .30 OPQ Outgoing r= -.25

NEO C3 Dutifulness r= .38 NEO O1 Fantasy r= -.15

16PF Rule Consciousness r= .34 16PF Abstractedness r= -.22

FiroB Scale K ”People are FiroB Need for Control r= -.17
open with me” r= .15

HPI Impulse Control r= .19 HPI Exhibitionistic r= -.22

Mastery r= .19

DISC Compliance r= .27 DISC Dominance r= -.22

HDS Diligent r= .19 HDS Mischievous r= -.30

MBTI Judging r= .18 MBTI Perceiving r= -.18
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Table 20.43  Wave Dimension ACTIVITY ORIENTED 

WAVE DIMENSION: ACTIVITY ORIENTED

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Activity Oriented are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Vigorous r= .51 OPQ Conceptual r= -.16

Democratic r= -.16

NEO E4 Activity r= .25 NEO N6 Vulnerability r= -.19

16PF Perfectionism r= .16 16PF Abstractedness r= -.19

FiroB Scale K ”People are open FiroB Need for Control r= -.08
with me” r= .13 Scale G “People control me” r= -.08

HPI Reading r= .19 HPI Entertaining r= -.20

DISC Dominance r= .09 DISC Compliance r= -.10

HDS Diligent r= .21 HDS Reserved r= -.12

Excitable r= -.12

MBTI Sensing r= .10 MBTI Intuition r= -.10

Table 20.44  Wave Dimension DYNAMIC 

WAVE DIMENSION: DYNAMIC

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Dynamic are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Controlling r= .39 OPQ Conventional r= -.44

NEO E4 Activity r= .54 NEO Agreeableness (Global factor) r= -.35

E3 Assertiveness r= .45

16PF Openness to Change r= .35 16PF Rule Conscious r= -.19

Dominance r= .35

FiroB Scale E ”I control people” r= .47 FiroB Scale G ”People control me” r= -.12

HPI Leadership r= .51 HPI Impulse Control r= -.38

Competitive r= .43

DISC Dominance r= .52 DISC Steadiness r= -.50

Compliance r= -.44

HDS Mischievous r= .39 HDS Cautious r= -.29

MBTI Extraversion r= .23 MBTI Introversion r= -.23

600

© 2012 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.0.



Table 20.45  Wave Dimension ENTERPRISING

WAVE DIMENSION: ENTERPRISING

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Enterprising are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Competitive r= .54 OPQ Caring r= -.38

Persuasive r= .53

NEO E3 Assertiveness r= .37 NEO Agreeableness (Global factor) r= -.42

16PF Dominance r= .40 16PF Sensitivity r= -.21

FiroB Scale E ”I control people” r= .47 FiroB Scale G ”People control me” r= -.11

Scale F ”I want to control 
people” r= .41

HPI Competitive r= .44 HPI Impulse Control r= -.25

DISC Dominance r= .47 DISC Steadiness r= -.51

Compliance r= -.41

HDS Colorful r= .49 HDS Cautious r= -.34

MBTI Thinking r= .18 MBTI Feeling r= -.18

Table 20.46  Wave Dimension STRIVING

WAVE DIMENSION: STRIVING

Correlations with Other Assessments:  Those high on Wave Styles Striving are...

Likely to be high on... Likely to be low on...

OPQ Achieving r= .59 OPQ Caring r= -.30

NEO C4 Achievement Striving r= .48 NEO Agreeableness (Global factor) r= -.33

16PF Dominance r= .24 16PF Sensitivity r= -.13

Apprehension r= -.13

FiroB Scale E ”I control people ” r= .36 FiroB Scale G ”People control me” r= -.13

HPI Competitive r= .55 HPI Impulse Control r= -.17

DISC Dominance r= .38 DISC Steadiness r= -.38

HDS Bold r= .36 HDS Cautious r= -.22

MBTI Thinking r= .16 MBTI Feeling r= -.16
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Summary of Construct Validity

This section describes in-depth analyses, which provide compelling evidence of construct
validity for 24 of the Professional Styles dimensions and 24 of the Wave Competency
Potentials of the aligned to the ‘Great Eight’ model, consistently demonstrating average
correlations above the .45 criteria between their own ‘Great Eights’ and those of
comparative instruments.  Acceptable construct validity was also demonstrated in seven of
the remaining twelve Professional Styles dimensions and seven of the twelve Competency
Potentials not aligned to the ‘Great Eight’ model, with correlational analysis of conceptual
mapping demonstrating average correlations just short of the >.45 criteria.  Five Wave
Professional Styles dimensions and five Wave Competency Potentials were deemed
constructs unique to Wave. Evidence of their concurrent validity can be found in the
criterion-related validity section of this chapter.

Overall, the a priori construct validity evidence provides support for the criterion centric
alignment to other personality measures and provides evidence of the convergent and
discriminant validity of Wave Professional Styles in assessing behavioral competency and
underpinning overall effectiveness.

20.3 Criterion-related Validity

Concurrent Validity: Wave Professional Styles and Job Performance

Standardization Data

For more details on the Standardization sample refer to the Norm and Construction
chapters.
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Table 20.47  Concurrent Validity of Wave Professional Styles against independent
criteria (external ratings of work performance competencies), both unadjusted and
adjusted for criterion unreliability. (N=556-658)*

*Sample size varied due to no evidence option on criterion ratings. r is the unadjusted validity coefficient.  rc validities have been
adjusted for attenuation based on the reliability of the criteria (based on 236 pairs of criterion ratings).

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .09 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw correlation  higher than
.07 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).  This is based on statistical significance values for the lowest sample size
of N=556 to give a conservative estimate of significance.
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Professional Styles
Dimension

Criterion
Criterion
Mean

Criterion 
SD

r rc

Analytical Examining Information 5.08 1.01 .13 .26

Factual Documenting Facts 5.14 1.02 .17 .29

Rational Interpreting Data 5.11 1.00 .24 .46

Learning Oriented Developing Expertise 5.23 1.11 .11 .19

Practically Minded Adopting Practical Approaches 5.45 .92 -.02 -.04

Insightful Providing Insights 5.09 1.02 .07 .14

Inventive Generating Ideas 4.87 1.06 .28 .42

Abstract Exploring Possibilities 4.92 1.03 .13 .21

Strategic Developing Strategies 4.58 1.09 .27 .54

Interactive Interacting with People 5.03 1.16 .21 .42

Engaging Establishing Rapport 5.39 1.14 .32 .63

Self-promoting Impressing People 4.61 1.15 .17 .32

Convincing Convincing People 4.78 1.01 .13 .26

Articulate Articulating Information 4.90 1.17 .33 .66

Challenging Challenging Ideas 5.11 1.06 .29 .47

Purposeful Making Decisions 5.06 1.04 .24 .48

Directing Directing People 4.77 1.20 .34 .68

Empowering Empowering Individuals 4.73 1.20 .31 .62

Self-assured Conveying Self-Confidence 4.88 1.11 .20 .40

Composed Showing Composure 4.97 1.11 .18 .36

Resolving Resolving Conflict 4.88 1.06 .19 .38

Positive Thinking Positively 5.10 1.11 .20 .40

Change Oriented Embracing Change 5.18 1.08 .21 .42

Receptive Inviting Feedback 4.76 1.11 .13 .26

Attentive Understanding People 5.10 1.12 .19 .35

Involving Team Working 5.20 1.12 .16 .32

Accepting Valuing Individuals 5.21 1.12 .17 .34

Reliable Meeting Timescales 5.27 1.18 .34 .45

Meticulous Checking Things 5.26 1.08 .24 .39

Conforming Following Procedures 5.46 .95 .17 .26

Organized Managing Tasks 5.11 1.07 .20 .32

Principled Upholding Standards 5.89 .96 .13 .21

Activity Oriented Producing Output 5.33 1.11 .18 .26

Dynamic Taking Action 5.15 1.06 .27 .54

Enterprising Seizing Opportunities 4.72 1.15 .26 .42

Striving Pursuing Goals 5.28 1.03 .14 .28

Mean 5.07 1.08 .20 .37

Median 5.10 1.09 .20 .37

Min 4.58 .92 -.02 -.04

Max 5.89 1.20 .34 .68



Table 20.48  Concurrent Validity of Wave Professional Styles Competency Potential
Dimensions against independent criteria (external ratings of work performance
competencies), both unadjusted and adjusted for criterion unreliability. (N=500-632)*

*Sample size varied due to no evidence option on criterion ratings. r is the unadjusted validity coefficient.  rc validities have been
adjusted for attenuation based on the reliability of the criteria (based on 236 pairs of criterion ratings).  As single item criteria were
used – items with inter-rater reliabilities of .25 or less were set to .25 to limit the degree of adjustment.  No further corrections were
applied (e.g., restriction of range, predictor unreliability).

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .09 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw correlation  higher than
.08 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).  This is based on statistical significance values for the lowest sample size
of N=500 to give a conservative estimate of significance.  Criterion Mean and SD taken from (identical to) Table 20.40.
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Professional Styles Dimension Criterion
Criterion
Mean

Criterion 
SD

r rc

Examining Information Examining Information 5.08 1.01 .19 .38

Documenting Facts Documenting Facts 5.14 1.02 .24 .41

Interpreting Data Interpreting Data 5.11 1.00 .27 .52

Developing Expertise Developing Expertise 5.23 1.11 .11 .19

Adopting Practical Approaches Adopting Practical Approaches 5.45 .92 .10 .18

Providing Insights Providing Insights 5.09 1.02 .17 .34

Generating Ideas Generating Ideas 4.87 1.06 .32 .48

Exploring Possibilities Exploring Possibilities 4.92 1.03 .19 .31

Developing Strategies Developing Strategies 4.58 1.09 .28 .56

Interacting with People Interacting with People 5.03 1.16 .27 .54

Establishing Rapport Establishing Rapport 5.39 1.14 .34 .67

Impressing People Impressing People 4.61 1.15 .25 .46

Convincing People Convincing People 4.78 1.01 .21 .42

Articulating Information Articulating Information 4.90 1.17 .40 .80

Challenging Ideas Challenging Ideas 5.11 1.06 .31 .50

Making Decisions Making Decisions 5.06 1.04 .31 .62

Directing People Directing People 4.77 1.20 .36 .72

Empowering Individuals Empowering Individuals 4.73 1.20 .33 .66

Conveying Self-Confidence Conveying Self-Confidence 4.88 1.11 .37 .74

Showing Composure Showing Composure 4.97 1.11 .22 .44

Resolving Conflict Resolving Conflict 4.88 1.06 .22 .44

Thinking Positively Thinking Positively 5.10 1.11 .27 .54

Embracing Change Embracing Change 5.18 1.08 .27 .54

Inviting Feedback Inviting Feedback 4.76 1.11 .19 .38

Understanding People Understanding People 5.10 1.12 .22 .40

Team Working Team Working 5.20 1.12 .23 .46

Valuing Individuals Valuing Individuals 5.21 1.12 .19 .38

Meeting Timescales Meeting Timescales 5.27 1.18 .36 .48

Checking Things Checking Things 5.26 1.08 .24 .39

Following Procedures Following Procedures 5.46 .95 .22 .33

Managing Tasks Managing Tasks 5.11 1.07 .27 .43

Upholding Standards Upholding Standards 5.89 .96 .12 .20

Producing Output Producing Output 5.33 1.11 .25 .36

Taking Action Taking Action 5.15 1.06 .28 .56

Seizing Opportunities Seizing Opportunities 4.72 1.15 .33 .53

Pursuing Goals Pursuing Goals 5.28 1.03 .21 .42

Mean 5.07 1.08 .25 .47

Median 5.10 1.09 .25 .45

Min 4.58 .92 .10 .18

Max 5.89 1.20 .40 .80



Project Epsom

Project Epsom is a major research initiative, initiated by the Research and Development
team of Saville Consulting.  The aim of Project Epsom was to compare the validities of a
range of the most popular personality questionnaires currently on the market while
attending to some of the problems of current research in this field.  One important problem
of validity research is that it is difficult to integrate validity data and compare tests on their
validity when each study inevitably uses different methodologies, measures against
different criteria and uses different samples.  In choosing a test to use, practitioners are
faced with a vast array of information on the validity of different tests, but how can you
compare the usefulness of tests if they are all compared against different criteria?  Project
Epsom was set up to address these very issues.

All the personality questionnaires used in Project Epsom were validated using the same
sample and the same work performance measures.  The criteria used to measure the
validity of the tools was the externally-developed SHL Great Eight competency framework
(Kurz & Bartram, 2002) along with a global performance measure, in order to ensure
fairness of comparison and to avoid content bias towards the Saville Consulting
questionnaires.  The content of the global performance measure originates with the work
of Nyfield et al.  (1995) and covers three key areas: Applying Specialist Expertise,
Accomplishing Objectives and Demonstrating Potential.

Co-validation, such as that carried out in this project, allows for a more meaningful
comparison of the validity of different tests on the same criteria and sample.

More information on Project Epsom can be found in:

Saville, P. (2008).  Personality Questionnaires – Valid Inferences, False Prophecies.
Presented at the Division of Occupational Psychology of the British Psychological Society
Annual Conference, UK, January 2008.

Saville, P, MacIver, R., Kurz, R. & Hopton, T. (2008).  Project Epsom: How Valid Is Your
Questionnaire?  Phase 1: A New Comparative Study of the Major Personality
Questionnaires in Predicting Job Performance.  Saville Consulting Group: Jersey.

Saville, P, MacIver, R., Kurz, R. & Hopton, T. (2008).  Project Epsom: How Valid Is Your
Questionnaire?  Management Summary: A New Comparative Study of the Major
Personality Questionnaires in Predicting Job Performance. Saville Consulting Group: Jersey.

Saville, P., MacIver, R., Kurz, R., Staddon, H., Hopton, T., Oxley, H., Mitchener, A., Tonks, K.,
Schmidt, G., Schmidt, S. & Saville, J. (2009).  A Step Towards Validity Generalization across
Self-Report Personality Questionnaires: A Co-Validation of Saville Consulting Wave
Professional Styles, Wave Focus Styles, Saville PP, OPQ32i, NEO-PI-R, Hogan Personality
Inventory and 16PF5.  Paper Presented at the British Psychological Society, Division of
Occupational Psychology, Blackpool, UK.

MacIver, R., Saville, P., Kurz, R., Oxley, H., Feindt, S., Beaujouan, Y-M., McDowall, A. (2009)
Effectiveness at Work: Investigating the Structure and Prediction of Performance Based on
a Co-validation of Seven Personality and Three Aptitude Assessments. Symposium
presented at European Association of Work and Organizational Psychology Conference,
Santiago, Spain.

605

© 2012 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.0.



Method

A total of 308 participants completed a range of different tests including the Professional
Styles and Focus Styles versions of the Saville Consulting Wave® questionnaire, Saville
Personality Profile, OPQ®, Hogan Personality Inventory, 16PF5 and NEO-PI-R.  The majority
also completed a larger range of questionnaires including the Hogan Development Survey,
Thomas International DISC, DISCUS, and MBTI assessments.  The presentation order of
these questionnaires was counterbalanced across participants in order to prevent fatigue
and drop out effects.  Each participant was asked to nominate two other people who would
act as independent “raters” and who evaluated their performance at work.

Saville Personality Profile is a questionnaire developed for Project Epsom.  The approach to
development was primarily deductive (as was for example the development of OPQ®).  It
uses the same rate-rank dynamic format as developed for Wave Professional Styles and is
composed of motive and talent items, has 36 primary facet scales, but takes less than 15
minutes to complete.

The following section provides information on some of the key findings in Project Epsom
related to Wave Professional Styles.

Note:  For the sake of simplicity, the decision was taken not to include statistical
significance within each table.  For the Epsom sample (N=308), any raw correlation higher
than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw correlation
higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).
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Project Epsom Data

A sample of employees from a range of business sectors completed Wave Professional
Styles and were simultaneously rated by external raters on their job performance.  External
raters completed a questionnaire asking them to rate the participant on several Work
Performance Competencies.

The concurrent validity of the 36 dimensions of Wave Professional Styles against their
related job performance criteria can be found in Table 20.49.

Wave’s derived Competency Potential 36 scales were also compared to job performance in
order to see whether they provide incremental validity on top of the validity of the original
36 Wave Styles scales.  These validity coefficients can be found in Table 20.50.

The concurrent validity of the 12 sections of Wave Professional Styles against their related
job performance criteria can be found in Table 20.51.  Wave’s Competency Potential 12
sections were also compared to their related job performance criteria.  The validity of the
12 sections of Wave’s Competency Potentials scores can be found in Table 20.52.

Raters in Project Epsom

It should be noted that Project Epsom was designed to validate a large number of different
assessment instruments in one study.  Both the main participants in the study and the
raters were paid.  Most of the raters were the majority of these being peers.

Do the results here differ from the results achieved for Wave Professional Styles with
solely managerial ratings of performance?  To investigate this in the standardization study
of Wave Professional Styles, 338 managers rated the performance of individuals against a
two item composite of performance and potential (which later formed the global
effectiveness scales of the BAG model - see Introduction chapter).  The same methodology
of computing the Great Eight was conducted as with Project Epsom.  As with Project Epsom
an overall unit weighted composite of the Great Eight scores for Wave Professional Styles
was created and correlated with managerial ratings of overall effectiveness based on the
performance and potential criterion items.  The overall validity of the Wave Styles
Competency Potential scores in this solely managerial rating sample is .33 uncorrected
which is in line with the Project Epsom overall uncorrected validity in a mixed rater sample.
This cross validation provides further support for the enhanced validity of Wave
Professional Styles Competency Potential scores in managerial as well as mixed rater
samples.  

Tables 20.49 and 20.50 display concurrent validities of Wave Styles dimensions are Wave
Competency Potential dimensions respectively.  Wave Competency Potential dimensions
have validities on average 10% higher than Wave Styles dimensions, hence are
recommended for use when making decisions in the selection.
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Table 20.49  Concurrent Validity of Wave Professional Styles against independent
criteria (external ratings of work performance competencies), both unadjusted and
adjusted for criterion unreliability. (N=308)

* r is the unadjusted validity coefficient.  rc validities have been corrected for attenuation based on the reliability of the criteria (based
on 263 pairs of criterion ratings).  As single item criteria were used – items with inter-rater reliabilities of .25 or less were set to .25
to limit the degree of adjustment.  No further corrections were applied (e.g., restriction of range, predictor unreliability).

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw correlation higher than
.10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=308
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Wave Professional Styles
Dimension (Predictor)

Work Performance
Competency (Criterion)

Criterion
Mean

Criterion 
SD

r rc*

Analytical Examining Information 5.77 .88 .11 .23

Factual Documenting Facts 5.57 1.06 .12 .23

Rational Interpreting Data 5.48 1.04 .10 .20

Learning Oriented Developing Expertise 5.69 1.04 .12 .24

Practically Minded Adopting Practical Approaches 5.86 1.00 .18 .36

Insightful Providing Insights 5.62 1.01 .12 .24

Inventive Generating Ideas 5.33 1.02 .21 .43

Abstract Exploring Possibilities 5.15 1.07 .06 .12

Strategic Developing Strategies 5.06 1.14 .21 .43

Interactive Interacting with People 5.94 1.11 .27 .48

Engaging Establishing Rapport 6.03 1.09 .30 .52

Self-promoting Impressing People 5.26 1.36 .17 .34

Convincing Convincing People 5.32 1.03 .17 .34

Articulate Articulating Information 5.32 1.24 .34 .59

Challenging Challenging Ideas 5.46 1.11 .24 .49

Purposeful Making Decisions 5.55 1.05 .21 .41

Directing Directing People 5.25 1.22 .29 .52

Empowering Empowering Individuals 5.40 1.20 .22 .40

Self-assured Conveying Self-Confidence 5.30 1.22 .25 .49

Composed Showing Composure 5.19 1.41 .14 .27

Resolving Resolving Conflict 5.27 1.20 .16 .31

Positive Thinking Positively 5.48 1.17 .19 .33

Change Oriented Embracing Change 5.42 1.06 .22 .43

Receptive Inviting Feedback 5.11 1.25 .06 .11

Attentive Understanding People 5.72 1.16 .24 .49

Involving Team Working 5.69 1.09 .12 .23

Accepting Valuing Individuals 5.71 1.03 .15 .27

Reliable Meeting Timescales 5.81 1.19 .26 .49

Meticulous Checking Things 5.76 1.01 .20 .37

Conforming Following Procedures 5.62 1.15 .30 .59

Organized Managing Tasks 5.73 1.03 .19 .38

Principled Upholding Standards 6.05 .94 .16 .32

Activity Oriented Producing Output 5.92 .98 .33 .66

Dynamic Taking Action 5.63 1.00 .23 .45

Enterprising Seizing Opportunities 4.91 1.29 .31 .62

Striving Pursuing Goals 5.63 1.02 .26 .51

Mean 5.53 1.11 .20 .38

Median 5.55 1.09 .20 .38

Min 4.91 .88 .06 .11

Max 6.05 1.41 .34 .66



Table 20.50  Concurrent Validity of Wave derived Competency Potential scores (36
Dimension level) against independent criteria (external ratings of work performance
competencies), both unadjusted and adjusted for criterion unreliability. (N=308)

*r is the uncorrected validity coefficient.  rc validities have been corrected for attenuation based on the reliability of the criteria (based on 263 pairs of
criterion ratings).  As single item criteria were used – items with inter-rater reliabilities of .25 or less were set to .25 to limit the degree of adjustment.  No
further corrections were applied (e.g., restriction of range, predictor unreliability).  Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the
p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw correlation higher than .10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N = 308.  Please note:  Names for
both criterion and predictor scales are the same as they reflect the Saville Consulting aligned model of Work Performance.  Work Performance Competencies
(criteria) are external ratings of an individual’s performance on the competencies listed.  Wave Competency Potentials (predictors) are self-report measures
of a person’s potential on that competency.  Competency Potential scores are generated from participants’ self-report scores on Wave Styles questionnaires.
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Wave Competency Potential
(Predictor)

Work Performance
Competency (Criterion)

Criterion
Mean

Criterion 
SD

r rc*

Examining Information Examining Information 5.77 .88 .17 .34

Documenting Facts Documenting Facts 5.57 1.06 .19 .38

Interpreting Data Interpreting Data 5.48 1.04 .13 .26

Developing Expertise Developing Expertise 5.69 1.04 .08 .15

Adopting Practical Approaches Adopting Practical Approaches 5.86 1.00 .23 .45

Providing Insights Providing Insights 5.62 1.01 .22 .44

Generating Ideas Generating Ideas 5.33 1.02 .21 .43

Exploring Possibilities Exploring Possibilities 5.15 1.07 .08 .16

Developing Strategies Developing Strategies 5.06 1.14 .22 .44

Interacting with People Interacting with People 5.94 1.11 .30 .53

Establishing Rapport Establishing Rapport 6.03 1.09 .28 .49

Impressing People Impressing People 5.26 1.36 .21 .41

Convincing People Convincing People 5.32 1.03 .22 .44

Articulating Information Articulating Information 5.32 1.24 .38 .67

Challenging Ideas Challenging Ideas 5.46 1.11 .26 .52

Making Decisions Making Decisions 5.55 1.05 .23 .46

Directing People Directing People 5.25 1.22 .31 .56

Empowering Individuals Empowering Individuals 5.40 1.20 .24 .43

Conveying Self-Confidence Conveying Self-Confidence 5.30 1.22 .27 .55

Showing Composure Showing Composure 5.19 1.41 .17 .33

Resolving Conflict Resolving Conflict 5.27 1.20 .20 .39

Thinking Positively Thinking Positively 5.48 1.17 .21 .38

Embracing Change Embracing Change 5.42 1.06 .25 .51

Inviting Feedback Inviting Feedback 5.11 1.25 .09 .17

Understanding People Understanding People 5.72 1.16 .27 .53

Team Working Team Working 5.69 1.09 .15 .31

Valuing Individuals Valuing Individuals 5.71 1.03 .15 .28

Meeting Timescales Meeting Timescales 5.81 1.19 .27 .52

Checking Things Checking Things 5.76 1.01 .19 .34

Following Procedures Following Procedures 5.62 1.15 .30 .61

Managing Tasks Managing Tasks 5.73 1.03 .23 .46

Upholding Standards Upholding Standards 6.05 .94 .16 .32

Producing Output Producing Output 5.92 .98 .35 .70

Taking Action Taking Action 5.63 1.00 .27 .54

Seizing Opportunities Seizing Opportunities 4.91 1.29 .32 .64

Pursuing Goals Pursuing Goals 5.63 1.02 .27 .53

Mean 5.53 1.11 .22 .43

Median 5.55 1.09 .22 .44

Min 4.91 .88 .08 .15

Max 6.05 1.41 .38 .70



Table 20.51  Concurrent Validity of Wave Professional Styles 12 Sections against
independent criteria (external ratings of work performance competencies), both
unadjusted and adjusted for criterion unreliability. (N=308)

*r is the unadjusted validity coefficient.  rc validities have been adjusted for attenuation based on the reliability of the criteria (based
on 263 pairs of criterion ratings).  No further corrections were applied (e.g., restriction of range, predictor unreliability).
Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw correlation higher than
.10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=308.
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Wave Professional Styles
Section (Predictor)

Work Performance
Competency (Criterion)

Criterion
Mean

Criterion 
SD

r rc*

Evaluative Evaluating Problems 16.82 2.49 .06 .13

Investigative Investigating Issues 17.18 2.45 .15 .32

Imaginative Creating Innovation 15.54 2.64 .19 .43

Sociable Building Relationships 17.24 2.92 .26 .46

Impactful Communicating Information 16.10 2.63 .32 .61

Assertive Providing Leadership 16.20 2.80 .28 .49

Resilient Showing Resilience 15.76 2.93 .17 .31

Flexible Adjusting to Change 16.01 2.81 .16 .34

Supportive Giving Support 17.12 2.78 .20 .37

Conscientious Processing Details 17.19 2.74 .27 .48

Structured Structuring Tasks 17.69 2.31 .30 .70

Driven Driving Success 16.17 2.71 .32 .60

Mean 16.59 2.68 .22 .44

Median 16.51 2.73 .23 .45

Min 15.54 2.31 .06 .13

Max 17.69 2.93 .32 .70



Table 20.52  Concurrent Validity of Wave derived Competency Potential scores (12
Section level) against independent criteria (external ratings of work performance
competencies), both unadjusted and adjusted for criterion unreliability. (N=308)

*r is the uncorrected validity coefficient. rc validities have been adjusted for attenuation based on the reliability of the criteria
(based on 263 pairs of criterion ratings).  No further corrections were applied (e.g., restriction of range, predictor unreliability).

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw correlation higher than
.10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=308.

Tables 20.51 and 20.52 display concurrent validities of Wave Styles and Wave Competency
Potentials at the section level.  Again, the validities of Wave Competency Potentials are on
average 10% higher than those of Wave Styles, providing further evidence for their use in
selection decision making.
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Professional Styles Competency
Potential (Predictor)

Work Performance
Competency (Criterion)

Criterion
Mean

Criterion 
SD

r rc*

Evaluating Problems Evaluating Problems 16.82 2.49 .12 .26

Investigating Issues Investigating Issues 17.18 2.45 .20 .42

Creating Innovation Creating Innovation 15.54 2.64 .20 .46

Building Relationships Building Relationships 17.24 2.92 .29 .51

Communicating Information Communicating Information 16.10 2.63 .35 .67

Providing Leadership Providing Leadership 16.20 2.80 .30 .53

Showing Resilience Showing Resilience 15.76 2.93 .20 .37

Adjusting to Change Adjusting to Change 16.01 2.81 .22 .46

Giving Support Giving Support 17.12 2.78 .21 .38

Processing Details Processing Details 17.19 2.74 .26 .47

Structuring Tasks Structuring Tasks 17.69 2.31 .32 .74

Driving Success Driving Success 16.17 2.71 .35 .65

Mean 16.59 2.68 .25 .49

Median 16.51 2.73 .24 .47

Min 15.54 2.31 .12 .26

Max 17.69 2.93 .35 .74



Concurrent Validity: Wave and other Personality Assessments

Project Epsom Data

The major co-validation study carried out by Saville Consulting (“Project Epsom”) measured
participants on a range of personality assessments, as well as collecting independent
ratings of these individuals’ job performance.  This section is concerned with the
concurrent, criterion-related validity of a number of these personality tools – looking at how
well they relate to independent criterion measures of job performance.

As a primary development goal of Wave Professional Styles was to maximize validity in order
to better forecast performance at work, the outcome of this study was of fundamental
importance to Wave achieving its design goals.

The seven personality assessments used in this study were; Wave Professional Styles,
Wave Focus Styles, Saville Personality Profile, OPQ32i, NEO-PI-R, Hogan Personality
Inventory (HPI) and 16PF-5.

The tables below show the comparative validities of the seven personality assessments
across a number of different criterion measures.

Measuring Global Overall Work Performance

Saville Consulting’s Wave Performance Culture Framework consists of the BAG – Behavior,
Ability and Global.  Global Overall Effectiveness at work is measured by three sub-
components: ‘Applying Specialist Expertise,' ‘Accomplishing Objectives’ and ‘Demonstrating
Potential.’  ‘Overall Total Performance’ consists of the sum of the three sub-components.

Individuals in this study were rated on the Overall Performance measures by external raters.
The raw validity coefficients for each of the seven measures included in the study are
shown in Table 20.54.  To allow for the unreliability of criterion ratings, validity coefficients
can be adjusted for ‘criterion unreliability.’  The adjusted validity coefficients are shown in
Table 20.55.  Both the raw and adjusted validity co-efficients are included here for
comparison.
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Creation of Overall Score from Each Personality Assessment

The ‘Great Eight’ model is a criterion-centric model of work performance developed by Kurz
and Bartram (Kurz and Bartram, 2002).  The ‘Great Eight’ are eight broad competency
factors which reflect psychological constructs relating to effective work performance.  The
eight competencies are:

•  Analyzing & Interpreting 
•  Creating & Conceptualizing
•  Interacting & Presenting
•  Leading & Deciding 
•  Supporting & Cooperating 
•  Adapting & Coping 
•  Organizing & Executing 
•  Enterprising & Performing

In order to compare personality assessments on the Great Eight competencies, composite
‘Great Eight Predictor’ scales were created.  These were aggregated with unit weights to
provide an overall score from each personality assessment.

Table 20.53 shows the a priori conceptual mapping of the personality assessments to the
‘Great Eight’ work performance competencies by subject matter experts.
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Table 20.53  Conceptual Mapping of the ‘Great Eight’ Competencies against Wave
Professional Styles ’and other assessments’ scales.

More information on the process for creating these overall scores can be found in Saville 2009.
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Table 20.54  Concurrent validity of seven personality assessments against ratings
of Global Overall Performance, unadjusted for criterion unreliability. (N=308)

These validities are unadjusted for any statistical artifacts.

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw correlation higher than
.10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).  N=308.

Table 20.55  Concurrent validity of seven personality assessments against ratings
of Global Overall Performance, adjusted for criterion unreliability. (N=308)

Validities have been adjusted for attenuation based on the reliability of the criteria (based on 263 pairs of criterion ratings).
No further corrections were applied (e.g., restriction of range, predictor unreliability).

Tables 20.54 and 20.55 show the validity of Wave Competency Potentials against Overall
Total Performance, which is statistically significantly higher than all non-performance
driven, non-validation centric tools (Saville PP, NEO, OPQ, HPI and 16PF).  Graphs 20.1 and
20.2 provide a graphical representation of the validity and power of Wave and other
instruments.
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Personality Assessment
Applying
Specialist
Expertise

Accomplishing
Objectives

Demonstrating
Potential

Overall Total
Performance

Overall Total
Performance

(Excl.
Expertise)

Wave Professional Styles 
Competency Potentials

.15 .24 .34 .32 .34

Wave Professional Styles .12 .21 .30 .28 .30

Wave Focus Styles Competency
Potentials

.15 .15 .26 .25 .25

Wave Focus Styles .13 .11 .24 .21 .22

Saville PP .06 .12 .23 .19 .21

OPQ32i .08 .11 .19 .17 .18

NEO-PI-R .13 .16 .17 .20 .20

Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI) .13 .11 .17 .18 .17

16PF-5 .04 .19 .18 .18 .21

Personality Assessment
Applying
Specialist
Expertise

Accomplishing
Objectives

Demonstrating
Potential

Overall Total
Performance

Overall Total
Performance

(Excl.
Expertise)

Wave Professional Styles 
Competency Potentials

.33 .50 .54 .57 .58

Wave Professional Styles .25 .46 .48 .49 .52

Wave Focus Styles Competency
Potentials

.33 .32 .42 .44 .42

Wave Focus Styles .28 .24 .38 .38 .37

Saville PP .14 .26 .36 .33 .36

OPQ32i .17 .24 .31 .31 .31

NEO-PI-R .29 .34 .28 .36 .33

Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI) .29 .23 .27 .32 .28

16PF-5 .10 .40 .29 .32 .36



Graph 20.1  Average (mean) validity of personality assessments against independent
ratings of Overall Total Performance, adjusted for criterion unreliability. (N=308)

CP stands for Competency Potential, N=308.

Graph 20.2  Average Power of personality assessments against independent
ratings of Overall Total Performance, adjusted for criterion unreliability. (N=308)

Power is calculated as validity per 15 minutes.

CP stands for Competency Potential, N=308.
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Measuring Work Performance Competencies – The Great Eight

The personality assessments included in this validation study were; Wave Professional
Styles, Wave Focus Styles, OPQ32i, NEO-PI-R, Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI) and 16PF-
5.  Individuals were rated on the ‘Great Eight’ competencies by external raters.

Table 20.56  Concurrent validity of personality assessments against ratings on the
‘Great Eight’ work performance competencies, unadjusted for criterion unreliability.
(N=308)

These validities are unadjusted for any statistical artifacts.

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .12 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw correlation higher than
.10 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=308.

Table 20.56 provides evidence to support the prediction of Great Eight competencies with
six out of eight areas of Wave Competency Potential reaching significance. All eight areas
reach significance in one or other Wave instruments.  The rank order of the average validity
runs from Wave Professional Styles Competency Potentials followed by Wave Focus Styles,
Saville PP and NEO with the lowest averages for OPQ, HPI and 16PF in forecasting the
Great Eight.
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Work Performance Competency (Criterion) 

‘Great Eight’ Criteria
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M
ax

Wave Professional Styles 
Competency Potentials

.09 .20 .33 .30 .09 .22 .22 .34 .22 .22 .09 .34

Wave Professional Styles .06 .18 .28 .29 .10 .18 .21 .31 .20 .20 .06 .31

Wave Focus Styles  
Competency Potentials

.10 .18 .31 .25 .12 .19 .18 .28 .20 .19 .10 .31

Wave Focus Styles .06 .16 .26 .24 .15 .15 .16 .24 .18 .16 .06 .26

Saville PP .06 .11 .25 .31 .14 .12 .15 .30 .18 .15 .06 .31

OPQ32i .10 .12 .18 .28 .13 .12 .16 .23 .17 .15 .10 .28

NEO .06 .03 .22 .33 .14 .20 .16 .26 .18 .18 .03 .33

HPI .16 .10 .16 .28 .06 .12 .09 .20 .15 .14 .06 .28

16PF .10 .04 .22 .27 .08 .14 .09 .13 .13 .12 .04 .27



Table 20.57  Concurrent validity of personality assessments against ratings on the
‘Great Eight’ work performance competencies, adjusted for criterion unreliability.
(N=308)

Validities have been adjusted for attenuation based on the reliability of the criteria (based on 263 pairs of criterion ratings).  No
further corrections were applied (e.g., restriction of range, predictor unreliability).
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Work Performance Competency (Criterion) 

‘Great Eight’ Criteria
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M
ax

Wave Professional Styles 
Competency Potentials

.20 .61 .69 .55 .21 .46 .51 .76 .50 .53 .20 .76

Wave Professional Styles .13 .55 .59 .54 .22 .39 .49 .69 .45 .52 .13 .69

Wave Focus Styles  
Competency Potentials

.25 .61 .65 .47 .26 .42 .45 .65 .47 .46 .25 .65

Wave Focus Styles .12 .48 .55 .45 .34 .32 .37 .53 .39 .41 .12 .55

Saville PP .13 .34 .53 .58 .31 .25 .35 .66 .39 .35 .13 .66

OPQ32i .22 .37 .38 .52 .29 .25 .37 .51 .36 .37 .22 .52

NEO .13 .09 .46 .61 .31 .42 .37 .57 .37 .40 .09 .61

HPI .35 .31 .34 .52 .13 .25 .21 .44 .32 .32 .13 .52

16PF .22 .12 .46 .50 .18 .30 .21 .29 .28 .25 .12 .50



Graph 20.3  Average (mean) concurrent validity of personality assessments based
on external ratings of ‘Great Eight’ work performance criteria, adjusted for criterion
unreliability. (N=308)

CP stands for Competency Potential. N=308.
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20.4 Predictive Validity

Predictive Validity: Wave Professional Styles and Job Performance

In order to assess predictive validity of Wave Professional Styles, a criterion measure must
be completed at a later point in time than the predictor measure. In this study, 108
participants completed Wave Professional Styles at Time 1 and at Time 2, six months later,
were rated on their work performance by external raters.  For the rating task, external
raters completed the ‘Wave Performance 360’ questionnaire, a tool for assessing an
individual’s job performance across a number of work domains.

The predictive validity of the 12 sections of Wave Professional Styles against their related
job performance criteria can be seen in Table 20.51.  Wave’s Competency Potential 12
sections were also compared to their related job performance criteria. The predictive
validity of the 12 sections of Wave’s Competency Potentials scores can be found in Table
20.52.

Table 20.58  Predictive validity of Wave Professional Styles 12 Sections against
independent criteria (external ratings of work performance competencies), both
unadjusted and adjusted for criterion unreliability. (N=108)

*r is the unadjusted validity coefficient.  rc validities have been adjusted for attenuation based on the reliability of the criteria (based
on 263 pairs of criterion ratings).  No further corrections were applied (e.g., restriction of range, predictor unreliability).

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .19 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw correlation higher than
.16 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed). N=108.
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Professional Styles Section
(Predictor)

Work Performance
Competency (Criterion)

Criterion
Mean

Criterion 
SD

r rc*

Evaluative Evaluating Problems 16.62 2.74 .05 .11

Investigative Investigating Issues 16.79 2.64 .11 .23

Imaginative Creating Innovation 15.56 2.91 .12 .26

Sociable Building Relationships 16.89 2.79 .28 .50

Impactful Communicating Information 15.98 2.82 .28 .54

Assertive Providing Leadership 16.14 2.83 .14 .25

Resilient Showing Resilience 15.66 2.96 .19 .34

Flexible Adjusting to Change 15.71 2.89 .17 .36

Supportive Giving Support 16.61 2.89 .12 .22

Conscientious Processing Details 17.03 2.77 .20 .35

Structured Structuring Tasks 17.53 2.24 .16 .38

Driven Driving Success 16.36 2.51 .17 .31

Mean 16.41 2.75 .17 .32

Median 16.49 2.81 .17 .33

Min 15.56 2.24 .05 .11

Max 17.53 2.96 .28 .54



Table 20.59  Predictive validity of Wave derived Competency Potential scores (12
Section level) against independent criteria (external ratings of work performance
competencies), both unadjusted and adjusted for criterion unreliability. (N=108)

*r is the unadjusted validity coefficient.  rc validities have been adjusted for attenuation based on the reliability of the criteria (based
on 263 pairs of criterion ratings).  No further corrections were applied (e.g., restriction of range, predictor unreliability).

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .19 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw correlation higher than
.16 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).  N=108.

Table 20.59 provides further support for Wave Professional Styles in the form of predictive
validity.  As only a restricted subset (N=108) was available predictive validity analysis was
conducted at the section level due to fewer degrees of freedom.
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Professional Styles Section
(Predictor)

Work Performance
Competency (Criterion)

Criterion
Mean

Criterion 
SD

r rc*

Evaluating Problems Evaluating Problems 16.62 2.74 .10 .22

Investigating Issues Investigating Issues 16.79 2.64 .05 .10

Creating Innovation Creating Innovation 15.56 2.91 .11 .24

Building Relationships Building Relationships 16.89 2.79 .30 .53

Communicating Information Communicating Information 15.98 2.82 .26 .50

Providing Leadership Providing Leadership 16.14 2.83 .12 .20

Showing Resilience Showing Resilience 15.66 2.96 .24 .42

Adjusting to Change Adjusting to Change 15.71 2.89 .18 .38

Giving Support Giving Support 16.61 2.89 .15 .28

Processing Details Processing Details 17.03 2.77 .20 .35

Structuring Tasks Structuring Tasks 17.53 2.24 .21 .49

Driving Success Driving Success 16.36 2.51 .18 .34

Mean 16.41 2.75 .17 .34

Median 16.49 2.81 .18 .35

Min 15.56 2.24 .05 .10

Max 17.53 2.96 .30 .53



20.5 US Validity Data

Table 20.60  Concurrent validity of Wave Professional Styles 36 Dimensions
against 36 level Job Performance criteria, both unadjusted and adjusted for
criterion unreliability. (N=399)

*r is the unadjusted validity coefficient. rc validities have been adjusted for attenuation based on the reliability of the criteria (based on 263 pairs
of criterion ratings).  As single item criteria were used – items with inter-rater reliabilities of .25 or less were set to .25 to limit the degree of
adjustment.  No further corrections were applied (e.g., restriction of range, predictor unreliability).  Note: Any raw correlation higher than .10 is
statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw correlation higher than .09 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).

Results based on 2008 validation study conducted in the United States with 399 study participants from the United States and Canada.
Behavioral ratings were collected from a mixed group of managers, peers and colleagues.
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Wave Professional
Styles Dimension 

Work Performance Competency
(Criterion)

r rc*

Analytical Examining Information .16 .32

Factual Documenting Facts .13 .26

Rational Interpreting Data .27 .54

Learning Oriented Developing Expertise .12 .24

Practically Minded Adopting Practical Approaches -.01 -.02

Insightful Providing Insights .16 .32

Inventive Generating Ideas .26 .52

Abstract Exploring Possibilities .18 .36

Strategic Developing Strategies .19 .38

Interactive Interacting with People .14 .25

Engaging Establishing Rapport .20 .35

Self-promoting Impressing People .13 .26

Convincing Convincing People .05 .10

Articulate Articulating Information .11 .19

Challenging Challenging Ideas .17 .34

Purposeful Making Decisions .09 .18

Directing Directing People .18 .32

Empowering Empowering Individuals .17 .31

Self-assured Conveying Self-Confidence .04 .08

Composed Showing Composure .19 .36

Resolving Resolving Conflict .16 .31

Positive Thinking Positively .25 .45

Change Oriented Embracing Change .24 .48

Receptive Inviting Feedback .12 .24

Attentive Understanding People .15 .30

Involving Team Working .18 .36

Accepting Valuing Individuals .24 .45

Reliable Meeting Timescales .25 .48

Meticulous Checking Things .21 .38

Conforming Following Procedures .16 .32

Organized Managing Tasks .26 .52

Principled Upholding Standards .02 .04

Activity Oriented Producing Output .16 .32

Dynamic Taking Action .18 .36

Enterprising Seizing Opportunities .19 .38

Striving Pursuing Goals .15 .30

Mean .16 .32

Median .17 .32

Min .01 -.02

Max .27 .54



20.6 Mexican Validity Data

Table 20.61 Concurrent validity of Wave Professional Styles 12 Sections against
12 level Job Performance criteria, both unadjusted and adjusted for criterion
unreliability. (N=120)

*r is the unadjusted validity coefficient.  rc validities have been adjusted for attenuation based on the reliability of the criteria (based
on 263 pairs of criterion ratings).  No further corrections were applied (e.g., restriction of range, predictor unreliability. Behavioral
ratings were collected from a mixed group of managers, peers and colleagues. N=120.

Note: Any raw correlation higher than .18 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two tailed) and any raw correlation higher than
.16 is statistically significant at the p<.05 level (one tailed).

Tables 20.60 and 20.61 provide further evidence of the concurrent validity of Wave
Professional Styles in US and Mexican samples respectively.  Again, due to a smaller sample
of Mexican data (only a subset was available), here analysis was conducted at the section
level due to fewer degrees of freedom.  
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Professional Styles Section
(Predictor)

Work Performance
Competency (Criterion)

r rc*

Evaluative Evaluating Problems .20 .42

Investigative Investigating Issues .07 .15

Imaginative Creating Innovation .29 .65

Sociable Building Relationships -.01 -.02

Impactful Communicating Information .06 .11

Assertive Providing Leadership .16 .28

Resilient Showing Resilience -.05 -.09

Flexible Adjusting to Change .01 .02

Supportive Giving Support .19 .35

Conscientious Processing Details .23 .41

Structured Structuring Tasks .23 .54

Driven Driving Success -.04 -.07

Mean .11 .23

Median .12 .21

Min -.05 -.09

Max .29 .65



20.7 Criterion-Related Validity of Facet Scales

Concurrent validity of two item scales against their respective criteria averaged .28 if
corrected for inter-rater reliability (.16 uncorrected) (N=500-632) at standardization. This
compares to average corrected validity for the 36 broader styles dimensions (with six
items) of .37 at standardization.  This indicates that the main unit of analysis at the
dimension level or higher is generally appropriate, although facet scales in and of
themselves have acceptable criterion related validity (although they have more validity in
combination as higher order dimensions).

Better average validity of facet scales has been achieved by selecting most valid facets
and cross validating – Wave Focus Styles.  Further technical information on Wave Focus can
be found in the Saville Consulting Wave Focus Styles Handbook.

20.8 Validity Summary
This chapter advances a perspective on validation that emphasizes the importance of a
criterion centric model of work performance which focuses on the effective forecasting of
both individuals’ overall effectiveness at work and behavioral effectiveness in terms of
individual work competencies.

The chapter focuses first on the construct validity of Wave Professional Styles scores at
dimension level.  A central component of the construct validity section provides users of
both Wave and other tools with a summary of how Wave Professional Styles relates to
other measures of personality or style.  This is supported by the correlation matrices in the
appendices.  Both the tables in the chapter against each Wave Styles dimension and the
matrices are designed to aid users by allowing them to easily identify which dimensions of
Wave Professional Styles directly relate (bivariate correlation) to other measures and which
are unique to Wave (or unique to other measures).

In terms of Wave Professional Styles some dimensions such as Inventive, Interactive,
Engaging, Convincing, Articulate, Directing, Conforming, Organized and Enterprising are
frequently identified as having similar, related constructs in other measures i.e., they have
clear scale counterparts in other questionnaires (correlations stronger than .40 or -.40).
Some other dimensions of Wave Professional Styles such as Learning Oriented, Abstract,
Strategic, Self-assured, Change Oriented, Activity Oriented and Striving more rarely have
direct measures in scales of other tools.  The scales of Factual, Practically Minded,
Insightful, Empowering, Resolving, Receptive and Principled do not have direct scale
counterparts in the other measures.

Wave Professional Styles was developed with the intention of increasing the validity of the
assessments by writing questions or items based on a clear model of effectiveness in both
behavioral and overall terms.  The items were written with a view to predicting the
behavioral components of effectiveness (competencies).  Items were selected on the basis
of their correlations with external ratings of overall measures of effectiveness as well as
external ratings of behavioral effectiveness (work competencies).  The use of both the
criterion centric perspective and this performance driven methodology to select items was
also supplemented by the use of the initial validation data to derive competency potential624
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equations which were designed to maximize the prediction of the behavioral criterion
model.  Through this method Wave Professional Styles has been designed to maximize
criterion related validity both in predicting overall effectiveness and individual behavioral
effectiveness (competencies).  The expectation was also that the criterion validity would
generalize beyond the Wave criterion model to other competency criterion models such as
the Great Eight (Bartram (2005)).

Wave has been specifically designed to align to and forecast the Behavior components of
the BAG (Behavior, Ability and Global) Wave Performance Culture Framework and to
forecast overall effectiveness (Global criteria).  This allows the users of Wave Professional
Styles a clear picture of what each scale is designed to forecast effectively, allowing them
to receive a clearer picture of the validity of the tool and allow them to make better
decisions.  The clarity of this model also provides clear a priori hypotheses to be
tested/validated and cross validated.

The criterion related validity evidence presented in this chapter clearly supports the
criterion-related validity of Wave Professional Styles and Competency Potential scores,
both in measuring independent ratings of behavioral effectiveness and overall measures of
effectiveness at work.

We refer to validity in a model being saturated if all the scales in the questionnaire show
meaningful correlations with the performance criteria that they have been designed to
predict (i.e., meaningful could for example be seen as statistically significant (non zero)
correlations which when corrected for criterion unreliability are in the region of .20 and
upwards)*.

The Wave Professional Styles scales show saturation across different validation studies at
the dimension level.  While a scale, such as Practically Minded, may not correlate positively
with the respective aligned criterion in one validation study, it does in another.

After demonstrating that a model is saturated, we can then consider the overall validity of
a questionnaire and secondly, how it compares to other questionnaires.

The original standardization provided evidence of Wave Professional Styles criterion
related validity against overall performance and individual behavioral effectiveness
criteria.  However it did not provide the mechanism to compare the validity levels achieved
with the levels found in other established instruments which were constructed with
different approaches.

Project Epsom was designed to compare the criterion related validity of different tools.

As well as providing evidence supporting the saturation of the scales in the Wave
Professional Styles questionnaires and the criterion related validity of behavioral
competencies both from the Wave model and from independent competency models,
Project Epsom provided evidence that Wave Professional Styles Competency Potential
scales were more valid in combination in measuring overall effectiveness at work in a
mixed occupational group.  An important finding from across the different tools is that it is
possible to create a mapping to competencies and use this to create an overall composite
score from each of the established measures to effectively forecast overall effectiveness
in a mixed occupational group. 625
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This raises an important consideration in understanding the validity of personality and
styles measures in forecasting effectiveness in mixed occupational groups.  As it is
possible to construct an a priori overall personality composite by summing different
competencies together (on each personality measure) which provides a valid forecast of an
individual’s overall effectiveness at work.  This overall composite or superordinate work
related personality or ‘Big One’ of work personality is a potentially important finding which
we believe merits further investigation.  It indicates that some individuals are lower across
competencies and they will tend to be less effective overall in work.  By contrast, some
individuals are likely to be superlative performers overall who are stronger across the
competencies forecast by the personality and styles questionnaires.

The highest average across competencies (Great Eight) was for Wave Professional Styles
Competency Potentials.  The Wave Professional Styles Competency Potentials validity
against overall effectiveness was statically significantly higher than for non-performance
driven and non-validation centric questionnaires (including OPQ, 16PF, NEO and HPI).

Validity is not simply something that a questionnaire possesses, but it is an ongoing
process.  A central part of that process is equipping users of Wave Professional Styles to
make their application more effective, by helping them make valid inferences.

*In an ideal world we could argue for confidence interval not to include r=.20 rather than non zero, although in practice very large
samples may be required to do this (or the use of meta-analyses across validation studies).  While this level of .20  is to an extent
arbitrary, this minimum figure provides a benchmark to illustrate that the model shows criterion validity across its scales and that there
are not scales within the model which lack validation evidence and hence do not support a meaningful inference being made by the
interpreter to forecast an individual’s effectiveness at work.  Of course, the higher the validity beyond this level the better.
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21.0 Fairness

21.1 Overview

This chapter focuses on the issue of fairness in the use of Saville Consulting Wave and in
particular presents data on group trends across different groups. 

Key features and steps taken to increase fairness of Saville Consulting Wave Professional
Styles and their application included:

Criterion Related Validity – If tests are forecasting what they are designed to forecast this
allows the assessment to select on merit rather than using predictor measures that are
unrelated to performance and potential at work.  The validation-centric approach to
development and the subsequent cross validations of the aligned model provide a basis for
this (refer to Validity and Construction chapters).  In particular, the aligned model is
designed to make the validity in Wave Styles more transparent and allow for improved
merit based decision making which will lead to improved effectiveness of individuals at
work.

Work Related Content – The content of Wave Styles was specifically designed to be work
relevant and to focus on attributes (motives and talents) which underpin behavioral and
overall effectiveness at work.

Writing and Review - The items were specifically reviewed, for example to avoid content
which was clinical, idiomatic, or requiring specific knowledge which would be available to
one subgroup such as gender, age or ethnic subgroup and not to another (see Construction
chapter for further information).

Job Analysis and Mapping Capability - Another aim of the Wave aligned model has been
to increase the fairness and benefit attained in performance in application by creating
mechanisms to increase the alignment between Wave Styles and what job analysis
identifies as characteristics underpinning success (either for a particular job specification
or for an organizational competency, capability or values framework).  The Saville
Consulting Wave Job Profiler and the Saville Consulting Performance Culture Framework
which has the capacity to map to the 147 components of the underpinning Behavior,
Ability, Global (BAG) model are designed to supplement job analysis and provide a precise
and detailed mapping to organizational frameworks.

Local Validation Studies - The mechanism is also available using the Saville Consulting
Wave Performance 360 to quickly conduct online validation studies for particular jobs.  The
10 minute online questionnaire provides a fast and effective mechanism for collecting data
on the effectiveness of employees in terms of behavioral, ability and global (overall
effectiveness) by different raters.

Monitoring – Saville Consulting has an ongoing process of monitoring differences in data
from different subgroups.

Training and Guidance for Users – Saville Consulting Wave has a program of training,
accreditation and master classes to support users.  
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Fairness in Use

It is one thing for an assessment to be designed to be fair and valid and another for it to be
used fairly.  The more consistent the process created to align Wave to the job the better.
Criteria for decision making based on job analysis and where possible validation data are
more likely to result in the assessments being fairly applied using consistent and
appropriate standards for candidates across different groups.

Group Trends

The rest of this chapter is devoted to presenting group trends on Saville Consulting Wave
Professional Styles, including age, gender, ethnicity, geographical region and level of
management responsibility.

Trends are presented for mean scores and internal consistency reliabilities.

Mean Scores

The information presented here is from actual usage data of Wave Professional Styles and
as a result the differences may reflect differences in composition for the different groups
on other variables.  For example the age differences, as well as maturational effects could
be related to longer tenure in organizations and generational differences as well as having
a different composition in other variables including gender and job type.  Similarly, gender
and ethnic differences could reflect other biographical differences in the composition of
these groups.

When looking at differences it is useful to remind ourselves of the scale of the differences
and the impact, if any, there should be on profile interpretation.

In the following graphs and supporting text, Cohen’s d is referred to, where .20 of an SD
(.40 of a Sten) is a small effect, .50 of an SD (1 Sten) is a medium or moderate effect size
and .80 of an SD (1.60 Stens) is a large effect size.

It should be remembered that differences whether small, moderate or large do not by
themselves indicate bias in a test or a questionnaire that could lead to an individual from one
protected or minority group being treated less favorably than others.

The first thing to consider is the direction and size of the difference.  As can be seen for
example in the UK ethnic data where there is small or even moderate differences with the
Black and Asian groups tending to score slightly higher.  Such differences in scores on the
predictor assessments may or may not be reflected in the performance domain (how well
an individual is performing in the job or a particular aspect of a job, such as a competency).

To establish whether differences are demonstrated in actual performance, ideally we
would have matched criterion data to understand the relationship between test and
questionnaires and external criterion data.  In the absence of this data on large samples
we have to rely on looking at differences between mean scores between groups and
considering the size of these differences, the direction of these differences and whether
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the differences are likely to provide an underestimate or overestimate of an individual’s
performance at work for that particular group, given what we know about known
differences (if any) in effectiveness of these groups.

Internal Consistency

As indicated in the Reliability chapter, Alternate form, reliability estimates given the design
of Wave Professional Styles in particular, provide a more appropriate and realistic estimate
of the questionnaires’ reliability than internal consistency.  Unfortunately, in actual usage
data, it is the exception rather than the rule that both forms are taken by the same group,
so internal consistency is used as, though less than ideal in that it provides an
underestimate of reliability for Wave Styles, it never the less allows for a comparsion of the
reliability of the assessment in different groups.
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Table 21.1  Breakdown of Ethnic Group in US sample (N=1,277)

Ethnic Group Composition N %

Asian/Pacific Islander 37 3%

Black/African American 57 4%

Hispanic 71 6%

Native American/Alaskan Native 4 0%

Other 3 0%

White/Caucasian 1,105 87%

Total 1,277 100%

21.17 Group Trends - Occupational Levels of
Management Responsibility

International Trends for Wave Professional Styles (IA)

Comparing Levels of Management Responsibility: Senior Managers & Executives
(N=5,826) vs. Professionals & Managers (N=14,333) vs. Mixed Occupational Group
(N=16,191) vs. Graduates (N=6,129) vs. Individual Contributors (N=5,715) vs. Individual
Contributors (N=5,715)

Observations made here are based on data gathered internationally (including UK, US,
Bulgaria, Germany, Australia, South Africa, Spain, Mexico, France, Brazil, Canada, Denmark,
Netherlands, Italy and Sweden) and refer to the 36 Wave Professional Styles dimensions.
The data is representative of actual usage data of Wave Professional Styles.

Mean scores of the 36 dimensions for four groups of varying levels of management
responsibility (Senior Managers & Executives (N=5,826) vs. Professionals & Managers
(N=14,333) vs. Mixed Occupational Group (N=16,191) vs. Graduates (N=6,129) vs.
Individual Contributors (N=5,715)) were compared. Differences have been calculated in
terms of standardized effect sizes of the means (Cohen’s d), whereby a small difference
equals an effect size of d=.20, a medium difference equals an effect size of d=.50 and a
large difference equals an effect size of d=.80 (Cohen, 1988).  The majority of the
observed differences between the four groups’ means ranged from non-existent to small.
A few were classified as small to medium (d=.21-.50); general trends are listed as follows
in the current chapter.
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•  The majority of small to medium effect sizes on mean scores were found when
comparing the Senior Managers & Executives group to the Individual
Contributors groups.  In particular, Senior Managers & Executives and Individual
Contributors differed on the 15 dimensions Learning Oriented, Practically
Minded, Inventive, Strategic, Convincing, Purposeful, Directing, Empowering,
Change Oriented, Accepting, Reliable, Meticulous, Conforming, Dynamic and
Enterprising. Senior Managers & Executives had higher means on Inventive,
Strategic, Convincing, Purposeful, Directing, Empowering, Change Oriented,
Dynamic and Enterprising.  Individual Contributors had higher means on Learning
Oriented, Practically Minded, Accepting, Reliable, Meticulous and Conforming.

These results are backed up by previous research by Saville Consulting that
found higher ratings on the dimensions Strategic, Purposeful, Directing and
Empowering to be associated with higher levels of management responsibility.

•  Overall, it was found that for all dimensions, either the Senior Managers &
Executives group or the group of Individual Contributors rated themselves higher
than the other groups – but please be aware that effect sizes here were very
small.

•  The Mixed Occupational group was found to be very similar to the Professionals
& Managers group as well as to the group of Graduates, with effect sizes mostly
ranging around d=.00.
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Dimensions
Senior Managers
& Executives

(N=4,276)

Professionals 
& Managers
(N=9,884)

Mixed 
Occupational Group 

(N=10,953)

Graduates
(N=4,021)

Individual
Contributors

2011 (N=3,190)

Analytical .56 .55 .55 .56 .61

Factual .57 .56 .56 .56 .56

Rational .71 .71 .71 .71 .72

Learning Oriented .70 .71 .71 .67 .68

Practically Minded .71 .70 .70 .69 .70

Insightful .52 .51 .52 .53 .52

Inventive .84 .83 .83 .84 .81

Abstract .75 .75 .74 .74 .74

Strategic .77 .77 .77 .75 .73

Interactive .74 .74 .74 .75 .76

Engaging .72 .72 .73 .74 .75

Self-promoting .76 .75 .75 .75 .74

Convincing .63 .63 .63 .65 .68

Articulate .68 .69 .69 .70 .72

Challenging .68 .67 .68 .71 .70

Purposeful .61 .63 .63 .65 .62

Directing .70 .74 .75 .76 .77

Empowering .82 .83 .84 .83 .83

Self-assured .61 .61 .62 .62 .62

Composed .73 .72 .71 .71 .73

Resolving .73 .75 .75 .75 .76

Positive .75 .73 .73 .73 .72

Change Oriented .75 .74 .74 .74 .72

Receptive .64 .64 .64 .63 .64

Attentive .78 .78 .78 .79 .77

Involving .74 .74 .74 .75 .73

Accepting .74 .74 .74 .74 .72

Reliable .78 .78 .79 .79 .78

Meticulous .83 .82 .82 .82 .81

Conforming .83 .84 .84 .84 .82

Organized .75 .75 .75 .76 .74

Principled .71 .71 .70 .72 .69

Activity Oriented .72 .73 .74 .74 .76

Dynamic .65 .64 .64 .63 .62

Enterprising .79 .79 .79 .79 .80

Striving .61 .62 .63 .64 .66

Mean .71 .71 .71 .72 .72

Median .72 .73 .74 .74 .73

Min .52 .51 .52 .53 .52

Max .84 .84 .84 .84 .83

Table 21.2  Level of Management Responsibility Differences - UK Alpha
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Table 21.3  Level of Management Responsibility Differences - US Alpha

Dimensions
Senior Managers
& Executives

(N=597)

Professionals 
& Managers
(N=1,849)

Mixed 
Occupational Group 

(N=2,143)

Graduates
(N=685)

International
Contributors
2011 (N=323)

Analytical .52 .56 .57 .62 .62

Factual .60 .59 .59 .60 .59

Rational .68 .68 .69 .72 .66

Learning Oriented .71 .71 .71 .74 .70

Practically Minded .65 .64 .64 .63 .67

Insightful .46 .50 .52 .57 .56

Inventive .78 .80 .81 .82 .80

Abstract .77 .75 .76 .77 .78

Strategic .72 .72 .72 .73 .73

Interactive .74 .75 .75 .78 .79

Engaging .73 .76 .76 .78 .79

Self-promoting .77 .77 .79 .80 .82

Convincing .63 .63 .64 .63 .71

Articulate .68 .70 .71 .67 .77

Challenging .71 .73 .74 .75 .75

Purposeful .65 .63 .63 .64 .62

Directing .69 .71 .73 .75 .78

Empowering .82 .82 .82 .81 .85

Self-assured .57 .54 .55 .59 .61

Composed .70 .72 .72 .74 .72

Resolving .77 .76 .76 .76 .78

Positive .72 .71 .72 .73 .78

Change Oriented .72 .74 .75 .76 .74

Receptive .60 .62 .62 .62 .65

Attentive .80 .77 .77 .79 .79

Involving .79 .76 .76 .73 .72

Accepting .79 .74 .73 .72 .72

Reliable .78 .79 .79 .79 .83

Meticulous .83 .81 .81 .80 .80

Conforming .80 .81 .82 .84 .82

Organized .75 .75 .75 .78 .77

Principled .69 .68 .70 .71 .77

Activity Oriented .76 .76 .77 .76 .79

Dynamic .63 .65 .65 .65 .56

Enterprising .79 .81 .82 .83 .87

Striving .63 .59 .61 .60 .66

Mean .71 .71 .71 .72 .73

Median .72 .72 .73 .74 .76

Min .46 .50 .52 .57 .56

Max .83 .82 .82 .84 .87
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Table 21.4  Level of Management Responsibility Differences - International Alpha

Dimensions
Senior Managers
& Executives

(N=953)

Professionals 
& Managers
(N=2,600)

Mixed 
Occupational Group 

(N=3,095)

Graduates
(N=1,423)

International
Contributors

2011 (N=2,202)

Analytical .53 .52 .53 .54 .57

Factual .54 .55 .54 .51 .51

Rational .71 .71 .71 .74 .73

Learning Oriented .72 .70 .70 .70 .65

Practically Minded .67 .64 .65 .65 .67

Insightful .53 .50 .53 .52 .50

Inventive .80 .79 .79 .79 .77

Abstract .74 .71 .70 .70 .71

Strategic .72 .72 .72 .71 .72

Interactive .74 .75 .75 .75 .76

Engaging .72 .73 .72 .74 .73

Self-promoting .77 .75 .76 .78 .76

Convincing .63 .65 .66 .66 .66

Articulate .65 .68 .69 .70 .72

Challenging .69 .69 .69 .67 .70

Purposeful .63 .64 .63 .61 .62

Directing .71 .73 .76 .74 .80

Empowering .82 .82 .83 .82 .82

Self-assured .60 .58 .60 .62 .65

Composed .67 .68 .68 .68 .71

Resolving .74 .72 .73 .73 .75

Positive .66 .68 .67 .69 .68

Change Oriented .71 .73 .72 .71 .71

Receptive .59 .61 .60 .61 .60

Attentive .79 .77 .76 .77 .77

Involving .75 .74 .73 .73 .71

Accepting .74 .72 .71 .68 .68

Reliable .78 .79 .79 .80 .79

Meticulous .81 .79 .79 .79 .79

Conforming .82 .82 .82 .83 .82

Organized .76 .74 .74 .75 .74

Principled .70 .67 .68 .67 .68

Activity Oriented .75 .76 .75 .73 .76

Dynamic .63 .64 .64 .63 .64

Enterprising .77 .80 .80 .80 .81

Striving .59 .59 .60 .59 .66

Mean .70 .70 .70 .70 .70

Median .71 .71 .71 .71 .71

Min .53 .50 .53 .51 .50

Max .82 .82 .83 .83 .82
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21.25 International Trends - Occupational Levels
for Regions

International Trends for Wave Professional Styles (IA)

Comparing Regions: UK (N=29,143) vs. US (N=5,274) vs. International (N=8,071)
completions

Observations made here are based on data gathered internationally (including UK, US,
Bulgaria, Germany, Australia, South Africa, Spain, Mexico, France, Brazil, Canada, Denmark,
Netherlands, Italy and Sweden) and refer to the 36 Wave Professional Styles dimensions.
The data is representative of actual usage data of Wave Professional Styles.

Mean scores of the 36 dimensions for three  regional groups (UK (N=29,143) vs. US
(N=5,274) vs. International (N=8,071)) were compared. Differences have been calculated
in terms of standardized effect sizes of the means (Cohen’s d), whereby a small difference
equals an effect size of d=.20, a medium difference equals an effect size of d=.50 and a
large difference equals an effect size of d=.80 (Cohen, 1988).  The majority of the
observed differences between the three groups’ means ranged from non-existent to small.
A few were classified as small to medium see over page.
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•  UK vs. US: For 7 out of 36 dimensions, small to medium effect sizes of the means
(d=.21-.50) were observed: Learning Oriented, Convincing, Empowering, Self-
assured, Principled, Enterprising and Striving.  The UK group had higher means
on Convincing and Empowering.  The US group was higher on Learning Oriented,
Self-assured, Principled, Enterprising and Striving.

•  UK vs. International: Small to medium effect sizes of the means were observed
for 8 dimensions: Rational, Learning Oriented, Challenging, Self-assured,
Resolving, Conforming, Principled and Striving. The UK group showed a higher
mean on 1 dimension only, Resolving.  The International group was higher on
Rational, Learning Oriented, Challenging, Self-assured, Conforming, Principled
and Striving.

•  US vs. International: Small to medium effect sizes were observed merely for 2
dimensions, namely Convincing and Challenging, where the International group
was higher than the US group.

In summary, it was observed that for the majority of dimensions where a difference in
means was found, the UK group had rated themselves lower than the US and International
groups.  There was also a slight trend for the International group to have higher dimension
means than the other two groups, although most of the differences found were very small.
Please bear in mind that any regional subgroup variances observed here could also partly
reflect the influence of factors such as age, gender, ethnicity, occupation and seniority
(tenure).
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Table 21.5  Regional Differences - Senior Managers & Executives - Alpha

Analytical .56 .52 .53

Factual .57 .60 .54

Rational .71 .68 .71

Learning Oriented .70 .71 .72

Practically Minded .71 .65 .67

Insightful .52 .46 .53

Inventive .84 .78 .80

Abstract .75 .77 .74

Strategic .77 .72 .72

Interactive .74 .74 .74

Engaging .72 .73 .72

Self-promoting .76 .77 .77

Convincing .63 .63 .63

Articulate .68 .68 .65

Challenging .68 .71 .69

Purposeful .61 .65 .63

Directing .70 .69 .71

Empowering .82 .82 .82

Self-assured .61 .57 .60

Composed .73 .70 .67

Resolving .73 .77 .74

Positive .75 .72 .66

Change Oriented .75 .72 .71

Receptive .64 .60 .59

Attentive .78 .80 .79

Involving .74 .79 .75

Accepting .74 .79 .74

Reliable .78 .78 .78

Meticulous .83 .83 .81

Conforming .83 .80 .82

Organized .75 .75 .76

Principled .71 .69 .70

Activity Oriented .72 .76 .75

Dynamic .65 .63 .63

Enterprising .79 .79 .77

Striving .61 .63 .59

Mean .71 .71 .70

Median .72 .72 .71

Min .52 .46 .53

Max .84 .83 .82

Dimensions
UK US International 

(N=4,276) (N=597) (N=953)
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Table 21.6  Regional Differences - Professionals & Managers - Alpha

Analytical .55 .56 .52

Factual .56 .59 .55

Rational .71 .68 .71

Learning Oriented .71 .71 .70

Practically Minded .70 .64 .64

Insightful .51 .50 .50

Inventive .83 .80 .79

Abstract .75 .75 .71

Strategic .77 .72 .72

Interactive .74 .75 .75

Engaging .72 .76 .73

Self-promoting .75 .77 .75

Convincing .63 .63 .65

Articulate .69 .70 .68

Challenging .67 .73 .69

Purposeful .63 .63 .64

Directing .74 .71 .73

Empowering .83 .82 .82

Self-assured .61 .54 .58

Composed .72 .72 .68

Resolving .75 .76 .72

Positive .73 .71 .68

Change Oriented .74 .74 .73

Receptive .64 .62 .61

Attentive .78 .77 .77

Involving .74 .76 .74

Accepting .74 .74 .72

Reliable .78 .79 .79

Meticulous .82 .81 .79

Conforming .84 .81 .82

Organized .75 .75 .74

Principled .71 .68 .67

Activity Oriented .73 .76 .76

Dynamic .64 .65 .64

Enterprising .79 .81 .80

Striving .62 .59 .59

Mean .71 .71 .70

Median .73 .72 .71

Min .51 .50 .50

Max .84 .82 .82

Dimensions
UK US International 

(N=9,884) (N=1,849) (N=2,600)
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Table 21.7  Regional Differences - Mixed Occupational Group - Alpha

Analytical .55 .57 .53

Factual .56 .59 .54

Rational .71 .69 .71

Learning Oriented .71 .71 .70

Practically Minded .70 .64 .65

Insightful .52 .52 .53

Inventive .83 .81 .79

Abstract .74 .76 .70

Strategic .77 .72 .72

Interactive .74 .75 .75

Engaging .73 .77 .72

Self-promoting .75 .79 .76

Convincing .63 .64 .66

Articulate .69 .71 .69

Challenging .68 .74 .69

Purposeful .63 .63 .63

Directing .75 .73 .76

Empowering .84 .82 .83

Self-assured .62 .55 .60

Composed .71 .72 .68

Resolving .75 .76 .73

Positive .73 .72 .67

Change Oriented .74 .75 .72

Receptive .64 .62 .60

Attentive .78 .77 .76

Involving .74 .76 .73

Accepting .74 .73 .71

Reliable .79 .79 .79

Meticulous .82 .81 .79

Conforming .84 .82 .82

Organized .75 .75 .74

Principled .70 .70 .68

Activity Oriented .74 .77 .75

Dynamic .64 .65 .64

Enterprising .80 .82 .80

Striving .63 .61 .60

Mean .71 .71 .70

Median .74 .73 .71

Min .52 .52 .53

Max .84 .82 .83

Dimensions
UK US International 

(N=10,953) (N=2,143) (N=3,095)
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Table 21.8  Regional Differences - Graduates - Alpha

Analytical .56 .62 .54

Factual .56 .60 .51

Rational .71 .72 .74

Learning Oriented .67 .74 .70

Practically Minded .69 .63 .65

Insightful .53 .57 .52

Inventive .84 .82 .79

Abstract .74 .77 .70

Strategic .75 .73 .71

Interactive .75 .78 .75

Engaging .74 .78 .74

Self-promoting .75 .80 .78

Convincing .65 .63 .66

Articulate .70 .67 .70

Challenging .71 .75 .67

Purposeful .65 .64 .61

Directing .76 .75 .74

Empowering .83 .81 .82

Self-assured .62 .59 .62

Composed .71 .74 .68

Resolving .75 .76 .73

Positive .73 .73 .69

Change Oriented .74 .76 .71

Receptive .63 .62 .61

Attentive .79 .79 .77

Involving .75 .73 .73

Accepting .74 .72 .68

Reliable .79 .79 .80

Meticulous .82 .80 .79

Conforming .84 .84 .83

Organized .76 .78 .75

Principled .72 .71 .67

Activity Oriented .74 .76 .73

Dynamic .63 .65 .63

Enterprising .80 .83 .80

Striving .64 .60 .59

Mean .72 .72 .70

Median .74 .74 .71

Min .53 .57 .51

Max .84 .84 .83

Dimensions
UK US International 

(N=4,021) (N=685) (N=1,423)
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21.35 Fairness Summary

This chapter provides information on the fair application of Wave Professional Styles.  To
be applied fairly we give examples of appropriate and inappropriate uses of Wave in the
Applications chapter.  At the beginning of the chapter the key steps and features of Wave
are highlighted that contribute to it being applied as a performance driven tool which can
be used fairly for the selection and development of staff in the workplace.

The data presented on the differences between the means for different groups generally
show no, small or moderate differences between groups.  In each case, whether these
differences are attributable to differences in the population means of these groups or are
reflective of other variables is not readily discernable.  However, some interesting
observations can be drawn from the data.

The generally no appreciable or small differences of the size demonstrated here, do not
justify treating age, gender or ethnic subgroups differently, and we do not as a result
recommend using different separate norms for these age, gender or ethnic groups.  On the
contrary, they reinforce the case for using Wave Professional Styles fairly by using one
group and consistent method for a particular job across age, gender and ethnicity.  As a
result no such norms are available on Oasys for these separate groups.

One notable difference in Ethnicity that has some consistency in appearing in US and UK
minority groups is on Self-assured, where the minority groups are higher than the majority
white group in both cases.  This raises an interesting question as to whether, for example,
the work and wider environment tends to make ethnic minorities become more Self-
assured in the face of having to deal with more challenges.

The differences between age, gender and ethnicity are not such that we advise that they
should impact on profile interpretation.  On ethnicity in the UK, for example, the size and
direction of the general trends make it unlikely that the scales of Wave Professional Styles
will underestimate the performance and potential of the Black and Asian groups and
therefore will avoid disadvantaging these groups in the selection or development at work.
In fact the addition of Wave Professional Styles to a selection procedure is likely to increase
the fairness of the selection procedure and reduce adverse impact against minority groups.

We advise that the choice of norm group should be appropriate to the level of management
of the role being considered.  To reitierate discussion in the Norms chapter of this
handbook International Norms are available for occasions where it is less appropriate or not
possible to apply a comparison group from an individual country.  Saville Consulting do not
suggest that international norms are generally used in preference to national norms.
Where a group is international, users may want to reflect on the composition of these
norms (information provided in the Appendices) to decide on whether they are appropriate.
There is in fact a great deal of similarity between the scores based on International norms
and UK and US norms, the biggest impact is on the face validity of the norm.
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22.0 Lifestyles

22.1 Other Wave Styles Group Differences

This chapter provides additional background information about one major sample of people
who form part of the ongoing validation of the Wave Styles questionnaires.

Participants who completed the Wave Styles questionnaires in the recent Project Epsom
were also invited to complete a range of other questionnaires.  One of these
questionnaires, the Lifestyle Survey, asked participants about various aspects of their
lifestyle including their interests outside of work and their biographical details.  The
Lifestyle Survey formed an optional part of that research project.  Another questionnaire,
the Wave Performance 360 questionnaire, asked participants to indicate their level of
effectiveness in a number of behavioral, ability and global areas of work performance.
These areas of performance match to the scales in the Wave Styles questionnaires.

This chapter presents results associated with these questionnaires in three main sections:

1.   Group Differences in Wave Styles profiles, based on Lifestyle Survey grouping
variables

2.   Group Differences in Wave Styles profiles, based on Wave Performance 360
grouping variables

3.   Additional normative lifestyle information about the sample of people who
participated in Project Epsom

Because several hundred people who completed the Wave Styles questionnaires in Project
Epsom also completed the Lifestyle Survey, it is possible to compare different groups of
individuals who have completed the Lifestyle Survey along the major scales of the Wave
Professional Styles questionnaire.  This allows us to look at how a person’s preferred work
styles relate to their wider preferences and interests.

Group difference graphs are presented, showing mean sten score group comparisons
across the different Wave Styles scales.  The average of the sten scale is 5.5 so group
means tend to fluctuate close to this value.  

Group differences have been calculated in terms of standardized effect sizes of the means
(Cohen’s d), whereby a small difference equals an effect size of d=.20, a medium difference
equals an effect size of d=.50 and a large difference equals an effect size of d=.80 (Cohen,
1988).  With the sten scores compared here, a small to moderate effect size was classified
as a group difference of .40-1.00 Sten.  A moderate to large effect was seen with
differences of 1.00-1.59 stens and any difference in sten scores which equaled or
exceeded 1.60 was classified as a large group difference.

It should be stated that because of the inherent limitations of the accuracy of any method
of measurement, it is possible that the findings presented in this chapter are due to factors
associated with our particular sample.  The findings presented in this chapter do not fulfill
criteria to demonstrate any causal links between the Wave Styles scales and those lifestyle
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variables considered.  Cross-replication of these results in other samples should be sought
before making claims about work performance and lifestyle.  For example, whether these
findings would be replicated in a different cultural group remains to be seen.  Gender
differences have been investigated where feasible and where group differences which
arise may actually be due to gender differences, this is documented.  Saville Consulting are
continuing to investigative further the influence of a wide range of factors on performance
at work.

Group differences are presented here for readers, not to confirm differences between
people’s preferred work performance styles and lifestyle choices, but rather for the
purpose of general interest and in response to questions that Wave users sometimes ask.
Another reason for providing this evidence is to demystify some assumptions and
stereotypes people may associate with particular characteristics.

Introducing the Lifestyle Survey

Every participant who took part in Project Epsom received an email invitation to complete
the Lifestyle Survey.  This is an optional questionnaire with an average completion time of
15 minutes.  In total, 654 participants chose to complete the Lifestyle Survey.  The
Lifestyle Survey contained a range of questions about attitudes and practices regarding
health, leisure, work, social background and physical characteristics.

Because every question in the Lifestyle Survey was also optional, the number of responses
given to each question varied.  The highest response rate for a Lifestyle Survey question
was 652; the lowest response rate was 564 responses.  The number of responses for some
questions was also reduced at the analysis stage because many of the questions in the
survey were open-ended.  Where a respondent had given an unexpected response or it was
not clear what they had intended by their answer, this response was not counted in the
final total.

Every time a question from the Lifestyle Survey is discussed in this chapter, the reader is
made aware of how many responses this particular result is based on.
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22.2 Section 1.  Group Differences in Wave Styles
profiles, based on Lifestyle Survey grouping variables

HOURS SPENT WORKING PER WEEK

Hours Worked groups are created by converting raw scores into sten scores and splitting the group at 38 hours.  The
“Less Hours” group consists of participants who work 38 hours or less per week, and the “More Hours” group consists
of participants who work more than 38 hours per week.  (“Less Hours” N=146, “More Hours” N=199.  Total Group =
345).

Summary

•  For 19 out of 36 dimensions, the effect sizes of the group differences were found to be
small to moderate.  The More Hours group was higher on the Analytical, Rational,
Learning Oriented, Insightful, Abstract, Convincing, Challenging, Purposeful, Directing,
Composed, Change Oriented, Activity Oriented, Dynamic, Enterprising and Striving
scales.  The Less Hours group was higher on the Attentive, Accepting, Reliable and
Conforming scales

•  The high number of Wave scales associated with work hours suggests that it may be a
“higher-order” factor or “marker”, reflecting a number of other sub-factors and factor
associations.  It is possible that the differences seen here between people who work
more or fewer hours may relate to the two major subfactors of the Big Five measure of
“conscientiousness”.  People who work more hours seem to be demonstrating high
“achievement”, whereas people who work fewer hours seem to be demonstrating high
“dependability”.  Of course, further research would need to be undertaken in order to
seek support for this hypothesis
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SALARY

Salary groups are created by converting raw scores into sten scores and splitting the group at the median of £25,850.
The “Lower Salary” group consists of participants who earn £25,850 or less per year, and the “Higher Salary” group
consists of participants who earn more than this.  (“Lower Salary” N=174, “Higher Salary” N=215.  Total Group = 389).

Summary

•  For 8 out of 36 dimensions, the effect sizes of the group differences were found to be
small to moderate.  The Higher Salary group was higher on the Insightful, Articulate,
Purposeful, Directing, Composed and Dynamic scales.  The Lower Salary group was
higher on the Attentive and Conforming scales

•  It is possible that the differences on the Conforming and Composed dimensions reflect
gender differences, as women reported being more Conforming and less Composed than
men did
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BIRTH ORDER

Birth Order groups are created by converting raw scores into sten scores and splitting the group so that those who
were the first child born in a family are separated from those who were not the first born child.  Fifty-one individuals
who described themselves as an only child were removed from the analysis.  (“First Born Child” N=137, “Child Born
Later” N=185.  Total Group = 322).

Summary

•  For 4 out of 36 dimensions, the effect sizes of the group differences were found to be
small to moderate.  The First Born Child group was higher on the Composed and Activity
Oriented scales.  The Child Born Later group was higher on the Analytical and
Empowering scales

•  The authors do not expect the results to cross validate into other samples
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COMMITMENT TO PROFESSION

Commitment groups are created by converting raw scores into sten scores and splitting the group so that those who
agree that they are committed are separated from those who disagree that they are committed.  The “Lower
Commitment” group consists of participants who disagreed or strongly disagreed that they were committed to their
profession, plus those who were unsure about their level of commitment.  The “Higher Commitment” group consists of
participants who agreed or strongly agreed that they were committed to their profession.  (“Lower Commitment” N=81,
“Higher Commitment” N=253.  Total Group = 334).

Summary

•  For 13 out of 36 dimensions, the effect sizes of the group differences were found to be
small to moderate.  The Higher Commitment group was higher on the Practically Minded,
Insightful, Abstract, Strategic, Empowering, Self-assured, Positive, Change Oriented,
Receptive, Involving, Reliable, Meticulous and Striving scales
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AVERAGE HAPPINESS

Happiness groups are created by converting raw scores into sten scores and splitting the groups so that those who
reported that they are less happy were separated from those who reported that they are more happy.  The Less Happy
group consists of those who said that on average they are “slightly happy” at most.  The More Happy group consists
of individuals who are at least “generally happy”, on average.  The inequality of group sizes is due to the fact that there
was a large tendency to report that one was “generally happy”.  (“Less Happy” N=79, “More Happy” N=269.  Total Group
= 348).

Summary

•  For 10 out of 36 dimensions, the effect sizes of the group differences were found to be
small to moderate.  The More Happy group was higher on the Interactive, Articulate,
Composed, Involving, Accepting and Activity Oriented scales.  The Less Happy group was
higher on the Rational, Inventive, Abstract and Challenging scales

•  2 out of 36 dimensions showed medium to large effect sizes - Engaging and Positive –
with the More Happy group being higher on these dimensions

•  The group differences on the Composed and Challenging dimensions may reflect gender
differences, as men reported being more Composed and Challenging than women.  These
gender difference have relatively small effect sizes
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AMOUNT OF TELEVISION WATCHED PER WEEK

Amount of Television Watched groups are created by converting raw scores into sten scores and splitting the groups
at the mean response, 12.36 hours per week.  Individuals who watched TV for 12.36 hours or less per week formed
the “Less TV” group.  Those who watched TV for more than 12.36 hours per week formed the “More TV” group.  (“Less
TV” N=192, “More TV” N=197.  Total Group = 389).

Summary

•  For 7 out of 36 dimensions, the effect sizes of the group differences were found to be
small to moderate.  The More TV group was higher on the Practically Minded, Reliable
and Conforming scales.  The Less TV group was higher on the Inventive, Strategic,
Dynamic and Enterprising scales

•  It is possible that the group difference on the Conforming dimension is due to a gender
difference, as women reported being more Conforming than men did.  The size of this
gender effect is small
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TIME SPENT READING PER WEEK

Time Spent Reading per week groups are created by converting raw scores into sten scores and splitting the groups
at the mean response, 3.84 hours per week.  Individuals who read for 3.84 hours or less per week formed the “Less
Reading” group.  Those who read for more than 3.84 hours per week formed the “More Reading” group.  (“Less Reading”
N=207, “More Reading” N=142.  Total Group = 349).

Summary

•  For 10 out of 36 dimensions, the effect sizes of the group differences were found to be
small to moderate.  The More Reading group was higher on the Factual, Attentive,
Involving and Principled scales.  The Less Reading group was higher on the Rational,
Self-promoting, Directing, Self-assured, Enterprising and Striving scales

•  1 out of 36 dimensions showed a medium to large effect size - Learning Oriented – with
the More Reading group being higher on this dimension

•  The group difference on the Attentive dimension may actually be influenced by a gender
difference, as women reported being more Attentive than men did.  The size of this
gender effect is small

•  Contrastingly, the group difference on the Rational dimension may reflect a gender
difference as men reported being more Rational than women did.  The size of this gender
effect is moderate
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PORTIONS OF FRUIT AND VEGETABLES EATEN PER WEEK

Portions of Fruit and Vegetables Eaten per week groups are created by converting raw scores into sten scores and
splitting the groups at the mean response of 20.14 portions per week.  Individuals who eat 20 or fewer portions of
fruit and vegetables per week formed the “Less Fruit and Veg” group.  Those who eat more than 20 portions of fruit
and vegetables per week formed the “More Fruit and Veg” group.  (“Less Fruit and Veg” N=196, “More Fruit and Veg”
N=150.  Total Group = 346).

Summary

•  For 3 out of 36 dimensions, the effect sizes of the group differences were found to be
small to moderate.  The More Fruit and Veg group was higher on the Receptive scale and
the Less Fruit and Veg group was higher on the Interactive and Positive scales

•  Although the advantages of eating more fruit and vegetables are frequently reinforced,
this sample saw practically no personality group differences between people who eat
more fruit and vegetables and people who eat less fruit and vegetables.  Those that do
exist may be particular to this sample of individuals

•  It would be interesting to split the groups at 35 portions of fruit and vegetables per
week, a figure recommended by many experts, in order to see if there are any notable
group differences along the Wave scales.  Unfortunately, less than 10% of this sample
eats 35 or more portions of fruit and vegetables per week and the available group size
from this particular sample would not be sufficient for such comparisons
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22.3 Section 2.  Group Differences in Wave Styles
profiles, based on Wave Performance 360 grouping
variables

Comparisons are now presented based on groups split according to a selection of ability
and global performance scales from the Wave Performance 360 questionnaire.

WORKING WITH NUMBERS

Working with Numbers groups are created by converting raw scores into sten scores and splitting the groups. People
who said they were at most “Fairly Effective” at working with numbers were grouped “Poorer With Numbers” and were
separated from those who said they were at least “Very Effective” at working with numbers, who were grouped “Better
With Numbers”. (“Poorer With Numbers” N=256, “Better With Numbers” N=122. Total Group = 378).

Summary

•  For 8 out of 36 dimensions, the effect sizes of the group differences were found to be
small to moderate.  The Better With Numbers group was higher on the Insightful,
Inventive, Abstract, Purposeful and Composed scales.  The Poorer With Numbers group
was higher on the Interactive, Engaging and Attentive scales

•  1 out of 36 dimensions showed a medium to large effect size - Analytical – with the
Better With Numbers group being higher on this dimension

•  1 out of 36 dimensions showed a large effect size - Rational – with the Better With
Numbers group being higher on this dimension
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WORKING WITH DESIGNS

Working with Designs groups are created by converting raw scores into sten scores and splitting the groups.  People
who said they were at most “Unsure” of their effectiveness working with designs were grouped “Poorer With Designs”
and were separated from those who said they were at least “Fairly Effective” at working with designs, who were
grouped “Better With Designs”.  (“Poorer With Designs” N=188, “Better With Designs” N=190.  Total Group = 378).

Summary

•  For 15 out of 36 dimensions, the effect sizes of the group differences were found to be
small to moderate.  The Better With Designs group was higher on the Practically Minded,
Insightful, Inventive, Strategic, Challenging, Purposeful, Directing, Composed,
Enterprising and Striving scales.  The Poorer With Designs group was higher on the
Interactive, Engaging, Attentive, Involving and Accepting scales

•  3 out of 36 dimensions showed a medium to large effect size – Analytical, Rational and
Abstract – with the Better With Designs group being higher on these dimensions

•  In the case of the group differences for the Challenging, Purposeful and Enterprising
dimensions, these may reflect underlying gender differences.  On all three dimensions,
men reported being higher than women did, although these gender effects remained
small
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WORKING WITH EQUIPMENT

Working with Equipment groups are created by converting raw scores into sten scores and splitting the groups.  People
who said they were at most “Unsure” of their effectiveness working with equipment were grouped “Poorer With
Equipment” and were separated from those who said they were at least “Fairly Effective” at working with equipment,
who were grouped “Better With Equipment”.  (“Poorer With Equipment” N=172, “Better With Equipment” N=206.  Total
Group = 378).

Summary

•  For 11 out of 36 dimensions, the effect sizes of the group differences were found to be
small to moderate.  The Better With Equipment group was higher on the Analytical,
Practically Minded, Insightful, Inventive, Abstract, Purposeful and Composed scales.  The
Poorer With Equipment group was higher on the Interactive, Engaging, Involving and
Accepting scales

•  1 out of 36 dimensions showed a medium to large effect size – Attentive – with the
Poorer With Equipment group being higher on this dimension

•  1 out of 36 dimensions showed a large effect size – Rational – with the Better With
Equipment group being higher on this dimension

•  For the Purposeful dimension, this may reflect a gender difference, as men reported
being more Purposeful than women did.  This gender effect size is small nevertheless
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DEMONSTRATING POTENTIAL

Demonstrating Potential groups are created by converting raw scores into sten scores and splitting the groups so that
people who said they were at most “Fairly Effective” at demonstrating potential are separated from those who said
they were at least “Very Effective” at demonstrating potential.  (“Poorer At Demonstrating Potential ” N=216, “Better
At Demonstrating Potential” N=162.  Total Group = 378).

Summary

•  For 13 out of 36 dimensions, the effect sizes of the group differences were found to be
small to moderate.  The Better At Demonstrating Potential group was higher on the
Insightful, Inventive, Abstract, Self-promoting, Convincing, Articulate, Purposeful,
Empowering, Composed, Change Oriented, Receptive and Enterprising scales.  The
Poorer At Demonstrating Potential group was higher on the Conforming scale

•  5 out of 36 dimensions showed a medium to large effect size – Strategic, Directing, Self-
assured, Dynamic and Striving – with the Poorer at demonstrating potential

•  The group difference on the Conforming dimension may actually reflect a gender effect
as women reported being more Conforming than men did.  The gender effect size here
is small
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22.4 Section 3.  Additional normative lifestyle
information about the sample of people who
participated in Project Epsom

The remainder of this chapter refers to the specific sample of individuals who chose to
complete the Lifestyle Survey and does not compare the results to Wave scales.  This
means that sample sizes considered below are a good deal larger than those in the group
comparisons.  This section is included merely to provide additional normative information
about the sample of individuals involved in the Project Epsom research.

Gender

Of these respondents, 63% indicated that they were female and 37% were male 1.  Follow-
up research is being carried out to equalize the gender composition of this sample.  This
follow-up study will be published separately.

Height and Weight

When responses are split by gender, the average female in this sample stands 5’5” (165cm)
tall 2 and weighs 67kg (147lbs) 3.   The average man is 5’10” (178cm) tall and weighs 83kg
(182lbs) 4.

Leisure

Outside of work, in a typical week the average person spends just under six and a half
hours using the internet5, over twelve hours in front of the television 6 and nearly four
hours reading a book 7.

People shop for an average of two and a half hours per week and housework typically
takes up four and a half hours of a person’s week 8.

Just fewer than 20% of people gamble at least once a month 9.

Diet

Although 7% of the sample is vegetarian10, less than 1% of people are vegan 11.

On average, a person in this sample eats two takeaway meals per month, although 1% of
people eat 15 or more per month.  One-fifth of people reported that they never eat
takeaway food 12.

It seems that most people do not get the five portions of fruit and vegetables per day
which is recommended by many health experts.  People typically reported eating 20
portions of fruit and vegetables per week 13.

1 Based on 651 responses
2 Based on 403 responses
3 Based on 392 responses

4 Based on 235 responses
5 Based on 652 responses
6 Based on 651 responses

7 Based on 651 responses
8 Based on 650 responses
9 Based on 650 responses

10 Based on 649 responses
11 Based on 640 responses
12 Based on 646 responses
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People eat oily fish, on average, once a week 14 and 49% of people eat red meat more than
once a week 15.

In this sample, 69% of people drink tea at least once a day and 13% said that they drink
tea five times a day or more 16.

Health and Well-Being

The average person sleeps for 7 hours per night 17, but over one-fifth of people (21%) say
that they sleep poorly 18.

A smoking ban in covered or enclosed public places is supported by 83% of people 19.  A
similar percentage of people (82%) reports that they do not smoke.  Less than 1% of
people smoke 20 or more cigarettes per day 20.

The typical person claims to exercise for just under four hours every week, although nearly
14% of people do not do any form of exercise 21.  Nearly nine out of every ten people (89%)
agreed or strongly agreed that their health is generally good 22.

Most people agreed that they are happy at least 75% of the time.  Nearly a quarter of
people surveyed (23%) said that they are happy more than 90% of the time 23.  Only 11%
of the sample said that they were not generally happy 24.

At work

The mean annual salary of this sample is £32,000, but around 4% of people annually earn
£100,000 or more 25.  Only 40% of people said that they are satisfied with their pay 26 and
two-thirds of people (67%) believe that they should be paid more 27.

Careers in the arts (e.g.  culture, design, entertainment, etc.) were generally seen as the
most interesting area to work in and careers in operations (e.g.  production, security,
transport) were viewed as the least interesting area in which to work 28.

Over a quarter of people (29%) stated that they intended to leave their current
organization within the next two years 29, and less than half (48%) plan to stay with their
current organization for “a long time” 30.

On the other hand, 70% of people say that they are proud to work for their organization 31

and nearly three-quarters of people (72%) would recommend their organization to others
as a good place to work 32.

Over three-quarters of people (77%) said that they are committed to their profession 33 and
nearly a quarter of people (22%) would describe themselves as a workaholic 34.

In this sample, 16% of people said that they had been bullied at work 35 , and nearly one
quarter (24%) were not satisfied with the level of recognition that they currently receive
for achieving good results 36.

13 Based on 647 responses
14 Based on 647 responses
15 Based on 645 responses
16 Based on 646 responses 
17 Based on 651 responses
18 Based on 647 responses

19 Based on 644 responses
20 Based on 639 responses
21 Based on 652 responses
22 Based on 645 responses
23 Based on 635 responses
24 Based on 649 responses

25 Based on 564 responses
26 Based on 615 responses
27 Based on 614 responses
28 Based on 640 responses
29 Based on 610 responses
30 Based on 608 responses



1 Based on 100% sample response
2 Based on 100% sample response
3 Based on 97% sample response
4 Based on 100% sample response
5 Based on 100% sample response
6 Based on 100% sample response

7 Other backgrounds given included Armenia,
Argentina, Australia, Austria, Barbados,
Belgium , Bulgaria, Caribbean, Channel
Islands, China, Colombia, Cyprus, Denmark,
Egypt,  Finland, France, Germany, Greece,
Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran,

Italy, Japan, Kashmir, Korea, Kuwait,
Lebanon, Netherlands, Oman, Philippines,
Poland, Portugal, Saudi Arabia, Scotland,
South Africa, South America, Spain,
Sweden, Switzerland, Trinidad, USA,
Vietnam, Wales, West Africa.

Appendix A

Saville Consulting Wave Professional® Styles
The Development Sample Group Description

This sample consisted of 1,011 participants, employed in a range of job functions across
a wide range of sectors.  Of these, 60% worked in the following  sectors:  financial and
legal services, IT, human resources, consumer and retail services, leisure and hospitality,
arts and media, government and public services and health and community services.  The
remaining 40% worked in other industry sectors including transport and logistics,
manufacturing & production, environment and sciences, property development,
promotions, or described their industry sector as ‘other’.

The breakdown of the development sample is provided below (with response rates for
each biographical section given in the foot notes):

Gender1

57% of the sample were female and 43% were male.

Age2

The age of the group ranged from 17 to 75 years, with a mean age of 34 years.

Language3

87% of the group had English as a first language.

Education (highest qualification)4

25% had a post-graduate degree as their highest qualification, 41% of the group had a
degree, 25% had school level qualifications (including A Level, GCSE or equivalent), with
8% having ‘other’ qualifications with the remaining 1% of the group having no formal
qualifications.

Work Experience5

23% of the group had more than 20 years’ work experience, 21% had between 10 and 20
years, 13% between 6 and 9 years, 18% between 3 and 5 years, 11% 1 to 2 years, 5% 6-
12 months and 9% had less than 6 months experience. 

Cultural Background6

70% of the sample described themselves as white British and 16% as other white
backgrounds (including Irish, European, American, Canadian, New Zealander)7, with the
remaining 14% coming from a wide range of other backgrounds.
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1 Based on 100% sample response
2 Based on 94% sample response
3 Based on 90% sample response
4 Based on 88% sample response

5 Based on 86% sample response

Appendix B

Saville Consulting Wave Professional® Styles
The Standardization Sample

This sample consisted of 1153 participants, 96% of whom were currently employed in a
range of job functions across a wide range of sectors.  Of these, 75% worked in the
following  sectors: banking, financial services, oil/gas & utilities, hospitality, recruitment,
and insurance.  The remaining 25% worked in other industry sectors including consulting
services, manufacturing & production, healthcare, engineering, education & training and
HR.

The breakdown of the standardization sample is provided below (with response rates for
each biographical section given in the foot notes):

Gender1

53% of the sample were female and 47% were male.

Age2

The age of the group ranged from 17 to 65 years, with a mean age of 36 years.

Cultural Background3

83% of the sample described themselves as white British, 12% as other white
backgrounds (including Irish, European, American, Canadian, New Zealander and white
Caribbean) with the remaining 5% of the sample describing themselves as either Indian,
Pakistani, Chinese, Asian Other, Black Caribbean, Black African, or as mixed origin (e.g.
White and Black Caribbean). 

Language4

98% of the group described their understanding of written English either ‘as a first
language speaker’ or ‘fluently’.

Education (highest qualification)5

12% of the group had a postgraduate degree as their highest qualification, 25% of the
group had a degree, 15% had a professional qualification (e.g. Chartership), 35% had
school level qualifications (including A Level, GCSE or equivalent), 7% had an HNC, HND or
equivalent, with 4% having ‘other’ qualifications (e.g. NVQ) with the remaining 2% of the
group having no formal qualifications.
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6 Based on 86% sample response
7 Based on 94% sample response

Work Function6

The participants worked in a range of job functions and areas. 77% of the group worked
in the following functions/areas: HR, Customer Service, Accounts and Finance, Sales and
Administration.  The remaining 23% worked in a range of other functions/areas including
Engineering, IT, Marketing, Executive, Office Management, Production, R&D and Catering.

Work Experience7

36% of the group had more than 20 years’ work experience, 33% had between 10 and 20
years, 13% between 6 and 9 years, 11% between 3 and 5 years, 5% between 6 months
and 3 years and 1% had less than 6 months’ work experience.
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Appendix C

Saville Consulting Wave Professional® Styles
Epsom Sample Group Description

The matched sample used within this analysis consisted of 308 participants, 94% of
whom were currently employed in a range of job functions across a wide range of sectors.
69% were employed as permanent staff and worked full time, 13% worked as permanent
part-time staff, 6% worked as temporary staff, and 7% were self-employed.  The
remaining 6% were either retired, students, or currently unemployed.

The breakdown of the sample is provided below (with response rates for each biographical
section given in the foot notes):

Gender1

69% of the sample were female and 31% were male.

Age2

The age of the group ranged from 18 to 64 years, with a mean age of 36 years.

Cultural Background3

84% of the sample described themselves as white or white British, 11% as other white
backgrounds (including Irish, European, American, Canadian, New Zealander and white
Caribbean) with the remaining 5% of the sample describing themselves as either Indian,
Other Asian, Black Caribbean, Other Black, South African, Hispanic, or as mixed origin (e.g.
White and Asian).

Education (highest qualification)4

19% had a postgraduate degree (including a masters or a post graduate
certificate/diploma) as their highest qualification, 26% of the group had a first degree,
22% had a professional qualification, 25% had school level qualifications (e.g. GCSE, O
Level or equivalent), 6% obtained higher education qualifications (e.g. A Level, BTEC, HNC,
HND or equivalent) with the remaining 2% of the group having no formal qualifications.

Work Function5

The participants worked in a range of job functions and areas. 16% worked in the area of
health and education, 12% in HR, training/development, 10% in sales and marketing, 8%

1 Based on 75% sample response
2 Based on 66% sample response

3 Based on 78% sample response
4 Based on 75% sample response
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5 Based on 75% sample response
6 Based on 77% sample response

in finance and law, 7% in customer services (including public relations, call centers and
communications) 6% in IT and data processing, 6% in administrative roles, 6% in public
safety and welfare/social services and 4 % in engineering and construction.  The
remaining 25% worked in a range of other functions/areas including the
arts/entertainment, hospitality, leisure, research, insurance, etc.

Work Experience6

34% of the group had more than 20 years’ experience, 30% had between 10 and 20 years
work experience, 12% had between 6 and 9 years, 13% had between 3 and 5 years, 6%
had between 1 and 2 years, 2% had between 6 months and one year, and 2% had less
than 6 months’ experience.1% had stated that this was not applicable.
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Appendix D

Saville Consulting Wave Professional® Styles
UK Senior Managers & Executives Group Description

This sample consisted of 4,276 participants, employed in a range of job functions across
a wide range of sectors. Of these, 70% worked in the following  sectors: local government,
healthcare, financial services, telecommunications, education/training, consultancy,
construction, information technology and insurance. The remaining 30% worked in other
industry sectors including manufacturing and production, consumer and retail services,
arts and entertainment, property development, environment and sciences, leisure and
hospitality, social services, tourism and travel or described their industry sector as ‘other’.

The breakdown of the group is provided below (with response rates for each biographical
section given in the foot notes):

Gender1

34% of the sample were female and 66% were male.

Age2

The age of the group ranged from 20 to 81 years, with a mean age of 43 years.

Education (highest qualification)3

33% had a postgraduate degree as their highest qualification, 20% had a
first/undergraduate degree, 38% had a professional qualification, 7% had school level or
some college qualifications, with the remaining 2% of the group having ‘Other’ or no
formal qualifications.

Work Experience4

63% of the group had more than 20 years’ experience, 31% had between 10 and 20 years
work experience,5% had between 6 and 9 years and 1% had less than 5 years’ work
experience.

Cultural Background5

61% of the sample described themselves as white or white British, 30% as other white
backgrounds (including European, American, South African, Canadian, New Zealander and
white Caribbean) with the remaining 9% coming from a wide range of other backgrounds6.

© 2010 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.0.

1 Based on 98% sample response
2 Based on 81% sample response
3 Based on 97% sample response
4 Based on 97% sample response
5 Based on 88% sample response

6 Other backgrounds included India,
Africa, China, Pakistan, Korea,
Bangladesh, Iran, Oman, Malaysia,
Cyprus and Japan.
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1 Based on 98% sample response
2 Based on 82% sample response
3 Based on 96% sample response
4 Based on 98% sample response
5 Based on 88% sample response

6 Other backgrounds included Other
Caribbean, India, Africa, Pakistan, China,
Bangladesh, Korea, Malaysia, Cyprus,
Japan, Iran and Oman.

Appendix E

Saville Consulting Wave Professional® Styles
UK Professionals & Managers Group Description

This sample consisted of 9,884 participants, employed in a range of job functions across
a wide range of sectors. Of these, 80% worked in the following  sectors: local government,
telecommunications, healthcare, education/training, financial services, construction,
information technology, consultancy and manufacturing and production. The remaining
20% worked in other industry sectors including consumer and retail services, insurance,
tourism and travel, arts and entertainment, human resources, environment and sciences,
leisure and hospitality, property development and social services or described their
industry sector as ‘other’.

The breakdown of the group is provided below (with response rates for each biographical
section given in the foot notes):

Gender1

36% of the sample were female and 64% were male.

Age2

The age of the group ranged from 19 to 81 years, with a mean age of 41 years.

Education (highest qualification)3

30% had a postgraduate degree as their highest qualification, 24% had a
first/undergraduate degree, 35% had a professional qualification, 8% had school level or
some college qualifications, with the remaining 3% of the group having ‘Other’ or no
formal qualifications.

Work Experience4

53% of the group had more than 20 years’ experience, 34% had between 10 and 20 years’
work experience,  9% had between 6 and 9 years, 3% had between 3 and 5 years and the
remaining 1% had less than 3 years’ work experience.Cultural Background5

79% of the sample described themselves as white or white British, 8% as other white
backgrounds (including European, American, Canadian, Australian, New Zealander and
white Caribbean) with the remaining 13% coming from a wide range of other
backgrounds6.



1 Based on 98% sample response
2 Based on 98% sample response
3 Based on 96% sample response

4 Based on 97% sample response
5 Based on 87% sample response
6 Other backgrounds included India,

Other Caribbean, Africa, Pakistan, China,
Bangladesh, Malaysia, Korea, Iran, Oman,
Japan and Cyprus

Appendix F

Saville Consulting Wave Professional® Styles
UK Mixed Occupational Group Description

This sample consisted of 10,953 participants, employed in a range of job functions across
a wide range of  sectors. Of these, 80% worked in the following  sectors: local government,
telecommunications, healthcare, financial services, education/training, construction,
information technology, consultancy and manufacturing and production. The remaining
20% worked in other industry sectors including community/social services, consumer and
retail services, insurance, tourism and travel, human resources, environment and sciences,
arts and entertainment and property development or described their industry sector as
‘other’.

The breakdown of the group is provided below (with response rates for each biographical
section given in the foot notes):

Gender1

38% of the sample were female and 62% were male.

Age2

The age of the group ranged from 16 to 81 years, with a mean age of 40 years.

Education (highest qualification)3

29% had a postgraduate degree as their highest qualification, 25% had a
first/undergraduate degree, 34% had a professional qualification, 9% had school level or
some college qualifications, with 2% having ‘Other qualifications and the remaining 1% of
the group having no formal qualifications.

Work Experience4

50% of the group had more than 20 years’ experience, 33% had between 10 and 20 years’
work experience, 10% had between 6 and 9 years, 5% had between 3 and 5 years and 2%
had less than 3 years’ work experience.

Cultural Background5

77% of the sample described themselves as white or white British, 8% as other white
backgrounds (including European, American, Canadian, Australian, New Zealander and
white Caribbean) with the remaining 15% coming from a wide range of other
backgrounds6.
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Appendix G

Saville Consulting Wave Professional® Styles
UK Graduates Group Description

This sample consisted of 4,021 participants, employed in a range of job functions across
a wide range of  sectors. Of these, 60% worked in the following  sectors:
telecommunications, local government, healthcare, consumer and retail services,
information technology, education and training, financial and legal services, community
and social services, manufacturing and production, consulting and arts and entertainment.
The remaining 40% worked in other industry sectors including engineering, insurance,
human resources, customer service, tourism and travel  and environment and sciences, or
described their industry sector as ‘other’.

The breakdown of the group is provided below (with response rates for each biographical
section given in the foot notes):

Gender1

44% of the sample were female and 56% were male.

Age2

The age of the group ranged from 19 to 62 years, with a mean age of 33 years.

Education (highest qualification)3

48% had a postgraduate degree as their highest qualification, while 52% had a
first/undergraduate degree.

Work Experience4

58% of the group had between 10 and 20 years’ work experience, 21% had between 6
and 9 years, 13% had between 3 and 5 years, 5% had between 1 and 2 years, 1% had
between 6 months and one year, and 2% had less than 6 months’ experience.

Cultural Background5

56% of the sample described themselves as white or white British, 9% as other white
backgrounds (including European, American, Canadian, Australian, New Zealander, white
Chinese and white Caribbean) with the remaining 35% coming from a wide range of other
backgrounds6.
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1 Based on 99% sample response
2 Based on 78% sample response
3 Based on 100% sample response
4 Based on 100% sample response
5 Based on 100% sample response

6 Other backgrounds included India,
Africa, China, Other Caribbean, Pakistan,
Bangladesh, Oman, Korea, Japan and
Iran.



1 Based on 99% sample response
2 Based on 84% sample response
3 Based on 67% sample response

4 Based on 99% sample response
5 Based on 52% sample response

6 Other backgrounds included
Black/African American, Asian/Pacific
Islander, African-Caribbean and Chinese.
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Appendix H

Saville Consulting Wave Professional® Styles
US Senior Managers & Executives Group Description

This sample consisted of 597 participants, employed in a range of job functions across a
wide range of sectors. Of these, 60% worked in the following  sectors: financial and legal
services, consulting, leisure and hospitality, constructing, operations, human resources,
information technology, marketing and administration. The remaining 40% worked in
other industry sectors including arts and media, security, healthcare, transport and
logistics, manufacturing & production, environment and sciences, or described their
industry sector as ‘other’.

The breakdown of the group is provided below (with response rates for each biographical
section given in the foot notes):

Gender1

31% of the sample were female and 69% were male.

Age2

The age of the group ranged from 23 to 78 years, with a mean age of 46 years.

Education (highest qualification)3

63% had a postgraduate degree as their highest qualification, 27% had a
first/undergraduate degree, 6% had a professional qualification, 3% had school level or
some college qualifications, with the remaining 1% of the group having ‘Other’
qualifications.

Work Experience4

65% of the group had more than 20 years’ experience, 32% had between 10 and 20 years’
work experience and the remaining 3% had less than 10 years’ work experience.

Cultural Background5

85% of the sample described themselves as white/Caucasian (including European,
Australian and white Caribbean), 9% as Hispanic with the remaining 6% of the sample
coming from a range of other backgrounds6.
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1 Based on 99% sample response
2 Based on 81% sample response
3 Based on 67% sample response
4 Based on 99% sample response
5 Based on 48% sample response

6 Other backgrounds included
Asian/Pacific Islander, Indian, African-
Caribbean, Chinese, Native American,
Afghan and Korean.

Appendix I

Saville Consulting Wave Professional® Styles
US Professionals & Managers Group Description

This sample consisted of 1,849 participants, employed in a range of job functions across
a wide range of sectors. Of these, 60% worked in the following  sectors: financial and legal
services, human resources, consulting, leisure and hospitality, operation, marketing and
information technology. The remaining 40% worked in other industry sectors including
administration, engineering, customer services, education and training, construction, arts
and media, healthcare, transport and logistics, manufacturing and production and
environment and sciences, or described their industry sector as ‘other’.

The breakdown of the group is provided below (with response rates for each biographical
section given in the foot notes):

Gender1

39% of the sample were female and 61% were male.

Age2

The age of the group ranged from 21 to 78 years, with a mean age of 44 years.

Education (highest qualification)3 

58% had a postgraduate degree as their highest qualification, 32% had a
first/undergraduate degree, 7% had a professional qualification, 2% had school level or
some college qualifications, with the remaining 1% of the group having ‘Other’
qualifications.

Work Experience4

54% of the group had more than 20 years’ experience, 35% had between 10 and 20 years’
work experience, 9% had between 6 and 9 years and 2% had less than 6 years’ work
experience.

Cultural Background5

83% of the sample described themselves as white/Caucasian (including European,
American, Australian and white Caribbean), 9% as Hispanic, 3% as Black/African American
with the remaining 5% of the sample coming from a range of other backgrounds6.



Appendix J

Saville Consulting Wave Professional® Styles
US Mixed Occupational Group Description

This sample consisted of 2,143 participants, employed in a range of job functions across a
wide range of sectors. Of these, 60% worked in the following  sectors: sales, financial
services, operations, human resources, consulting, leisure and hospitality, administration,
marketing and engineering. The remaining 40% worked in other industry sectors including
information technology, education and training, legal services, construction, arts and media,
healthcare, transport and logistics, manufacturing and production, or described their
industry sector as ‘other’.

The breakdown of the group is provided below (with response rates for each biographical
section given in the foot notes):

Gender1

42% of the sample were female and 58% were male.

Age2

The age of the group ranged from 20 to 78 years, with a mean age of 43 years.

Education (highest qualification)3

55% had a postgraduate degree as their highest qualification, 34% had a
first/undergraduate degree, 8% had a professional qualification, 2% had school level or
some college qualifications, with the remaining 1% of the group having ‘Other’
qualifications.

Work Experience4

52% of the group had more than 20 years’ experience, 35% had between 10 and 20 years’
work experience,  9% had between 6 and 9 years, 3% had between 3 and 5 years with the
remaining 1% having had less than 3 years’ work experience.

Cultural Background5

84% of the sample described themselves as white/Caucasian (including European,
American, Australian and white Caribbean), 9% as Hispanic, 3% as Black/African American,
2% as Asian/Pacific Islander, with the remaining 2% of the sample coming from a range of
other backgrounds6.

1 Based on 98% sample response
2 Based on 81% sample response
3 Based on 70% sample response

4 Based on 99% sample response
5 Based on 49% sample response

6 Other backgrounds included Indian,
African-Caribbean, Chinese, Native
America, Afghan and Korean.
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1 Based on 99% sample response
2 Based on 83% sample response
3 Based on 100% sample response

4 Based on 100% sample response
5 Based on 76% sample response

6 Other backgrounds included Caribbean,
Indian, Chinese, Native American and
Korean.

Appendix K

Saville Consulting Wave Professional® Styles
US Graduates Group Description

This sample consisted of 685 participants, employed in a range of job functions across a
wide range of sectors. Of these, 60% worked in the following  sectors: sales, consulting,
financial services, education and training, operations, human resources, marketing,
administration and customer service. The remaining 40% worked in other industry sectors
including leisure and hospitality, arts and media, engineering, information technology,
healthcare, tourism and travel, manufacturing and production, environment and sciences,
or described their industry sector as ‘other’.

The breakdown of the group is provided below (with response rates for each biographical
section given in the foot notes):

Gender1

43% of the sample were female and 57% were male.

Age2

The age of the group ranged from 22 to 57 years, with a mean age of 36 years.

Education (highest qualification)3

57% had a postgraduate degree as their highest qualification, 43% had a
first/undergraduate degree.

Work Experience4

70% of the group had between 10 and 20 years’ work experience, 20% had between 6
and 9 years’, 6% had between 3 and 5 years’, 1% had between 1 and 2 years’, with the
remaining 3% having had less than 12 months’ work experience.

Cultural Background5

80% of the sample described themselves as white/Caucasian (European and American),
12% as Hispanic, 3% as Black/African American, 2% as Asian/Pacific Islander, with the
remaining 3% of the sample coming from a range of other backgrounds6.
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1 Based on 99% sample response
2 Based on 83% sample response

3 Based on 86% sample response
4 Based on 98% sample response

5 Based on 61% sample response

Appendix L

Saville Consulting Wave Professional® Styles
International Senior Managers & Executives Group Description

This sample consisted of 953 participants, employed in a range of job functions across a
wide range of sectors. Of these, 60% worked in the following  sectors: financial and legal
services, insurance, healthcare, government and public services and consulting. The
remaining 40% worked in other industry sectors including information technology,
construction, manufacturing & production, consumer products, retail, education and
training and electronics, or described their industry sector as ‘other’.

The breakdown of the group is provided below (with response rates for each biographical
section given in the foot notes):

Gender1

34% of the sample were female and 66% were male.

Age2

The age of the group ranged from 21 to 69 years, with a mean age of 43 years.

Education (highest qualification)3

41% had a postgraduate degree as their highest qualification, 22% had a
first/undergraduate degree, 28% had a professional qualification, 7% had school level or
some college qualifications, with the remaining 2% of the group having ‘Other’ or no
formal qualifications.

Work Experience 4

50% of the group had more than 20 years’ experience, 42% had between 10 and 20 years’
work experience, 7% had between 6 and 9 years, with the remaining 1% having had less
than 6 years’ work experience.

Cultural Background5

80% of the sample described themselves as white/Caucasian (including European, Asian,
American, Australian and white Caribbean), 6% as Black, 6% as Hispanic, with the
remaining 8% of the sample coming from a range of other backgrounds6.
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6 Other backgrounds included Indian, Caribbean, Pakistani, and Chinese.
7 Based on 100% sample response

Country of Completion7

20% of respondents completed Professional Styles in the UK, 20% in the US, 20% in South
Africa, 17% in Mexico, 13% in Australia, 3% in Canada, 3% in France, with the remaining
4% having completed the questionnaire in various other countries (namely Bulgaria,
Denmark, Germany, Spain, Italy, Netherlands and Brazil).
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1 Based on 99% sample response
2 Based on 79% sample response
3 Based on 85% sample response

4 Based on 99% sample response

Appendix M

Saville Consulting Wave Professional® Styles
International Professionals & Managers Group Description

This sample consisted of 2,600 participants, employed in a range of job functions across
a wide range of sectors. Of these, 70% worked in the following  sectors: financial and legal
services, insurance, telecommunications, consulting, healthcare, government and public
services and engineering. The remaining 30% worked in other industry sectors including
information technology, manufacturing and production, education and training, consulting,
oil/gas/utilities, consumer products, retail and tourism and travel, or described their
industry sector as ‘other’.

The breakdown of the group is provided below (with response rates for each biographical
section given in the foot notes):

Gender1

40% of the sample were female and 60% were male.

Age2

The age of the group ranged from 21 to 69 years, with a mean age of 40 years.

Education (highest qualification)3

37% had a postgraduate degree as their highest qualification, 25% had a
first/undergraduate degree, 28% had a professional qualification, 8% had school level or
some college qualifications, with 2% of the group having ‘Other’ or no formal
qualifications.

Work Experience4

40% of the group had more than 20 years’ experience, 42% had between 10 and 20 years’
work experience, 11% had between 6 and 9 years, 5% had between 3 and 5 years, with
the remaining 2% having had less than 3 years’ work experience.

Cultural Background5

73% of the sample described themselves as white/Caucasian (including European, Asian,
American, Australian and white Caribbean), 9% as Black, 8% as Hispanic, 3% as Indian, with
the remaining 7% of the sample coming from a range of other backgrounds6.
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5 Based on 62% sample response
6 Other backgrounds included Asian/Pacific Islander, Native American, Chinese, Pakistani, Other Caribbean, Japanese and Afghan.
7 Based on 100% sample response

Country of Completion7

20% of respondents completed Professional Styles in the UK, 20% in the US, 20% in South
Africa, 19% in Mexico, 8% in Australia, 3% in Bulgaria, 3% in Denmark, 2% in France, 2% in
Spain, with the remaining 3% having completed the questionnaire in various other
countries (namely Germany, Canada, Italy, Netherlands, Brazil and Sweden).
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Appendix N

Saville Consulting Wave Professional® Styles
International Mixed Occupational Group Description

This sample consisted of 3,095 participants, employed in a range of job functions across
a wide range of sectors. Of these, 70% worked in the following  sectors: insurance,
financial and legal services, healthcare, telecommunications, government and public
services, consulting, information technology, education/training and engineering. The
remaining 30% worked in other industry sectors including manufacturing and production,
oil/gas/utilities, construction, administration, community and social services, consumer
products, retail, customer services, sales, tourism and travel, human resources and
electronics, or described their industry sector as ‘other’.

The breakdown of the group is provided below (with response rates for each biographical
section given in the foot notes):

Gender1

43% of the sample were female and 57% were male.

Age2

The age of the group ranged from 19 to 69 years, with a mean age of 39 years.

Education (highest qualification)3

33% had a postgraduate degree as their highest qualification, 27% had a
first/undergraduate degree, 25% had a professional qualification, 12% had school level or
some college qualifications, with 3% of the group having ‘Other’ or no formal
qualifications.

Work Experience4

37% of the group had more than 20 years’ experience, 38% had between 10 and 20 years’
work experience,12% had between 6 and 9 years, 7% had between 3 and 5 years, 3% had
between 1 and 2 years’, with the remaining 3% having had less than 12 months’ work
experience.

Cultural Background5

68% of the sample described themselves as white/Caucasian (including European, Asian,
American, Australian, New Zealand and white Caribbean), 14% as Black, 7% as Hispanic,
4% as Indian, with the remaining 7% of the sample coming from a range of other
backgrounds6.

1 Based on 99% sample response
2 Based on 78% sample response

3 Based on 86% sample response
4 Based on 98% sample response
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5 Based on 63% sample response
6 Other backgrounds included Asian/Pacific Islander, Caribbean, Chinese, Native American, Pakistani, Afghan and  Japanese.
7 Based on 100% sample response

Country of Completion7

20% of respondents completed Professional Styles in the UK, 20% in the US, 22% in South
Africa, 16% in Mexico, 8% in Australia, 4% in Denmark, 3% in Bulgaria, 2% in Spain, 2% in
France, with the remaining 3% having completed the questionnaire in various other
countries (namely Germany, Canada, Italy, Netherlands, Brazil and Sweden).
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1 Based on 99% sample response
2 Based on 80% sample response

3 Based on 100% sample response
4 Based on 100% sample response

Appendix O

Saville Consulting Wave Professional® Styles
International Graduates Group Description

This sample consisted of 1,423 participants, employed in a range of job functions across
a wide range of sectors. Of these, 60% worked in the following  sectors: financial and legal
services, insurance, consulting, and telecommunications. The remaining 40% worked in
other industry sectors including education/training, healthcare, government and public
services, manufacturing and production, retail, information technology, consumer
products, agriculture, construction, oil/gas/utilities and community and social services, or
described their industry sector as ‘other’.

The breakdown of the group is provided below (with response rates for each biographical
section given in the foot notes):

Gender1

49% of the sample were female and 51% were male.

Age2

The age of the group ranged from 19 to 59 years, with a mean age of 33 years.

Education (highest qualification)3

51% had a postgraduate degree as their highest qualification, 49% had a
first/undergraduate degree.

Work Experience4

53% of the group had between 10 and 20 years’ work experience, 18% had between 6
and 9 years, 14% had between 3 and 5 years, 7% had between 1 and 2 years, 4% had
between 6 and 12 months, with the remaining 4% having had less than 6 months’ work
experience.

Cultural Background5

59% of the sample described themselves as white/Caucasian (including European,
American, Australian and white Caribbean), 21% as Black, 8% as Hispanic, 6% as Indian,
with the remaining 6% of the sample coming from a range of other backgrounds6.
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5 Based on 72% sample response
6 Other backgrounds included Chinese, Asian/Pacific Islander, Native American, Pakistani, Bangladeshi, Korean, Caribbean and
Arab/Middle Eastern.

7 Based on 100% sample response
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Country of Completion7

18% of respondents completed Professional Styles in the UK, 17% in the US, 26% in South
Africa, 16% in Mexico, 7% in Australia, 5% in Germany, 3% in Spain, 2% in France, 2% in
Denmark, 2% in Bulgaria, with the remaining 2% having completed the questionnaire in
various other countries (namely Canada, Italy, Netherlands and Brazil).
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1 Based on 99% sample response
2 Based on 75% sample response
3 Based on 96% sample response
4 Based on 55% sample response

Appendix P

Saville Consulting Wave Professional® Styles
Australian Professionals & Managers Group Description

This sample consisted of 474 participants, employed in a range of job functions across a
wide range of sectors. Of these, 70% worked in the following  sectors: financial and legal
services, insurance and oil/gas/utilities. The remaining 30% worked in other industry
sectors including information technology, healthcare, manufacturing and production,
consultancy, local government, property development, community/social services,
aerospace/aviation, education/training, and leisure and hospitality or described their
industry sector as ‘other’.

The breakdown of the group is provided below (with response rates for each biographical
section given in the foot notes):

Gender1

55% of the sample were female and 45% were male.

Age2

The age of the group ranged from 21 to 61 years, with a mean age of 39 years.

Education (highest qualification)3

30% had a postgraduate degree as their highest qualification, 38% had a
first/undergraduate degree, 25% had a professional qualification, 5% had school level or
some college qualifications, with the remaining 2% of the group having ‘Other’ or no
formal qualifications.

Work Experience4

40% of the group had more than 20 years’ experience, 38% had between 10 and 20 years’
work experience, 9% had between 6 and 9 years, 7% between 3 and 5 years, 3% between
1 and 2 years, with the remaining 3% having had less than 5 years’ work experience.
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1 Based on 97% sample response
2 Based on 81% sample response
3 Based on 96% sample response
4 Based on 95% sample response

5 Based on 86% sample response
6 Other backgrounds included Arabic,
Other Caribbean, Hispanic, Pacific
Islander and mixed race.

Appendix Q

Saville Consulting Wave Professional® Styles
UK Individual Contributors Group Description

This sample consisted of 3,190 participants, employed in a range of job functions across
a wide range of sectors. Of these, 65% worked in the following sectors: human resources,
finance, sales, consulting, administration, engineering, information technology, health,
education and construction. The remaining 35% worked in other industry sectors including
operations, marketing, customer service, law, production, science/research, call centre,
design, hospitality, media, distribution, public safety, transport, public relations, security,
travel, welfare or described their industry sector as ‘other’.

The breakdown of the group is provided below (with response rates for each biographical
section given in the foot notes):

Gender1

47% of the sample was female and 53% were male.

Age2

The age of the group ranged from 18 to 70 years, with a mean age of 34 years.

Education (highest qualification)3

26% had a postgraduate degree as their highest qualification, 29% had a
first/undergraduate degree, 21% had a professional qualification, 20% had school level or
some college qualifications, with the remaining 4% of the group having ‘Other’ or no
formal qualifications. 

Work Experience4

27% of the group had more than 20 years experience, 32% had between 10 and 20 years
work experience, 19% had between 6 and 9 years, 14% had between 3 and 5 years, 5%
had between 1 and 2 years and the remaining 3% had less than 1 year work experience.

Cultural Background5

61% of the sample described themselves as White or White British, 18% as other white
backgrounds (including European, American, Canadian, Australian, New Zealander and
South African), 8% as Asian (including Indian, Chinese, Bangladeshi, Japanese, Malaysian
and Korean), 6% as Black (including African, Caribbean, American and Asian) with the
remaining 7% coming from a range of other backgrounds6
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1 Based on 97% sample response
2 Based on 77% sample response
3 Based on 84% sample response
4 Based on 98% sample response

5 Based on 72% sample response
6 Other backgrounds included Indian,
Pacific Islander, Other Asian, Lebanese
or mixed race.

Appendix R

Saville Consulting Wave Professional® Styles
US Individual Contributors Group Description

TThis sample consisted of 323 participants, employed in a range of job functions across a
wide range of sectors. Of these, 80% worked in the following sectors: consulting, human
resources, sales, education, engineering, information technology, finance, administration,
marketing and purchasing. The remaining 20% worked in other industry sectors including
health, operations, law, customer service, travel, call centre, production and research or
described their industry sector as ‘other’.

The breakdown of the group is provided below (with response rates for each biographical
section given in the foot notes):

Gender1

55% of the sample was female and 45% were male.

Age2

The age of the group ranged from 18 to 68 years, with a mean age of 38 years.

Education (highest qualification)3

37% had a postgraduate degree as their highest qualification, 45% had a
first/undergraduate degree, 14% had school level or some college qualification, 3% had a
professional qualification with the remaining 1% of the group having ‘Other’ or no formal
qualifications. 

Work Experience4

31% of the group had more than 20 years experience, 36% had between 10 and 20 years
work experience, 16% had between 6 and 9 years, 13% had between 3 and 5 years and
the remaining 4% had less than 3 years work experience

Cultural Background5

81% of the sample described themselves as White/Caucasian (including American and
European), 6% as Hispanic, 6% as Black (including American, African and Caribbean) with
the remaining 7% coming from a range of other backgrounds6.
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1 Based on 92% sample response
2 Based on 65% sample response
3 Based on 93% sample response
4 Based on 94% sample response

5 Based on 63% sample response
6 Other backgrounds included Arabic,
Other Caribbean, Pacific Islander or
mixed race

Appendix S

Saville Consulting Wave Professional® Styles
International Individual Contributors Group Description

This sample consisted of 2,202 participants, employed in a range of job functions across
a wide range of sectors. Of these, 70% worked in the following sectors: human resources,
finance, administration, sales, consulting, information technology, customer service,
engineering, law, marketing, education, health and production. The remaining 30% worked
in other industry sectors including operations, construction, data processing, purchasing,
research, travel, media, hospitality, distribution and call centre or described their industry
sector as ‘other’.

The breakdown of the group is provided below (with response rates for each biographical
section given in the foot notes):

Gender1

57% of the sample was female and 43% were male.

Age2

The age of the group ranged from 18 to 70 years, with a mean age of 34 years.

Education (highest qualification)3

28% had a postgraduate degree as their highest qualification, 31% had a
first/undergraduate degree, 19% had school level or some college qualification, 10% had
a professional qualification with the remaining 2% of the group having ‘Other’ or no formal
qualifications. 

Work Experience4

20% of the group had more than 20 years experience, 30% had between 10 and 20 years
work experience, 19% had between 6 and 9 years, 18% had between 3 and 5 years, 8%
had between 1 and 2 years and the remaining 5% had less than 1 year work experience.

Cultural Background5

43% of the sample described themselves as White/Caucasian or White British, 21% as
other white backgrounds (including European, Australian, American, Canadian, New
Zealander and South African), 18% as Black (including African, Caribbean and American),
6% as Asian (including Indian, Chinese, Japanese and Malaysian), 5% as Hispanic with the
remaining 7% coming from a range of other backgrounds66.
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1 Based on 100% sample response
2 Based on 57% sample response
3 Based on 68% sample response
4 Based on 67% sample response

5 Based on 68% sample response
6 Other backgrounds included India,
Africa, Caribbean and Mauritian.

Appendix T

Saville Consulting Wave Professional® Styles
Test-Retest Group Description

This sample consisted of 100 participants, employed in a range of job functions across a
wide range of sectors. Of these, at least 51% worked in the following  sectors: Consulting,
Finance, Information Technology, Education, Welfare, Media, Customer Services and
Administration. The remaining worked in other industry sectors including Sales,
Engineering and Data Research or described their industry sector as ‘other’.

The breakdown of the group is provided below (with response rates for each biographical
section given in the foot notes):

Gender1

65% of the sample were female and 35% were male.

Age2

The age of the group raged from 21 to 80 years, with a mean age of 36 years.

Education (highest qualification)3

18% had a postgraduate degree as their highest qualification, 38% had a
first/undergraduate degree, 21% had a professional qualification, 22% had school level or
some college qualifications, with the remaining 1% of the group having ‘Other’ or no
formal qualifications.

Work Experience4

28% of the group had more than 20 years’ experience, 25% had between 10 and 20 years
work experience, 13% had between 6 and 9 years and 33% had less than 5 years’ work
experience.

Cultural Background5

28% of the group had more than 20 years’ experience, 25% had between 10 and 20 years
work experience, 13% had between 6 and 9 years and 33% had less than 5 years’ work
experience.
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1 Based on 99% sample response
2 Based on 40% sample response
3 Based on 99% sample response
4 Based on 77% sample response

5 Based on 88% sample response
6 Based on 97% sample response
7 Based on 73% sample response

8 Other backgrounds included African,
Bangladeshi, Caribbean, Chinese, Indian,
Pakistani and of mixed origin.

Appendix U

Saville Consulting Wave Professional® Styles
International Sales Group Description

This sample consisted of 311 participants, employed in a range of non-managerial job
functions1. Around 74% of participants worked in sales, marketing and business
development. The remaining 27% worked in functions1 including call centre, retail,
customer service, purchasing, insurance broking and finance. Participants in this sample
were employed across a wide range of industry sectors2. Approximately 37% of
participants worked in telecommunications, sales and insurance, and 31% worked in
healthcare, banking, financial services, and construction. The remaining 32% of the sample
were employed in other industry sectors2 including advertising, manufacturing, local
government, tourism, electronics, information technology, legal, aerospace, education or
described their industry sector2 as ‘other’.

The breakdown of the group is provided below (with response rates for each biographical
section given in the foot notes):

Gender1

56% of the sample was female and 44% were male.

Age2

The age of the group ranged from 21 to 63 years, with a mean age of 33 years.

Education (highest qualification)3

Approximately 15% had a postgraduate degree as their highest qualification, 40% had a
first/undergraduate degree, 8% had a professional qualification, 31% had school level or
some college qualifications, 6% had ‘Other’ qualifications and less than 1% of the group
had no formal qualifications.

Work Experience4

Approximately 22% of the group had more than 20 years of work experience, 33% had
between 10 and 20 years, 21% had between 6 and 9 years, 16% had between 3 and 5
years and 8% had less than 3 years. 

Cultural Background5

62% of the sample described themselves as white or white British, 6% as other white
backgrounds (including European, North American, Australian and South African) with the
remaining 32% coming from a wide range of other backgrounds8.
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Matrices

Matrix 1: Intercorrelations of Wave Professional Styles Dimensions

Matrix 2: Wave PS 36 level against OPQ32i

Matrix 3: Wave PS 36 level against NEO-PI-R

Matrix 4: Wave PS 36 level against 16PF5

Matrix 5: Wave PS 36 level against Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI)

Matrix 6: Wave PS 36 level against Hogan Development Survey (HDS)

Matrix 7: Wave PS level against FIRO B

Matrix 8: Wave PS level against Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI)

Matrix 9: Intercorrelation of Wave Professional Styles
Dimensions Invited Access (IA)



© 2012 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.0.

Matrix 1: Intercorrelations of Wave Professional Styles 

Correlations between dimensions of the same cluster are shaded in their cluster colour

N= 1,153  Reference Appendix B
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  Analytical .39 .50 .38 .06 .36 .30 .48 .21 -.15 -.28 -.07 .27 .04 .27 .17

Factual .39 .18 .27 -.05 .14 -.04 .36 .00 -.22 -.13 -.10 -.02 -.05 .09 -.14

Rational .48 .25 .26 .23 .16 .09 .33 -.02 -.21 -.25 -.13 .01 -.13 .07 .01

Learning Oriented .37 .28 .30 .01 .27 .31 .51 .23 .-.07 -.12 -.03 .03 .12 .14 .09

Practically Minded .07 -.01 .24 -.05 .01 -.08 -.06 -.09 -.08 .02 -.09 -.02 -.13 -.07 .02

Insightful .41 .18 .15 .20 .05 .41 .28 .44 -.11 -.16 .04 .26 .02 .19 .39

Inventive .31 -.04 .07 .22 -.10 .41 .44 .49 .14 -.05 .14 .31 .12 .28 .29

Abstract .53 .29 .33 .49 -.02 .37 .52 .38 -.15 -.26 -.05 .06 .02 .18 -.02

Strategic .25 .01 -.02 .19 -.19 .47 .56 .52 .08 -.03 .16 .35 .27 .20 .32

Interactive -.10 -.22 -.21 -.09 -.10 -.13 .15 -.10 .05 .58 .43 .27 .38 .15 .11

Engaging -.24 -.14 -.25 -.12 -.02 -.18 -.06 -.26 -.07 .60 .29 .09 .37 -.06 .01

Self-promoting -.07 -.08 -.14 -.04 -.12 -.06 .14 -.02 .11 .41 .30 .26 .24 .22 .15

Convincing .25 -.04 -.02 -.01 -.06 .22 .31 .13 .31 .31 .11 .29 .31 .55 .45

Articulate .07 .01 -.10 .10 -.12 .03 .14 .06 .23 .39 .40 .28 .31 .20 .19

Challenging .30 .07 .05 .11 -.06 .16 .24 .20 .19 .14 -.02 .21 .56 .20 .28

Purposeful .19 -.15 -.01 .04 -.03 .39 .32 .07 .33 .10 .00 .13 .46 .18 .29

Directing .06 -.23 -.14 -.11 -.07 .29 .21 -.02 .33 .23 .15 .25 .43 .31 .20 .54

Empowering -.03 -.17 -.23 -.06 -.17 .26 .34 .11 .41 .25 .17 .18 .29 .35 .09 .29

Self-assured -.08 -.12 -.11 .02 -.03 .13 .10 -.04 .25 .19 .24 .20 .12 .23 .07 .18

Composed .06 -.15 -.01 .08 -.02 .13 .14 -.04 .21 .08 .04 -.05 .19 .38 .12 .38

Resolving .02 .04 -.15 -.04 -.05 -.01 -.02 -.01 .02 .08 .17 -.05 .18 .13 .11 .08

Positive -.14 -.17 -.15 -.02 -.04 .03 .06 -.12 .07 .31 .36 .06 .02 .14 -.10 .10

Change Oriented .15 -.17 .07 .29 -.03 .28 .35 .23 .33 -.01 -.04 -.14 .07 .13 .08 .27

Receptive .01 .09 .04 .13 .03 .05 .04 .11 .07 -.01 .08 .20 -.03 .03 .05 -.13

Attentive -.05 .09 -.25 .04 .00 -.05 -.02 .05 -.04 .05 .17 -.05 -.08 .10 -.03 -.23

Involving -.15 .02 -.08 -.07 .06 -.12 -.12 -.06 -.15 .03 .18 -.08 -.13 .02 -.12 -.28

Accepting -.19 -.01 -.13 -.12 .10 -.12 -.14 -.08 -.18 .00 -.16 -.10 -.25 .00 -.25 -.23

Reliable -.16 .02 .13 -.17 .15 .-07 -.30 -.17 -.24 -.18 .00 -.17 -.17 -.23 -.25 -.04

Meticulous .14 .30 .22 .00 .13 .05 -.17 .03 -.17 -.21 -.07 -.16 -.10 -.20 -.17 -.13

Conforming -.21 .12 .10 -.19 .22 -.31 -.53 -.27 -.44 -.14 -.02 -.04 -.30 -.27 -.32 -.45

Organized .01 .11 .04 -.11 .06 .11 -.26 -.05 .01 -.17 -.04 -.12 -.09 -.14 -.18 -.01

Principled .00 .12 .00 .05 .05 .05 -.08 .00 -.07 -.13 .00 -.24 -.11 -.03 -.17 -.05

Activity Oriented .04 -.09 .05 .18 .09 .13 -.04 -.05 -.02 .00 .02 -.09 .01 -.15 -.07 .22

Dynamic .13 -.21 -.10 .01 -.08 .36 .37 .08 .39 .31 .10 .23 .39 .21 .18 .45

Enterprising .07 -.09 -.02 -.10 -.09 .20 .34 .05 .33 .29 .24 .29 .52 .28 17 .40

Striving .15 -.08 .08 .06 -.09 .27 .29 .14 .40 .16 .17 .23 .34 .18 .15 .40

Invited 
Access 

Supervised
Access



© 2012 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.0.

Dimensions

Any correlations between dimensions that are .4 or above and are not within their own section are shaded green

Any correlations between dimensions that are -.4 or below and are not within their own section are shaded orange
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.04 -.05 -.06 .06 -.02 -.16 .14 .03 -.12 -.21 -.18 -.07 .20 -.19 .01 .01 .05 .11 .09 .18

-.24 -.19 -.19 -.17 .04 -.17 -.17 .02 .09 .06 .06 .01 .29 .11 .10 .10 -.07 -.20 -.14 -.10

-.11 -.21 -.07 .00 -.19 -.11 .10 .00 -.27 -.13 -.13 .11 .20 .06 .04 .01 .04 -.06 .01 .14

-.06 .00 .05 .09 -.04 -.03 .30 .18 .02 -.10 -.11 -.06 .02 -.21 -.12 .06 .19 .04 -.05 .14

-.05 -.16 -.03 -.01 -.03 -.02 -.01 .01 -.01 .08 .06 .18 .12 .21 .08 .07 .13 -.05 -.09 -.07

.27 .24 .14 .09 -.02 .01 .25 .08 -.07 -.17 -.17 -.09 .01 .29 .03 -.01 .12 .38 .19 .25

.19 .34 .13 .12 -.04 .03 .36 .06 -.03 -.14 -.15 -.27 -.16 -.50 -.24 -.03 -.02 .35 .29 .27

-.08 .03 -.07 -.06 -.06 -.16 .17 .14 .05 -.08 -.04 .-.12 .09 -.17 -.03 .04 -.08 -.01 -.01 .13

.37 .40 .35 .22 -.01 .10 .31 .13 -.08 -.17 -.20 -.18 -.16 -.38 .06 -.04 -.01 .41 .35 .41

.22 .28 .21 .05 .09 .28 .03 .01 .07 .03 -.047 -.17 -.24 -.14 -.18 -.09 .01 .29 .28 .15

.14 .18 .26 .07 .24 .31 -.02 .06 .18 .22 .13 .03 -.10 -.01 -.02 .04 .05 .12 .22 .14

.22 .22 .28 -.11 -.06 .00 -.13 .17 -.05 -.10 -.15 -.19 -.11 -.02 -.09 -21 -.08 .21 .33 .24

.42 .33 .16 .18 .16 -.02 .09 -.03 -.09 -.16 -.28 -.18 -.09 -.30 -.08 -.06 .01 .36 .47 .35

.34 .38 .26 .35 .16 .10 .13 .03 .08 -.02 -.04 -.21 -.18 -.26 -.13 -.02 -.11 .23 .28 .15

.22 .10 .07 .09 .04 -.16 .08 .02 -.10 -.09 -.28 -.24 -.13 -.31 -.19 -.16 -.05 .17 .19 .17

.50 .28 .21 .36 .03 .06 .26 -.10 -.26 -.30 -.27 -.03 -.13 -.40 -03 -.05 .21 .45 .39 .38

.55 .25 .28 .14 .06 .21 .01 -.07 -.07 -.16 -.06 -.11 -.31 .12 -.06 .14 .47 .40 .36

.55 .18 .20 .26 .14 .16 .09 .22 .12 .09 -.16 -.17 -.30 -.07 .01 -.05 .34 .37 .28

.22 .15 .24 .05 .35 .20 .12 .02 -.09 -.05 -.03 -.13 -.17 .03 -.06 .03 .28 .24 .28

.24 .15 .22 .15 .31 .43 -.01 -.05 -.08 -.02 -.10 -.21 -.39 -.13 .03 .20 .22 .16 .15

.12 .26 .01 .09 .13 .00 .07 .46 .30 .33 -.01 -.02 -.02 -.03 .14 .03 -.06 .02 -.01

.05 .13 .40 .23 .08 .35 .07 .08 .10 .19 -.01 -.22 -.14 -.11 .07 .08 .23 .09 .13

.13 .15 .18 .45 .00 .33 .14 -.11 -.05 -.08 -.11 -.19 -.44 -.19 .00 .25 .33 .12 .25

-.06 .04 .10 -.07 .04 .07 .09 .10 .24 .10 .02 .02 .06 .05 .09 .06 -.01 .03 .15

-.07 .24 .03 -.08 .47 .07 -.11 .12 .51 .53 -.09 -.07 .09 -.08 .20 -.12 -.17 -.20 -.20

-.06 .16 -.09 -.11 .28 .05 -.04 .28 .51 .53 .08 .01 .25 .03 .23 -.08 -.20 -.22 -.21

-.11 .13 -.01 -.06 .27 .15 -.07 .14 .50 .54 .10 .02 .25 .01 .31 -.08 -.23 -.28 -.21

-.06 -.17 -.05 -.13 -.06 -.06 -.14 .04 -.16 .05 .11 .48 .47 .60 .28 .30 -.05 -.08 .08

-.10 -.19 -.13 -.20 -.02 -.17 -.18 .09 -.10 .05 .05 .49 .42 .50 .18 .17 -.16 -.06 .09

-.28 -.33 -.15 -.38 -.06 -.13 -.44 .12 .03 .21 .24 .47 .45 .42 .17 -.03 -.37 -.30 -.22

.17 -.04 -.01 -.13 -.10 -.12 -.18 .05 -.14 -.02 -.01 .59 .50 .40 .17 .20 -.01 -.05 .08

-.09 .02 -.06 -.05 .12 .06 .02 .07 .15 .25 .37 .26 .17 .15 .15 .08 -.05 -.04 .07

.13 -.08 -.01 .21 -.02 .03 .22 .01 -.14 -.09 -.08 .29 .19 .01 .27 .03 .25 .04 .16

.50 .35 .26 .24 -.06 .26 .31 -.01 -.16 -.15 -.19 -.08 -.16 -.38 .02 -.07 .23 .42 .42

.41 .36 .17 .16 .04 .11 .12 .00 -.17 -.17 -.23 -.10 -.06 -.32 -.07 -.07 .00 .41 .53

.41 .29 .29 .15 .02 .16 .23 .11 -.19 -.16 -.17 .06 .11 -.23 .09 .01 .15 .43 .54
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Matrix 2: Wave PS 36 level against OPQ32i

a. Listwise N=308
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  Analytical -.02 .15 .19 .12 -.24 -.29 -.16 -.07 -.09 -.24 .40 .42 .06 -.04 .29

Factual -.16 -.08 .09 .02 -.08 -.06 -.04 .03 .07 -.04 .12 .39 .10 .05 .31

Rational -.09 .05 -.01 -.07 -.23 -.28 -.18 -.02 -.21 -.27 .61 .15 -.27 .16 .03

Learning Oriented -.13 .04 .04 .02 -.12 -.17 .03 .07 -.09 -.18 .13 .21 .11 -.08 .38

Practically Minded -.13 .03 .04 -.03 -.11 -.16 -.14 .14 .00 -.04 .09 .03 -.21 .23 -.14

Insightful -.08 .20 .15 .17 -.21 -.34 -.12 -.08 -.15 -.29 .05 .28 -.05 -.15 .02

Inventive .18 .25 .22 .36 -.03 -.20 -.05 -.16 -.16 -.33 -.07 .09 -.07 -.46 .27

Abstract -.03 .06 .02 .13 -.23 -.24 -.16 -.08 .00 -.24 .19 .35 .14 -.22 .61

Strategic .03 .24 .03 .13 -.09 -.20 -.03 -.20 -.08 -.26 -.08 .08 .08 -.36 .13

Interactive .16 .07 .08 -.15 .73 .41 .47 -.32 .14 .18 -.29 -.28 .06 -.24 -.11

Engaging .15 .04 -.05 -.30 .48 .41 .55 -.22 .15 .31 -.28 -.29 .05 -.07 -.25

Self-promoting .17 .17 .12 .12 .45 .28 .22 -.49 .00 -.06 -.15 -.11 .08 -.24 .01

Convincing .43 .43 .49 .30 .19 -.18 .05 -.31 -.13 -.33 -.03 .13 -.15 -.23 .14

Articulate .24 .32 .20 -.13 .40 .12 .59 -.26 .09 .00 -.10 -.07 .07 -.26 .06

Challenging .23 .37 .56 .35 .15 -.15 .03 -.22 -.09 -.31 -.03 .26 -.03 -.26 .23

Purposeful .19 .43 .35 .16 .00 -.22 .08 -.13 -.28 -.39 .00 .12 -.17 -.25 .05

Directing .20 .78 .28 .03 .17 -.09 .22 -.31 -.05 -.28 -.09 .02 -.07 -.31 -.02

Empowering .22 .30 .16 .04 .24 .02 .20 -.19 .17 .08 -.24 -.10 .14 -.35 .12

Self-assured .09 .11 .04 .09 .08 -.08 .08 -.23 -.23 -.21 -.07 -.17 -.09 -.18 -.09

Composed .09 .30 .24 -.02 .06 -.15 .29 -.10 -.21 -.24 .08 .00 -.13 -.23 -.03

Resolving .12 .00 .06 -.16 .11 .13 .25 -.05 .12 .37 -.15 -.12 .23 -.09 .04

Positive .02 -.08 -.09 -.14 .13 .07 .24 -.13 -.11 .03 -.17 -.33 -.03 -.10 -.18

Change Oriented .00 .18 .01 -.03 -.08 -.19 .11 -.07 -.11 -.21 -.02 -.02 .03 -.29 .04

Receptive .02 .05 .03 -.06 .05 .06 -.06 -.14 .26 .09 -.04 .08 .20 -.16 .11

Attentive -.16 -.28 -.21 -.20 .08 .38 .15 .09 .41 .58 -.29 -.09 .66 -.07 .09

Involving -.08 -.18 -.20 -.43 .04 .24 .01 .12 .53 .46 -.05 -.08 .21 .12 -.04

Accepting -.16 -.31 -.32 -.37 .00 .27 .08 .10 .28 .50 -.08 -.18 .19 .10 -.16

Reliable -.07 -.12 -.09 -.31 -.17 -.11 -.08 .12 -.06 .12 .03 -.07 -.24 .28 -.22

Meticulous -.18 -.07 -.08 -.12 -.26 -.14 -.22 .06 .02 .01 .10 .16 -.15 .36 -.14

Conforming -.26 -.33 -.28 -.24 -.10 .08 -.19 .12 .15 .25 .16 -.05 -.08 .61 -.21

Organized -.15 -.02 -.10 -.21 -.22 -.13 -.14 .03 .02 .07 .08 .04 -.07 .27 -.18

Principled -.18 -.13 -.13 -.24 -.25 -.03 -.12 .16 .16 .20 -.07 .07 .08 .18 -.05

Activity Oriented -.12 .04 -.04 -.11 -.07 .03 -.08 .05 -.16 -.10 -.07 -.14 -.07 .01 -.16

Dynamic .14 .39 .20 .22 .19 -.05 .16 -.38 -.17 -.34 -.15 -.10 -.02 -.44 -.02

Enterprising .53 .32 .25 .18 .10 -.14 .08 -.26 -.20 -.38 -.05 -.08 -.20 -.27 -.04

Striving .10 .21 .06 .14 -.02 -.15 .00 -.24 -.12 -.30 -.09 .01 -.09 -.28 .00

CORRELATIONS
OPQ

WAVE 
DIMENSIONS
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Any correlations between dimensions that are .4 or above are shaded green

Any correlations between dimensions that are -.4 or below are shaded orange
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.16 -.09 -.08 .02 .02 -.07 -.09 .02 -.26 -.07 -.15 -.17 -.03 -.08 .11 .14 .11 -.04

.02 -.05 .08 -.01 .19 .00 -.03 -.13 -.05 -.14 -.22 -.08 -.01 -.12 -.12 -.02 -.04 .20

.00 -.16 -.13 -.06 .20 .17 .12 .17 -.15 .11 -.05 -.09 .20 .02 .11 -.02 .05 -.17

.08 .14 -.06 -.03 -.04 -.08 -.17 -.02 -.17 .05 -.02 -.11 .08 -.02 .01 .10 .08 .11

.00 -.07 -.02 -.10 .25 .14 .06 .08 -.01 .05 -.08 -.04 .16 .18 -.02 -.10 .01 -.06

.26 .11 .08 .13 .09 .10 -.26 -.02 -.22 -.08 .03 -.22 .06 .02 .16 .13 .24 .01

.76 .31 -.07 .06 -.35 -.24 -.49 -.01 -.12 .04 .04 -.28 -.03 -.07 .20 .15 .23 -.14

.37 .16 -.01 .08 -.06 -.13 -.18 -.12 -.07 -.04 -.07 -.25 -.06 -.11 .05 .14 .02 -.07

.36 .19 .05 .47 -.18 -.09 -.28 -.10 -.10 -.10 .17 -.20 -.17 -.07 .12 .37 .10 -.09

-.09 .03 -.02 -.13 -.28 -.21 -.09 -.03 -.10 -.07 .09 .07 -.37 .10 .04 .10 -.07 -.07

-.16 -.10 -.03 -.12 -.09 .00 -.01 .04 -.06 -.01 .09 .12 -.32 .08 -.07 .08 -.15 -.04

.10 .10 .10 -.04 -.29 -.26 -.09 -.10 -.07 -.13 .07 -.07 -.31 -.12 .25 .15 -.09 -.04

.22 .08 -.01 -.03 -.31 -.14 -.27 -.11 -.22 -.01 -.16 -.37 -.12 -.14 .33 .19 .16 -.11

.08 -.01 -.08 -.16 -.27 -.19 -.19 .05 -.43 .07 .08 -.02 -.33 -.04 -.01 .05 -.02 -.04

.21 .09 -.05 -.09 -.26 -.19 -.32 -.08 -.18 .00 -.20 -.34 -.12 -.16 .34 .13 .05 -.07

.17 .09 -.02 .01 -.15 -.04 -.39 .03 -.34 .07 -.02 -.31 -.05 -.02 .21 .21 .54 -.09

.12 -.03 -.02 .03 -.11 -.02 -.22 -.07 -.31 -.03 -.04 -.30 -.29 .03 .18 .26 .15 -.16

.28 .06 .06 -.02 -.26 -.25 -.19 -.16 -.09 -.02 .02 -.10 -.25 -.13 .00 .12 .01 -.07

.05 .15 -.01 .25 -.20 -.05 -.12 .09 -.19 .06 .43 -.14 -.12 .08 .22 .34 .01 -.09

.11 .07 -.17 -.10 -.18 -.11 -.31 .44 -.65 .33 .13 -.05 .04 .13 .10 .02 .24 -.10

-.03 -.12 .05 -.10 -.06 -.11 -.11 .07 -.10 .07 .03 .08 -.10 -.04 -.21 -.06 -.04 -.05

.02 .08 -.15 .05 -.17 -.04 -.18 .34 -.19 .26 .57 .15 -.10 .15 -.03 .07 .07 -.01

.22 .31 -.07 .05 -.24 -.14 -.39 .27 -.31 .19 .29 -.07 .02 .11 .09 .16 .25 -.05

.00 .03 .10 .06 -.01 -.10 .02 -.17 .06 -.08 -.09 -.01 -.17 -.03 .00 .21 -.20 -.09

-.09 -.01 .14 -.03 -.07 -.20 -.04 -.13 .16 -.10 .00 .26 -.18 -.06 -.32 -.11 -.15 .12

-.21 -.22 .03 -.13 .13 .04 .24 -.01 .15 .01 -.10 .33 -.09 -.08 -.31 -.10 -.28 .02

-.15 -.16 -.01 -.05 .08 .02 .19 .16 .07 .12 .18 .54 -.13 -.04 -.36 -.11 -.20 .00

-.28 -.31 -.03 .08 .46 .61 .31 .10 .08 -.02 -.02 -.01 .12 .13 -.20 -.03 -.01 -.09

-.17 -.30 .03 .06 .60 .44 .40 -.11 .14 -.17 -.17 -.08 .01 .07 -.08 .10 -.16 -.06

-.46 -.47 .08 .03 .53 .35 .75 -.07 .30 -.14 -.13 .20 .12 -.06 -.24 -.20 -.26 .00

-.26 -.28 .05 .24 .61 .54 .37 -.17 .12 -.25 -.11 -.06 -.04 .12 -.18 .07 -.10 .00

-.16 -.07 -.04 .03 .28 .30 .20 .01 .13 -.06 -.04 .19 .00 .02 -.20 -.08 -.11 .06

-.04 .00 -.05 .00 .18 .17 -.02 .07 -.01 .01 .00 -.01 .12 .51 -.06 .09 .14 .02

.27 .23 -.01 .17 -.29 -.10 -.37 -.09 -.24 .00 .18 -.27 -.20 .18 .34 .34 .15 -.16

.19 .12 -.04 .07 -.35 -.12 -.21 -.08 -.17 -.02 .09 -.35 -.13 -.04 .54 .34 .10 -.18

.12 .10 .00 .20 -.20 .08 -.16 -.14 -.12 -.01 .17 -.24 -.15 .03 .37 .59 .02 -.09
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Matrix 3: Wave PS 36 level against NEO-PI-R

a. Listwise N=308
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  Analytical -.09 -.18 .20 -.15 .11 -.19 -.04 -.07 -.06 -.05 -.15 -.21 -.19 .11 .02 .09

Factual .07 -.11 .19 -.02 .01 .02 .05 .11 .03 .09 .04 -.04 -.06 -.07 -.04 .00

Rational -.10 -.18 -.12 -.07 .18 -.18 -.06 -.08 -.08 -.20 -.14 -.25 -.14 -.03 -.01 .14

Learning Oriented -.08 -.11 .32 -.07 -.03 -.11 -.01 -.04 -.05 .01 -.12 -.08 -.07 -.02 .07 .02

Practically Minded -.01 -.03 -.13 .05 .11 -.05 .01 .02 .05 -.08 -.12 .04 -.11 .02 -.06 .00

Insightful -.11 -.10 .10 -.21 .21 -.22 .02 -.10 -.11 .02 -.25 -.18 -.23 .20 .13 .02

Inventive .00 -.03 .39 -.21 -.09 -.10 .03 .05 .01 .13 -.06 -.16 -.13 .22 .22 .20

Abstract .09 -.21 .40 -.08 .05 -.01 .02 .10 .05 .02 .02 -.21 -.15 -.02 .07 .16

Strategic -.03 .05 .24 -.28 .16 -.07 .04 -.10 -.05 .06 -.13 -.11 -.02 .29 .30 .12

Interactive -.11 .54 .00 -.06 -.22 .00 .04 -.08 -.19 .12 .02 .46 .52 .30 .23 .17

Engaging -.11 .59 -.09 .13 -.04 .03 -.10 -.13 -.23 .04 -.07 .62 .54 .24 .17 .12

Self-promoting .09 .28 .09 -.33 -.18 .09 .27 .05 -.03 .24 .22 .11 .30 .18 .15 .20

Convincing -.02 .08 .09 -.53 .00 -.10 .25 -.03 -.09 .16 -.09 -.17 .03 .47 .19 .15

Articulate -.28 .35 .20 -.08 -.07 -.24 -.09 -.23 -.39 -.04 -.16 .32 .34 .45 .19 .13

Challenging .09 .00 .21 -.51 -.09 -.06 .34 .09 -.01 .22 .00 -.22 -.06 .28 .09 .20

Purposeful -.16 .11 .09 -.36 .09 -.25 .06 -.13 -.18 .04 -.34 -.13 -.01 .48 .22 .14

Directing -.20 .28 .08 -.33 .19 -.21 .03 -.20 -.25 .04 -.33 .11 .13 .68 .33 .15

Empowering -.02 .24 .21 -.07 -.05 .03 .01 .02 -.09 .09 -.06 .17 .12 .35 .18 .11

Self-assured -.30 .28 .04 -.21 .02 -.25 -.12 -.38 -.29 -.09 -.23 .09 .20 .25 .28 .13

Composed -.47 .10 .11 -.09 -.11 -.54 -.22 -.32 -.40 -.15 -.40 .01 .04 .31 .11 .09

Resolving -.07 .20 .09 .08 -.05 -.01 -.08 -.05 -.11 -.01 -.08 .18 .19 .09 .01 .11

Positive -.49 .37 .04 .22 -.09 -.42 -.43 -.51 -.37 -.15 -.40 .35 .21 .13 .21 .03

Change Oriented -.44 .12 .20 -.03 -.14 -.43 -.29 -.30 -.33 -.12 -.40 .04 .05 .22 .15 .12

Receptive .11 .08 .13 .02 .02 .14 .04 .07 .01 .10 .12 .11 .08 .03 .08 .11

Attentive .16 .08 .28 .34 -.18 .23 -.04 .16 .17 .07 .18 .29 .16 -.25 -.14 -.07

Involving .04 .05 -.02 .44 -.01 .11 -.18 .08 .07 -.10 .09 .23 .19 -.17 -.18 -.07

Accepting -.14 .09 -.01 .62 -.13 -.04 -.34 -.11 -.04 -.19 -.02 .29 .13 -.27 -.18 -.15

Reliable .06 -.06 -.29 .18 .49 .07 -.10 -.02 .01 -.18 -.14 .04 -.08 -.04 -.03 -.09

Meticulous .20 -.08 -.24 .09 .49 .20 .01 .06 .12 -.07 -.02 .02 -.09 -.09 .00 -.09

Conforming .25 -.18 -.45 .26 .25 .31 .03 .15 .25 -.13 .26 .01 -.06 -.37 -.27 -.23

Organized .16 -.10 -.26 .03 .61 .16 .04 .01 .08 -.08 -.03 .01 -.10 -.02 .03 -.17

Principled .06 -.09 .01 .28 .30 .02 -.10 -.04 .05 -.14 -.08 .03 -.04 -.08 -.04 -.12

Activity Oriented -.05 .08 .00 -.01 .24 -.05 -.06 -.06 -.05 .02 -.19 .10 .04 .11 .25 .02

Dynamic -.08 .31 .17 -.35 .09 -.12 .09 -.08 -.17 .11 -.18 .06 .08 .45 .54 .24

Enterprising -.06 .23 -.02 -.42 .07 -.06 .13 -.14 -.16 .08 -.08 -.04 .14 .37 .33 .24

Striving -.03 .23 .02 -.33 .23 -.02 .04 -.12 -.13 .08 -.15 -.02 .14 .30 .39 .24

CORRELATIONS
NEO

WAVE 
DIMENSIONS

GLOBAL FACTORS
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Any correlations between dimensions that are .4 or above are shaded green

Any correlations between dimensions that are -.4 or below are shaded orange
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-.11 .06 .02 -.04 .00 .42 -.01 -.07 -.05 -.15 -.11 -.19 -.09 .18 .03 .05 .13 -.01 .05

-.08 .10 .08 .16 .03 .16 .19 .00 .00 -.04 -.04 -.02 -.07 .07 .02 .00 -.05 -.10 .08

-.10 -.20 -.12 -.36 -.10 .18 -.13 -.10 .04 -.13 -.03 -.12 -.19 .15 .21 .11 .03 .14 .21

-.01 .14 .16 .06 .20 .34 .13 .02 .00 -.17 -.08 -.08 -.02 .08 -.06 -.06 .02 -.06 -.08

-.07 -.20 -.05 -.12 .01 -.11 -.05 -.01 .03 .09 -.06 .14 .05 .17 .08 .10 -.03 .13 .06

-.05 -.04 .07 -.02 .10 .11 -.06 -.07 -.12 -.12 -.15 -.12 -.11 .27 .13 .09 .20 .12 .03

-.01 .33 .27 .00 .28 .38 .03 -.12 -.17 -.17 -.13 -.19 .00 -.01 -.18 -.12 .07 -.13 -.24

-.08 .22 .26 .03 .15 .48 .07 -.05 -.03 -.18 -.07 -.12 -.08 .00 -.03 -.01 .07 -.09 .06

.10 .15 .18 .06 .20 .23 .01 -.04 -.19 -.16 -.18 -.24 -.11 .13 .05 -.02 .34 .07 -.02

.34 .09 .01 .16 .08 -.02 .07 .07 -.09 .19 -.03 -.12 .11 -.10 -.19 -.17 .01 -.09 -.26

.37 -.04 .00 .21 .08 -.14 .02 .19 .01 .39 .08 -.08 .13 .05 -.02 -.01 .07 .09 -.04

.17 .25 .12 .19 -.07 .02 .00 -.14 -.29 -.09 -.20 -.51 -.06 -.15 -.14 -.25 -.02 -.26 -.16

-.05 .12 .05 .03 -.01 .15 -.08 -.28 -.40 -.32 -.48 -.36 -.14 .02 -.12 -.12 .15 -.10 -.18

.22 .11 .12 .15 .19 .19 .08 .18 -.12 .06 .00 -.30 .00 .14 -.07 -.04 .11 .00 -.08

-.08 .22 .16 .11 .00 .22 .01 -.27 -.41 -.38 -.52 -.31 -.16 -.06 -.15 -.20 .02 -.22 -.24

-.01 .04 .01 .02 .09 .17 -.04 -.13 -.22 -.17 -.30 -.21 -.17 .20 -.04 .01 .24 .07 -.21

.16 .03 .07 .04 .08 .12 -.04 .00 -.22 -.04 -.21 -.28 -.09 .27 .09 .07 .35 .14 -.10

.16 .15 .20 .13 .16 .13 .04 .06 -.13 .07 -.06 -.11 .15 .03 -.16 -.07 .14 -.03 -.21

.29 .02 -.01 .06 .13 .01 .10 .03 -.20 -.03 -.07 -.36 -.08 .16 -.01 -.05 .26 .11 -.05

.05 -.03 .00 -.14 .21 .17 .10 .10 -.08 -.06 -.01 -.17 -.02 .16 -.08 .00 .05 .02 -.17

.14 .04 .08 .18 .10 .03 .17 .09 -.03 .17 .07 .06 .08 -.01 -.02 -.02 .00 .06 -.01

.44 -.01 .00 -.03 .22 -.01 .11 .35 .15 .26 .24 -.08 .11 .17 -.08 .06 .14 .15 -.10

.13 .07 .05 -.05 .40 .13 .19 .12 .00 -.07 .05 -.07 .00 .06 -.11 -.04 .08 .09 -.19

.05 .06 .11 .14 .03 .11 .06 .09 .05 .03 .02 .00 .09 -.07 -.01 .00 .11 -.02 -.01

.08 .22 .22 .42 .17 .05 .21 .24 .10 .28 .19 .24 .31 -.09 -.13 -.11 -.17 -.16 .01

-.04 -.11 .03 .09 .03 -.07 .08 .31 .30 .30 .27 .28 .25 -.02 .00 .11 -.06 .06 .15

.09 -.06 .00 .02 .01 -.11 .09 .56 .38 .39 .44 .26 .40 -.01 -.09 .08 -.11 .04 .14

.00 -.32 -.10 -.15 -.17 -.17 -.17 .02 .21 .21 .12 .24 .06 .23 .46 .43 .21 .56 .30

-.06 -.22 -.07 -.02 -.23 -.13 -.20 -.03 .17 .20 .03 .14 -.01 .25 .46 .38 .22 .34 .32

-.09 -.32 -.20 -.13 -.46 -.35 -.26 .02 .26 .16 .17 .21 .06 .01 .33 .21 -.11 .15 .39

-.01 -.33 -.10 .01 -.22 -.15 -.14 .00 .14 .14 .07 .12 -.05 .31 .63 .38 .29 .53 .41

-.01 -.15 .13 .12 -.02 -.02 -.10 .22 .28 .20 .11 .23 .14 .24 .19 .38 .11 .21 .24

.00 -.08 .04 .05 .08 .04 -.01 .03 .09 .19 .03 .13 -.03 .22 .20 .20 .19 .23 -.03

.24 .18 .10 .14 .19 .13 .06 -.09 -.21 -.06 -.21 -.25 -.06 .08 -.02 -.01 .29 .06 -.25

.11 .04 .00 -.03 .04 .04 -.14 -.21 -.29 -.19 -.29 -.38 -.16 .04 -.06 -.06 .28 .04 -.16

.16 .02 -.01 .06 .07 .09 -.07 -.15 -.16 -.08 -.21 -.25 -.15 .14 .00 .09 .48 .19 -.08
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Matrix 4: Wave PS 36 level against 16PF5

a. Listwise N=308

Warmth Reasoning
Emotional
Stability

Dominance Liveliness Rule Conscious
Social

Boldness
Sensitivity

  Analytical -.28 .33 .02 .22 -.19 -.02 -.07 -.25

Factual -.13 .29 -.11 .04 -.09 -.04 -.04 .17

Rational -.40 .05 .10 .13 -.08 .07 -.07 -.50

Learning Oriented -.20 .20 -.01 .04 -.07 -.18 .01 .14

Practically Minded -.18 -.07 .03 .04 -.05 .08 -.07 -.28

Insightful -.29 .08 .05 .24 -.16 -.06 -.03 -.18

Inventive -.16 .10 -.06 .24 .10 -.26 .10 -.07

Abstract -.26 .19 -.12 .09 -.07 -.17 -.07 -.05

Strategic -.04 .08 .10 .22 .00 -.16 .14 -.03

Interactive .45 -.13 .10 .11 .50 -.01 .57 .10

Engaging .48 -.13 .19 .00 .48 .13 .52 .10

Self-promoting .20 -.01 -.08 .19 .29 -.11 .35 .11

Convincing -.05 -.03 -.02 .50 .03 -.15 .29 -.12

Articulate .22 .11 .21 .29 .27 -.01 .65 .02

Challenging -.12 .16 -.12 .45 .04 -.23 .18 -.09

Purposeful -.12 .05 .12 .39 .00 -.11 .20 -.22

Directing .10 -.01 .15 .46 .13 .03 .44 -.18

Empowering .25 -.02 .01 .24 .17 .01 .30 .08

Self-assured .03 -.05 .27 .22 .15 -.07 .23 -.11

Composed -.08 .12 .28 .24 .07 -.16 .30 -.22

Resolving .32 -.14 .07 .10 .18 -.02 .14 .08

Positive .16 .01 .48 .01 .24 .03 .22 -.05

Change Oriented .00 .09 .29 .17 .08 -.23 .18 -.11

Receptive .21 .00 -.11 .10 .03 -.01 .00 .13

Attentive .43 -.02 -.10 -.22 .14 .01 -.06 .35

Involving .27 -.06 -.03 -.15 .03 .21 -.03 .08

Accepting .29 -.05 .13 -.33 .04 .21 -.07 .13

Reliable -.01 -.21 .12 -.13 -.12 .35 -.15 .00

Meticulous -.12 -.07 .01 -.02 -.14 .35 -.22 -.02

Conforming .03 -.19 -.12 -.31 -.17 .47 -.29 .03

Organized -.01 -.08 .02 -.05 -.23 .32 -.16 .06

Principled .05 .01 .10 -.11 -.12 .34 -.20 .15

Activity Oriented .03 -.04 .07 .08 .03 .02 -.05 .09

Dynamic .02 -.07 .11 .35 .18 -.19 .33 -.06

Enterprising .01 -.10 .12 .40 .17 -.06 .27 -.21

Striving -.04 -.03 .15 .24 .14 -.07 .15 -.13

CORRELATIONS
16PF5

WAVE 
DIMENSIONS
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Any correlations between dimensions that are .4 or above are shaded green

Any correlations between dimensions that are -.4 or below are shaded orange

Vigilance Abstractedness Privateness Apprehension
Openess to
Change

Self Reliance Perfectionism Tension IM PFR

.09 .11 .16 -.11 .15 .19 -.09 .07 -.02

.03 .04 .01 .05 .15 .12 .00 .06 -.08

.03 -.13 .20 -.14 -.10 .10 .15 .02 .06

.06 .16 .11 -.06 .25 .10 -.16 .01 -.01

.08 -.29 .10 -.07 -.07 .06 .11 -.07 .05

.08 .02 .24 -.14 .24 .27 .10 .11 -.07

.14 .45 .15 -.07 .45 .20 -.19 .04 -.11

.11 .30 .15 -.01 .37 .18 -.08 .06 -.08

.05 .19 .07 -.07 .35 .07 -.04 .10 -.06

-.03 .06 -.42 .02 .04 -.41 -.14 -.09 .04

-.17 -.16 -.39 .01 -.11 -.42 .02 -.26 .13

.15 .25 -.28 .16 .09 -.14 -.12 .21 -.21

.27 .26 .05 -.13 .30 .04 -.11 .25 -.16

-.12 .01 -.23 -.17 .20 -.27 -.12 -.20 .11

.30 .33 .11 -.08 .36 .12 -.16 .24 -.24

.16 .09 .16 -.26 .28 .11 -.11 .09 -.04

.09 .00 -.05 -.17 .21 -.09 .09 .00 .00

.03 .22 -.09 .01 .26 -.05 -.11 -.14 -.03

.04 .02 -.02 -.25 .13 -.06 -.01 -.03 .04

-.06 .01 .04 -.38 .16 -.09 -.19 -.19 .16

-.05 .00 -.09 .02 .06 -.20 -.02 -.28 .10

-.25 -.04 -.17 -.33 .02 -.16 -.08 -.37 .35

-.08 .08 .11 -.30 .35 -.07 -.24 -.26 .16

.03 .04 -.14 .20 .16 -.14 .03 -.03 -.08

-.17 .10 -.21 .23 .09 -.14 -.12 -.21 .03

-.23 -.21 -.16 .14 -.12 -.35 .02 -.28 .12

-.39 -.15 -.26 .00 -.15 -.20 -.02 -.39 .28

-.01 -.44 .05 .04 -.25 .01 .49 -.06 .13

.03 -.32 .03 .12 -.24 .09 .58 .06 .03

-.01 -.41 -.03 .25 -.55 .01 .42 .04 .04

.02 -.41 .02 .17 -.17 .09 .61 .07 .04

-.16 -.22 .03 .02 -.05 -.04 .13 -.09 .17

.05 -.19 .02 .01 .02 -.04 .16 -.10 .07

.15 .20 -.01 -.09 .35 -.03 -.05 .17 -.08

.14 .19 .07 -.19 .18 -.01 .00 .10 -.04

.09 .08 .04 -.13 .16 .00 .09 .06 -.01
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Matrix 5: Wave PS 36 level against Hogan Personality

a. Listwise N=305
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  Analytical -.09 .11 .05 .15 .00 .14 -.09 -.03 .13 .15 .08 .10 .01 .07 -.07 -.08 .11 -.04 .07 -.14

Factual -.14 -.04 -.07 -.08 -.17 .02 .00 -.06 -.10 -.06 -.10 -.07 -.06 -.02 -.10 -.03 .03 -.02 .05 -.16

Rational .09 .18 .07 .24 .06 .09 -.14 .15 .06 .09 -.01 .01 -.01 -.01 .05 -.03 .04 -.10 .03 .02

Learning Oriented -.03 .08 -.04 .02 -.04 .04 -.08 -.09 .08 .11 -.01 .05 -.06 .07 -.08 .03 .13 -.09 .04 -.16

Practically Minded .06 .11 -.02 .16 .03 .06 -.13 .01 -.06 -.03 -.05 -.04 -.06 -.03 -.02 -.10 -.02 -.18 -.05 .03

Insightful -.06 .13 .07 .11 -.03 .07 -.11 .00 .21 .20 .08 .24 .07 .05 -.16 -.17 .15 .02 -.04 -.12

Inventive -.07 .00 -.04 -.01 -.01 .06 -.12 -.10 .25 .20 -.04 .26 .02 .12 .09 .04 .33 .17 .18 -.08

Abstract -.11 -.04 -.03 .04 -.07 .05 -.10 -.07 .17 .05 -.10 .09 -.09 .01 -.01 .02 .19 .04 .03 -.06

Strategic -.05 .00 .04 .00 -.01 .07 .03 -.11 .37 .24 .09 .33 .12 .11 .03 .01 .20 .12 .04 -.07

Interactive .10 -.05 .04 -.14 -.02 .09 .06 -.09 .06 .19 .17 .18 .08 .36 .39 .25 .11 .41 .34 .22

Engaging .27 .03 .10 .00 .10 .12 .18 .09 .03 .23 .20 .11 .07 .29 .37 .29 .07 .23 .27 .38

Self-promoting -.18 -.17 -.09 -.21 -.21 -.08 -.06 -.07 .13 .15 .08 .28 -.04 .22 .31 .15 .07 .57 .40 -.03

Convincing -.23 .06 .01 -.04 -.11 .03 -.20 -.11 .28 .23 .03 .46 .06 .25 .15 .06 .18 .31 .24 -.14

Articulate .11 .16 .19 .09 .08 .18 .11 .02 .18 .41 .26 .39 .14 .63 .22 .22 .25 .37 .34 .17

Challenging -.30 .01 -.07 -.12 -.20 .00 -.18 -.12 .24 .09 .00 .40 .00 .16 .09 .09 .26 .28 .21 -.19

Purposeful -.09 .15 .05 .07 -.01 .15 -.18 -.09 .36 .31 .12 .48 .08 .26 .11 .10 .20 .09 .09 -.07

Directing .00 .08 .14 .03 .07 .16 -.03 -.03 .38 .35 .18 .73 .08 .40 .17 .10 .20 .25 .17 .01

Empowering .00 -.05 -.03 -.11 -.02 .00 -.01 -.13 .20 .14 .05 .30 .06 .18 .13 .14 .16 .27 .19 .05

Self-assured .20 .17 .24 .14 .08 .23 .01 .02 .33 .36 .28 .26 .14 .17 .12 .04 .15 .24 .15 .01

Composed .21 .44 .17 .25 .24 .21 .02 .01 .16 .31 .20 .25 .11 .45 .11 .11 .26 .05 .09 .09

Resolving .14 .03 .03 .06 .05 .10 .06 .14 -.02 .00 .07 .01 .05 .10 .10 .19 .07 .02 .08 .19

Positive .48 .37 .36 .27 .39 .29 .26 .12 .11 .28 .40 .03 .24 .27 .13 .11 .11 .01 .11 .34

Change Oriented .24 .29 .16 .25 .22 .24 .01 -.10 .21 .22 .22 .17 .09 .27 .05 .10 .35 -.01 -.07 .12

Receptive .01 -.14 -.05 -.13 -.07 -.13 -.01 -.02 .12 -.10 -.05 .06 -.03 -.01 .10 .11 .05 .09 .01 -.01

Attentive .12 -.18 -.09 -.10 -.02 -.02 .19 -.03 -.18 -.21 -.03 -.24 -.09 -.13 .04 .10 -.03 -.01 -.08 .17

Involving .20 -.03 -.02 .04 .06 .04 .18 .05 -.19 -.26 -.06 -.27 .01 -.12 .00 .12 -.15 -.14 -.10 .21

Accepting .39 .15 .11 .13 .23 .06 .40 .12 -.27 -.14 .07 -.33 .06 -.10 -.05 .01 -.16 -.14 -.06 .35

Reliable .10 .10 -.01 .11 .15 -.01 .00 .11 .01 -.10 -.05 -.13 -.04 -.13 -.05 -.06 -.24 -.25 -.13 .08

Meticulous -.08 -.09 .01 -.01 -.06 -.11 -.03 .12 .03 -.09 -.07 -.09 -.01 -.24 -.08 -.12 -.21 -.20 -.14 -.01

Conforming -.04 -.17 -.09 -.03 -.10 -.15 .03 .14 -.33 -.30 -.15 -.42 -.11 -.35 -.13 -.14 -.46 -.23 -.16 .02

Organized -.07 -.13 .09 .03 -.03 -.06 .07 .14 .06 -.07 .03 -.04 .05 -.19 -.15 -.16 -.23 -.16 -.17 -.02

Principled .03 .06 .05 .10 .09 .07 .08 .05 -.08 -.12 -.03 -.17 .07 -.18 -.05 -.03 -.16 -.22 -.12 .03

Activity Oriented .09 .03 -.03 .06 .00 -.04 -.01 -.12 .07 -.01 .02 .04 -.01 -.03 .02 .04 -.01 -.12 -.20 .06

Dynamic -.09 -.01 .03 -.10 -.02 .10 -.11 -.18 .43 .33 .15 .51 .05 .27 .19 .02 .35 .33 .16 -.06

Enterprising -.09 .01 .08 -.02 .01 .08 -.13 -.06 .44 .31 .13 .39 .08 .19 .20 .14 .26 .25 .17 -.03

Striving -0.02 0.02 .07 -.05 -.01 .06 -.08 -.05 .55 .27 .07 .32 .12 .12 0.21 0.14 .17 .15 .12 -.06

CORRELATIONS
HPI

WAVE 
DIMENSIONS
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Inventory (HPI)

Any correlations between dimensions that are .4 or above are shaded green

Any correlations between dimensions that are -.4 or below are shaded orange
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-.14 -.16 -.26 -.14 .02 -.11 -.05 -.11 -.06 -.07 -.08 .29 .41 .23 .22 .18 .06 .08 .29 .11 .05 .10 -.07

.03 -.10 -.20 -.11 -.07 -.04 -.16 -.09 .00 .03 -.01 .08 .07 .06 .09 .04 .14 .28 .05 .24 .27 .07 -.01

-.09 -.11 -.23 -.05 .15 .04 .00 -.19 -.03 .04 -.06 .29 .41 .22 .17 .08 -.05 -.02 .44 .06 -.14 .02 .05

-.17 -.23 -.16 -.12 -.01 -.09 -.18 -.14 -.12 -.08 -.01 .23 .15 .10 .12 .13 .18 .23 .09 .26 .45 .09 .05

.05 .06 -.05 .02 .12 .15 .11 -.08 -.12 -.01 -.06 .10 .16 .12 .01 -.08 -.07 -.19 .02 -.16 -.18 -.07 .03

-.04 -.10 -.15 -.14 .09 .09 -.06 -.12 -.15 -.20 -.13 .19 .28 .22 -.02 .17 .05 -.01 .06 .02 -.01 .04 -.04

-.10 -.08 -.07 -.11 .00 -.15 -.03 -.16 -.30 -.43 -.31 .26 .33 .21 .03 .52 .12 -.02 .00 -.01 -.03 .10 -.15

-.07 -.15 -.21 -.09 -.03 -.17 -.05 -.18 -.21 -.17 -.10 .39 .37 .23 .08 .29 .22 .05 .11 .08 .00 .27 -.05

-.08 -.05 -.07 .02 -.05 -.04 -.04 -.03 -.05 -.20 -.10 .18 .14 .13 -.01 .26 .07 .06 .00 .07 -.07 .14 -.12

.12 .22 .51 .08 -.13 -.07 .01 .17 -.09 -.16 -.03 -.06 -.05 -.01 -.03 .12 -.05 .11 -.06 .09 -.05 .06 -.09

.19 .33 .58 .22 -.01 .13 .13 .25 .06 .00 .09 -.13 -.12 -.03 -.06 .07 -.05 .09 -.08 .10 -.03 -.07 -.05

.03 .05 .18 -.14 -.17 -.16 -.15 .17 -.06 -.19 -.19 .00 .03 .02 -.11 .23 .01 .12 -.01 .12 -.13 .20 -.26

-.22 -.07 -.01 -.30 -.11 -.14 -.15 -.09 -.01 -.21 -.32 .13 .22 .14 .00 .26 .00 .01 .01 .02 -.10 .10 -.13

.01 .06 .35 .04 -.01 -.04 .05 .07 -.01 -.09 .04 .21 .08 .11 .06 .26 .16 .20 .11 .20 .05 -.02 -.07

-.24 -.18 -.06 -.36 -.18 -.21 -.24 -.13 -.08 -.28 -.33 .20 .27 .29 -.02 .22 .11 .06 .04 .06 -.01 .18 -.13

-.19 -.04 -.06 -.26 -.01 -.02 -.04 -.17 -.09 -.29 -.16 .18 .18 .12 -.01 .23 .03 .07 .08 .16 .01 -.02 -.09

-.06 .03 .14 -.09 .00 .03 .05 -.01 .02 -.17 -.06 .14 .13 .13 -.05 .22 .03 .04 .05 .06 -.13 .07 -.11

.05 .09 .23 .00 -.08 .00 .09 .05 -.06 -.19 -.12 .13 .06 .08 .00 .25 .15 .03 -.04 .06 -.05 .18 -.13

.07 .01 .08 .04 .02 .01 .05 -.01 -.07 -.16 -.04 .08 .05 .14 -.03 .11 -.02 .12 .07 .06 -.16 .02 -.02

-.21 -.19 .08 -.01 .07 -.08 .05 -.20 -.23 -.16 .01 .13 .20 .22 .10 .16 -.03 .06 .19 .16 .06 -.13 .06

.16 .21 .19 .16 .06 -.01 .18 -.02 .01 -.06 -.04 .05 .01 .09 .06 .07 -.01 -.01 -.08 .03 -.04 .04 .02

.08 .14 .23 .22 .19 .17 .30 -.05 -.16 -.10 .13 .07 .00 .09 -.01 .07 -.03 .03 .03 -.02 .02 -.21 .17

-.10 -.06 .05 .10 .13 -.09 .10 -.16 -.34 -.29 .03 .20 .17 .25 -.02 .13 -.01 -.03 .07 .04 -.03 .00 .09

.08 .00 .03 .02 .06 -.01 .04 .09 -.09 -.08 -.06 .05 .06 .04 -.04 .05 .04 -.02 -.06 .07 -.04 .25 -.05

.35 .32 .25 .18 -.05 -.05 .17 .21 -.02 -.03 .12 -.06 -.15 -.09 -.07 -.01 .16 .04 -.20 .02 .09 .20 -.04

.18 .13 .20 .28 .08 .09 .17 .11 .09 .22 .20 -.05 -.12 -.11 .04 -.20 .01 -.03 -.07 -.10 -.02 .04 .12

.26 .19 .20 .37 .18 .09 .38 .19 .06 .16 .28 -.14 -.19 -.17 .00 -.14 -.05 -.09 -.11 -.08 -.02 -.06 .12

.02 .04 -.04 .10 .20 .39 .13 .00 .21 .25 .07 -.16 -.12 -.17 .10 -.21 -.07 -.14 .02 .00 .02 -.12 .07

.17 .13 -.09 -.02 .12 .41 .07 .01 .16 .22 .07 -.15 -.02 -.12 .04 -.08 -.06 -.04 .01 .06 -.03 -.02 .01

.20 .10 -.08 .12 .06 .25 -.03 .12 .30 .45 .21 -.26 -.24 -.29 .01 -.40 -.12 -.03 .01 -.07 -.09 .00 .07

.10 .05 -.05 .04 .12 .40 -.03 .08 .33 .29 .14 -.16 -.18 -.24 .00 -.22 -.06 -.03 .00 .03 .07 .05 -.02

.04 .06 -.06 .08 .18 .19 .12 -.01 .14 .19 .15 -.03 -.11 -.14 -.01 -.14 .11 -.08 -.12 -.07 .10 -.14 .17

.00 -.04 .06 .04 .15 .17 .07 .02 -.11 -.03 .10 -.09 -.03 -.03 .08 -.06 -.07 .03 .06 .08 .19 -.05 .02

-.03 -.02 .09 -.12 .00 -.07 -.02 -.03 -.25 -.38 -.18 .10 .15 .24 -.09 .28 -.02 -.01 -.06 .05 -.06 .14 -.16

-.05 .00 .08 -.10 .01 .02 -.10 -.06 -.13 -.25 -.21 .10 .20 .19 -.02 .27 -.06 -.01 .07 .04 -.16 .10 -.09

.00 .01 .06 -.05 .07 .16 -.07 -.03 -.06 -.17 -.11 .03 .13 .18 -.02 .19 -.11 .09 .00 .09 -.13 .11 -.07
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Matrix 6: Wave PS 36 level against Hogan Development

a. Listwise N=368

HDS
Excitable

HDS
Skeptical

HDS
Cautious

HDS
Reserved

HDS
Leisurely

  Analytical -.04 .05 -.09 .23 .12

Factual .07 -.02 .05 .09 -.06

Rational -.14 .10 -.06 .22 .07

Learning Oriented .01 .00 -.07 .13 .03

Practically Minded -.03 .05 .04 .04 -.02

Insightful -.04 .12 -.09 .21 .09

Inventive -.02 .10 -.19 .16 .14

Abstract .04 .05 .03 .24 .11

Strategic -.10 .06 -.16 .06 .02

Interactive -.09 -.07 -.26 -.43 -.15

Engaging -.21 -.15 -.23 -.61 -.22

Self-promoting .10 .14 -.09 -.18 .05

Convincing .10 .26 -.30 .10 .12

Articulate -.21 -.11 -.44 -.25 -.13

Challenging .23 .27 -.19 .19 .11

Purposeful -.10 .14 -.39 .09 .08

Directing -.12 .10 -.41 -.12 .00

Empowering -.02 .02 -.17 -.20 .06

Self-assured -.20 .02 -.26 -.02 -.08

Composed -.25 -.11 -.48 .03 -.04

Resolving -.07 -.05 -.17 -.21 -.04

Positive -.49 -.30 -.33 -.23 -.19

Change Oriented -.27 -.08 -.37 .05 -.04

Receptive .01 .01 .07 -.12 -.11

Attentive .05 -.16 .21 -.25 -.10

Involving -.08 -.22 .13 -.28 -.23

Accepting -.24 -.40 .07 -.27 -.18

Reliable -.16 -.01 .08 -.08 -.04

Meticulous -.02 .06 .20 .00 .05

Conforming .06 -.05 .40 -.05 -.04

Organized -.10 .00 .14 -.06 -.05

Principled -.12 -.14 .15 -.03 -.17

Activity Oriented -.12 -.07 -.09 -.12 -.02

Dynamic -.05 .11 -.29 -.04 .08

Enterprising -.04 .19 -.34 -.02 .05

Striving -.12 .13 -.22 .00 .09

CORRELATIONS
HDS

WAVE 
DIMENSIONS



© 2012 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.0.

Any correlations between dimensions that are .4 or above are shaded green

Any correlations between dimensions that are -.4 or below are shaded orange

Survey (HDS)

HDS
Bold

HDS
Mischievous

HDS
Colorful

HDS
Imaginative

HDS
Diligent

HDS
Dutiful

.17 .19 -.01 .20 .06 -.23

-.07 -.08 -.16 .02 .01 -.09

.15 .14 -.08 .00 .22 -.13

.04 .07 -.07 .13 -.02 -.21

.03 .05 -.16 -.10 .16 .03

.26 .26 .00 .13 .14 -.31

.28 .37 .28 .48 -.13 -.27

.13 .16 .00 .27 .08 -.15

.31 .19 .23 .27 .00 -.19

.09 .11 .44 .11 -.15 .12

-.02 -.04 .32 -.13 .00 .14

.34 .22 .51 .25 -.09 .11

.38 .30 .38 .33 -.06 -.30

.21 .14 .46 .08 -.08 -.18

.36 .30 .26 .39 -.15 -.30

.31 .36 .28 .20 -.02 -.40

.43 .25 .39 .20 .11 -.30

.25 .18 .37 .30 -.10 -.08

.34 .24 .31 .14 -.07 -.13

.16 .31 .27 .06 -.18 -.30

.09 .12 .15 .08 -.07 .06

-.02 .14 .19 .01 -.15 -.01

.15 .36 .18 .12 -.21 -.26

.07 .01 .09 .06 .11 .09

-.12 -.14 -.06 .00 -.10 .26

-.20 -.28 -.13 -.19 .00 .32

-.27 -.26 -.17 -.18 -.07 .36

-.11 -.22 -.22 -.27 .46 .10

-.02 -.19 -.32 -.17 .62 .06

-.27 -.48 -.36 -.40 .38 .49

-.05 -.26 -.23 -.31 .55 .08

-.20 -.30 -.24 -.18 .19 .04

-.01 .04 -.02 -.11 .21 -.05

.35 .39 .36 .34 .01 -.27

.39 .39 .49 .29 -.01 -.22

.36 .24 .26 .24 .14 -.19
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Matrix 7: Wave PS 36 level against FIRO B

a. Listwise N=301

Firo

Need for
Inclusion

Firo

Need for 
Control

Firo

Need for
Openness

Firo A

Including 
People 
(do)

Firo B

Including 
People 
(want to)

Firo C

Others 
Include me 

(do)

Firo D

Others 
Include me 

(want others to)

  Analytical .06 .26 -.15 .05 .09 .00 .09

Factual .09 .01 .05 .09 .12 .02 .10

Rational -.09 .17 -.14 -.11 -.05 -.09 -.06

Learning Oriented .02 .02 -.06 .10 .02 -.01 -.02

Practically Minded .00 -.11 .02 -.10 -.03 .07 .03

Insightful .04 .15 .00 .04 .01 .06 .02

Inventive .11 .26 -.06 .08 .07 .09 .10

Abstract .02 .23 -.13 .04 .02 -.01 .04

Strategic .19 .27 .01 .20 .20 .10 .15

Interactive .29 .08 .22 .33 .26 .29 .10

Engaging .34 -.08 .31 .38 .29 .35 .10

Self-promoting .28 .37 .13 .23 .29 .17 .24

Convincing .14 .42 -.03 .09 .15 .10 .12

Articulate .23 .18 .03 .30 .17 .23 .09

Challenging .12 .29 -.08 .08 .14 .05 .12

Purposeful .08 .19 -.07 .08 .05 .06 .06

Directing .17 .31 .04 .20 .15 .13 .08

Empowering .22 .25 .05 .21 .22 .21 .09

Self-assured .17 .14 .06 .15 .20 .07 .14

Composed .01 .09 -.08 .00 -.05 .02 .03

Resolving .10 .05 .16 .13 .09 .13 -.01

Positive .17 -.16 .13 .18 .08 .17 .11

Change Oriented .04 -.02 -.09 .13 .00 .04 -.02

Receptive .14 .16 .15 .13 .18 .07 .10

Attentive .24 -.13 .22 .24 .25 .16 .15

Involving .12 -.10 .14 .16 .15 .12 .00

Accepting .11 -.14 .11 .10 .12 .08 .06

Reliable -.05 -.16 .08 -.08 -.10 .06 -.07

Meticulous -.01 -.05 .18 -.08 .02 .00 .00

Conforming -.08 -.07 .07 -.13 -.01 -.08 -.04

Organized .00 .01 .08 .01 .01 .03 -.05

Principled .01 -.17 .11 -.06 -.03 .04 .05

Activity Oriented .04 -.08 .10 .01 -.01 .05 .05

Dynamic .23 .25 .07 .22 .23 .17 .15

Enterprising .13 .30 -.03 .12 .11 .14 .06

Striving .21 .20 .09 .18 .20 .14 .17

CORRELATIONS
FIRO B

WAVE 
DIMENSIONS
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Any correlations between dimensions that are .4 or above are shaded green

Any correlations between dimensions that are -.4 or below are shaded orange

Firo E

Controlling
People 
(do)

Firo F

Controlling
People 
(want to)

Firo G

People Control
me
(do)

Firo H

People 
Control me

(want them to)

Firo I

Open with
People
(am)

Firo J

Open with
People 

(want to be|)

Firo K

People Open
with me 
(are)

Firo L

People Open
with me

(want them to
be)

.27 .20 .10 .11 -.16 -.12 -.16 -.06

-.01 .05 .02 -.03 -.03 -.04 .04 .16

.10 .18 .06 .11 -.07 -.08 -.16 -.12

.10 .06 -.08 -.04 -.12 -.06 -.04 .01

-.08 -.07 -.10 -.03 .01 -.03 .06 .03

.34 .22 -.13 -.05 -.03 -.07 .02 .07

.39 .33 -.09 .04 -.06 -.12 -.01 -.01

.23 .22 .05 .10 -.08 -.14 -.13 -.08

.37 .28 -.02 .07 -.01 -.06 .03 .05

.11 .02 .04 .05 .23 .18 .16 .13

-.04 -.07 -.06 -.04 .25 .26 .29 .19

.34 .34 .15 .15 .12 .12 .06 .12

.58 .46 -.02 .05 -.03 -.04 -.04 .02

.35 .20 -.06 -.02 .05 .02 .04 .00

.44 .37 -.07 .02 -.07 -.07 -.13 .00

.44 .34 -.20 -.12 -.08 -.10 -.03 -.02

.61 .42 -.18 -.08 .01 -.03 .07 .06

.34 .23 .00 .08 .04 -.03 .10 .03

.22 .22 -.06 -.02 .02 .07 .01 .10

.27 .11 -.14 -.02 -.03 -.01 -.10 -.11

.04 .00 .01 .09 .13 .09 .17 .11

-.01 -.08 -.20 -.13 .08 .10 .14 .09

.14 .08 -.17 -.11 -.08 -.05 -.10 -.08

.12 .03 .13 .14 .16 .15 .08 .12

-.28 -.21 .10 .07 .15 .18 .17 .20

-.26 -.22 .14 .12 .17 .10 .15 .04

-.34 -.27 .17 .12 .13 .11 .10 .04

-.20 -.12 -.04 -.05 .09 .04 .14 .00

-.08 .02 -.03 -.05 .14 .12 .18 .14

-.35 -.19 .23 .15 .08 .09 .05 .03

-.01 .03 .01 .01 .06 .02 .12 .05

-.16 -.16 -.06 -.06 .06 .04 .15 .10

-.02 -.07 -.08 -.05 .03 .05 .13 .11

.47 .30 -.12 -.02 .05 .03 .06 .08

.47 .41 -.11 -.02 .00 .00 -.04 -.06

.36 .27 -.13 -.01 .04 .01 .10 .13
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Matrix 8: Wave PS 36 level against Myers-Briggs

a. Listwise N=337

MBTI Extraversion MBTI Introversion MBTI Sensing

  Analytical -.21 .21 -.11

Factual -.13 .13 -.15

Rational -.13 .13 .18

Learning Oriented -.08 .08 -.21

Practically Minded -.05 .05 .24

Insightful -.16 .16 -.07

Inventive .02 -.02 -.51

Abstract -.20 .20 -.35

Strategic .05 -.05 -.25

Interactive .71 -.71 -.02

Engaging .65 -.65 .11

Self-promoting .36 -.36 -.13

Convincing .12 -.12 -.13

Articulate .47 -.47 -.18

Challenging .06 -.06 -.24

Purposeful .00 .00 -.08

Directing .26 -.26 -.04

Empowering .26 -.26 -.24

Self-assured .15 -.15 -.05

Composed .13 -.13 -.07

Resolving .14 -.14 -.03

Positive .28 -.28 -.06

Change Oriented .08 -.08 -.18

Receptive .07 -.07 -.12

Attentive .08 -.08 -.10

Involving .17 -.17 .12

Accepting .09 -.09 .08

Reliable -.09 .09 .35

Meticulous -.17 .17 .22

Conforming -.08 .08 .49

Organized -.07 .07 .33

Principled -.11 .11 .08

Activity Oriented .03 -.03 .10

Dynamic .23 -.23 -.18

Enterprising .17 -.17 -.11

Striving .08 -.08 -.15

CORRELATIONS
MBTI

WAVE 
DIMENSIONS
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Type Indicator (MBTI)

Any correlations between dimensions that are .4 or above are shaded green

Any correlations between dimensions that are -.4 or below are shaded orange

MBTI Intuition MBTI Thinking MBTI Feeling MBTI Judging MBTI Perceiving

.11 .41 -.41 -.06 .06

.15 .06 -.06 -.01 .01

-.18 .38 -.38 .12 -.12

.21 .15 -.15 -.07 .07

-.24 .07 -.07 -.04 .04

.07 .29 -.29 -.02 .02

.51 .14 -.14 -.35 .35

.35 .21 -.21 -.06 .06

.25 .16 -.16 .01 -.01

.02 -.26 .26 -.19 .19

-.11 -.35 .35 -.01 .01

.13 -.09 .09 -.12 .12

.13 .29 -.29 -.05 .05

.18 .00 .00 -.11 .11

.24 .34 -.34 -.15 .15

.08 .32 -.32 -.12 .12

.04 .15 -.15 .04 -.04

.24 -.15 .15 -.13 .13

.05 .06 -.06 -.05 .05

.07 .23 -.23 -.25 .25

.03 -.17 .17 -.02 .02

.06 -.09 .09 -.22 .22

.18 .12 -.12 -.33 .33

.12 -.14 .14 .06 -.06

.10 -.47 .47 -.04 .04

-.12 -.33 .33 .05 -.05

-.08 -.37 .37 -.03 .03

-.35 -.04 .04 .48 -.48

-.22 .02 -.02 .35 -.35

-.49 -.19 .19 .48 -.48

-.33 -.01 .01 .64 -.64

-.08 -.10 .10 .18 -.18

-.10 -.02 .02 .06 -.06

.18 .12 -.12 -.13 .13

.11 .18 -.18 -.11 .11

.15 .16 -.16 -.04 .04
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Matrix 9: Intercorrelation of Wave Professional Styles

Correlations between dimensions of the same cluster are shaded in their cluster colour

N= 10,953  Reference Appendix F
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Se
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g

Co
nv
in
ci
ng

A
rt
ic
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at
e

Ch
al
le
ng

in
g

P
ur
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l

  Analytical .38 .44 .34 .05 .32 .26 .39 .17 -.10 -.18 -.04 .23 .03 .24 .13

Factual .25 .27 .08 .10 -.03 .33 .00 -.16 -.08 -.10 -.02 -.02 .09 -.14

Rational .21 .22 .12 .04 .26 -.07 -.20 -.17 -.07 .03 -.09 .06 .01

Learning Oriented .00 .10 .15 .43 .14 .01 -.07 -.03 .01 .11 .07 .00

Practically Minded .11 -.15 -.06 -.24 -.01 .11 -.02 -.10 -.11 -.04 -.01

Insightful .32 .18 .32 -.07 -.11 .05 .21 -.03 .19 .33

Inventive .39 .50 .12 -.12 .12 .29 .12 .21 .31

Abstract .35 -.11 -.21 -.02 .07 .04 .15 -.04

Strategic .06 -.07 .07 .31 .23 .13 .28

Interactive .51 .39 .20 .38 .12 .11

Engaging .24 .03 .37 -.09 -.04

Self-promoting .27 .18 .23 .15

Convincing .21 .46 .41

Articulate .07 .06

Challenging .25

Purposeful

Directing

Empowering

Self-assured

Composed

Resolving

Positive

Change Oriented

Receptive

Attentive

Involving

Accepting

Reliable

Meticulous

Conforming

Organized

Principled

Activity Oriented

Dynamic

Enterprising

Striving

CORRELATIONS
Invited Access 

WAVE

WAVE 
DIMENSIONS
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Dimensions Invited Access (IA) 

Any correlations between dimensions that are .4 or above and are not within their own section are shaded green

Any correlations between dimensions that are -.4 or below and are not within their own section are shaded orange

D
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ng

Em
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g
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lf
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g

A
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R
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Co
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P
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A
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O
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.06 -.05 -.03 .06 .01 -.08 .16 .03 -.05 -.11 -.12 .01 .23 -.07 .06 .03 .09 .13 .10 .18

-.19 -.17 -.09 -.11 .02 -.14 -.16 .00 .06 .08 .05 .11 .35 .19 .22 .13 .01 -.16 -.17 -.11

-.08 -.24 -.02 .00 -.11 -.13 .00 .01 -.24 -.07 -.09 .22 .26 .22 .16 .03 .02 -.08 .03 .08

-.10 -.02 .10 .06 -.02 .02 .20 .18 .08 -.03 -.01 .00 .10 -.02 -.02 .09 .12 -.02 .01 .08

-.06 -.17 .10 -.08 .01 -.01 -.12 .04 -.02 .04 .09 .21 .20 .26 .12 .08 .13 -.08 -.04 .00

.21 .17 .10 .09 -.01 .02 .22 .00 -.01 -.11 -.11 -.03 .03 -.19 .03 .02 .16 .35 .15 .21

.18 .29 .05 .14 -.06 .08 .36 .04 -.03 -.12 -.12 -.23 -.17 -.43 -.24 -.06 .00 .33 .29 .24

-.09 -.02 -.01 -.08 -.04 -.11 .13 .15 .08 .02 .02 -.08 .08 -.07 .00 .02 -.09 -.01 .03 .03

.33 .44 .15 .20 .04 .09 .39 .11 .05 -.06 -.12 -.18 -.17 -.35 .00 .02 -.04 .36 .33 .33

.20 .24 .18 .09 .10 .28 .07 .05 .12 .07 .03 -.15 -.17 -.10 -.17 -.09 .06 .29 .27 .12

.12 .16 .19 .08 .23 .30 .00 .09 .23 .23 .20 .10 .05 .05 .05 .04 .10 .08 .17 .13

.21 .12 .25 -.01 -.08 .02 -.09 .17 -.06 -.12 -.08 -.15 -.12 -.02 -.14 -.25 -.02 .22 .30 .18

.40 .29 .10 .19 .13 -.03 .11 -.06 -.11 -.17 -.27 -.07 -.04 -.20 -.05 -.01 .03 .33 .48 .36

.23 .35 .13 .31 .15 .13 .15 .09 .17 .10 .05 -.16 -.10 -.20 -.10 .03 -.10 .18 .21 .09

.15 .05 .05 .04 .04 -.11 .04 .06 -.09 -.16 -.22 -.19 -.09 -.20 -.18 -.10 -.05 .20 .17 .12

.47 .23 .14 .30 .02 .08 .28 -.15 -.20 -.29 -.26 -.02 -.10 -.31 -.05 -.02 .25 .44 .38 .38

.50 .08 .25 .13 .04 .18 -.02 -.04 -.04 -.15 -.01 -.03 -.19 .11 -.01 .14 .45 .38 .38

.05 .21 .26 .14 .24 .08 .30 .19 .08 -.12 -.14 -.26 -.07 .06 -.06 .32 .30 .27

.13 -.01 .32 .10 .11 .03 -.11 .03 .00 -.02 .00 .00 .02 .02 .18 .21 .23

.19 .24 .38 -.08 .00 -.06 -.04 -.03 -.12 -.25 -.07 .06 .22 .22 .18 .16

.17 .09 .03 .43 .29 .24 .08 .05 .01 .03 .15 .02 -.05 .02 .04

.32 .06 .12 .06 .19 -.02 -.16 -.16 -.08 .09 .11 .18 .11 .13

.08 .02 -.02 -.04 -.12 -.18 -.41 -.15 .05 .20 .32 .18 .23

.19 .27 .17 .03 .05 .08 .08 .10 -.04 -.01 .00 .07

.50 .51 -.09 -.07 -.01 -.06 .17 -.08 -.12 -.13 -.14

.52 .09 .05 .20 .11 .21 -.12 -.21 -.19 -.15

.05 .00 .16 .01 .24 -.13 -.24 -.24 -.17

.53 .45 .59 .34 .21 -.09 -.02 .15

.48 .53 .26 .15 -.16 -.06 .14

.47 .17 -.01 -.36 -.23 -.10

.24 .18 -.04 -.06 .10

.07 -.03 -.03 .11

.27 .10 .17

.43 .40

.55



© 2012 Saville Consulting. All rights reserved. Version 2.0.

744


		2016-01-04T10:01:36+0000
	Publishing




