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PURPOSE

The Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument (TKI) is a
personality assessment that examines the ways that individu-
als deal with conflict. Currently, the TKI is scored in terms of
percentiles based on data gathered in the United States. This
technical brief uses existing data to see whether samples from
other nations diverge significantly from U.S. norms.

THE THOMAS-KILMANN
CONFLICT MODE INSTRUMENT

The TKI assessment, developed by Kenneth W. Thomas and
Ralph H. Kilmann, is based on a conceptual framework orig-
inally proposed by Robert Blake and Jane Mouton (1964).
Blake and Mouton suggested that there were five basic atti-
tudes and styles of control for managers that could be placed
on a managerial grid (Blake and Mouton, 1964). Thomas
refined the conflict aspects of this framework in the early
1970s (Thomas, 2002). The revised TKI assessment conflict
model identifies five different “conflicc-handling modes,” or
ways of dealing with conflict (Schaubhut, 2007): competing,
collaborating, compromising, avoiding, and accommodating.
These modes can be described along two independent di-
mensions: assertiveness, the degree to which individuals at-
tempt to satisfy their own concerns, and cooperativeness, the
degree to which individuals attempt to satisfy other people’s
concerns (Thomas & Kilmann, 1974, 2007). As described in
Introduction to Conflict Management (Thomas, 2002), the
conflict modes represent the following major combinations
of assertiveness and cooperation:

o Competing is assertive and uncooperative. Individuals who
use this mode try to satisfy their own concerns at the other
person’s expense.

* Collaborating is both assertive and cooperative. Individuals
who use this mode try to find a win-win solution that com-
pletely satisfies both persons’ concerns.

o Compromising is intermediate in both assertiveness and co-
operativeness. Individuals who use this mode try to find an
acceptable settlement that only partially satisfies both per-
sons’ concerns.

* Avoiding is both unassertive and uncooperative. Individuals
who use this mode sidestep the conflict without trying to
satisfy either person’s concerns.

* Accommodating is unassertive and cooperative. Individuals
who use this mode attempt to satisfy the other person’s con-
cerns at the expense of their own.

The TKI assessment helps individuals identify the conflict
modes they use most often and also gives them the concepts
to identify the modes used by others. Understanding one’s
conflict-handling style and the broader range of conflict
modes can help individuals manage conflict more construc-
tively. The TKI assessment is commonly used in a variety of
applications, such as management and supervisory training,
team building, leadership coaching, and marriage and family
counseling.

Two sets of scores are generated from TKI assessment results:
raw scores on each of the five conflict modes and correspon-
ding percentile scores. In general terms, the percentile scores
indicate the percentage of people in a norm group who
scored at or below a given raw score. In addition, percentile
scores are partitioned into three interpretive ranges—high
(the top 25%), medium (the middle 50%), and low (the bot-
tom 25%) based on percentile scores. For information on the
more precise method used to calculate percentiles for the TKI
assessment, see Appendix H.

A key attribute of the TKI assessment is that it controls for
social desirability of the response options. Past research has
suggested that a failure to control socially desirable respond-
ing can decrease test validity (Edwards, 1970). Thus, Thomas
and Kilmann were careful in addressing the issue when devel-
oping the TKI assessment. A study examining the ability of
the instrument to control social desirability found that the
TKI significantly reduces the social desirability response bias
when compared to three similar tools assessing conflict be-
havior (Kilmann & Thomas, 1977; for a copy of this paper,
see “References.”)

U.S. NORM SAMPLE

In 2007, the U.S. Norm Sample (often referred to as the TKI
Norm Sample) was updated to reflect possible changes in
occupational and demographic composition of the U.S. work-
force (Schaubhut, 2007). The new norm sample resulted in
an update of the percentile values for scores on the five con-
flict modes.

The 2007 U.S. Norm Sample included 8,000 adults from the
U.S. employed population. Respondents represented a num-
ber of racial and ethnic groups and self-reported working in a
variety of occupations. Individuals in this sample were
selected to mirror the U.S. workforce as reported by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics (U.S. Department of Labor, n.d.).
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Percentile
Raw Score Competing Collaborating Compromising Avoiding Accommodating
0 3 0 0 1 0
1 10 1 0 2 2
2 20 3 1 6 7
3 31 7 3 12 16
4 44 15 7 22 30
5 57 26 15 34 46
6 69 41 27 49 62
7 79 58 41 65 76
8 87 74 58 78 87
9 93 87 75 88 94
10 96 95 87 95 98
1 98 99 95 98 100
12 100 100 99 100 100

Note: N = 8,000. Percentiles are rounded up.

Table 1 shows the updated norms for the TKI based on the
U.S. Norm Sample.

As previously noted, respondents included in the 2007 U.S.
Norm Sample were all drawn from the United States. How-
ever, the TKI assessment is commonly used outside the U.S.;
thus, CPD, Inc., the publisher of the instrument, sought to
determine whether the assessment was functioning in a simi-
lar manner cross-culturally. This technical brief summarizes
the results of those analyses. Essentially, it examines the per-
centile ranks, raw score distributions, and interpretive ranges
for each country, as well as the mean score differences of con-
flict modes by gender and country.

INTERNATIONAL SAMPLE

The International Sample, used for the analyses presented in
this document, is a sample of convenience collected from
CPP’s commercial database. This database includes individu-
als who took the TKI assessment from 2002 to 2010 using
CPP’s commercial Web site, SkillsOne.com. Most of the
respondents completed the assessment in U.S. English, with
the single exception of the Canadian French sample. To be
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included in this analysis, respondents had to report their
country of origin and country of residence as one outside the
U.S. (e.g., born and currently residing in Germany). In addi-
tion, they had to provide the same response to both items
(country of origin and country of residence), choosing from a
list of over 200 different countries. They also needed to be at
least 18 years of age. A minimum of 100 respondents were
required for a country to be included in the International
Sample. The information provided by the International Sam-
ple is useful for examining whether there are significant dif-
ferences in TKI scores based on the country in which a partic-
ipant is residing. However, these findings should not be used
to make definitive generalizations regarding the preferred
conflict-handling modes of people in a given country.

The final International Sample included 6,168 individuals
representing 16 countries: Australia, Brazil, Canada (two
samples—English speakers and Canadian French speakers),
People’s Republic of China, France, Germany, India, Repub-
lic of Ireland, Italy, Japan, Mexico, New Zealand, Singapore,
South Africa, Sweden, and the United Kingdom. Table 2
shows the total number of people and gender breakdown for
each of these countries and for the U.S. Norm Sample.



TABLE 2. GENDER COMPOSITION OF THE U.S. NORM SAMPLE AND
THE INTERNATIONAL SAMPLE BY COUNTRY
Sample n Women % Men %
U.S. Norm Sample (N = 8,000) 50.0 50.0
Australia 143 25.9 65.7
Brazil 191 25.1 72.3
Canada (English speakers) 635 52.8 43.9
Canada (Canadian French speakers) 962 55.6 44.4
China, People’s Republic of 370 36.5 52.4
France 159 24.5 56.6
Germany 215 18.1 74.4
India 841 14.7 67.1
Ireland, Republic of 124 27.4 71.8
Italy 299 16.4 82.6
Japan 163 23.3 68.7
Mexico 255 39.2 57.3
New Zealand 106 55.7 41.5
Singapore 109 35.8 52.3
South Africa 194 36.6 61.9
Sweden 425 24.2 74.8
United Kingdom 977 20.3 59.4

Note: Some individuals from the Australia, Brazil, Canada (Canadian French speakers), People’s Republic of China, France, Germany, India, Republic
of Ireland, Italy, Japan, Mexico, New Zealand, Singapore, South Africa, Sweden, and United Kingdom samples did not indicate gender.

All respondents, other than those who completed the Cana-
dian French assessment, responded to a number of demo-
graphic items prior to taking the TKI assessment. These
items pertained to organizational level, employment status,
age, years working in current occupation, and satisfaction
with current occupation. Table 3 summarizes the organiza-
tional level for the U.S. Norm Sample and each of the coun-
tries in the International Sample. All other demographic
information is provided in Appendix A.

Percentile Ranks from the
International Sample

Percentiles were calculated for each of the raw scores (0-12).
In general terms, percentile values are the cumulative fre-
quency of the raw score—that is, the percentage of people
who scored at or below the corresponding raw score. For

example, if a raw score of 6 on Competing had a percentile of
70%, we would infer that 70% of individuals in the Inter-
national Sample scored 6 or lower on that conflict mode.
(Again, the more precise method used to calculate percentiles
for the TKI assessment is described in Appendix H.)

The percentile scores for the International Sample are shown
in Table 4. To examine the International Sample percentile
scores by country, refer to Appendixes B-F For comparison
purposes, the percentile scores for the U.S. Norm Sample are
also included in Tables B-1, C-1, D-1, E-1, and F-1.

When compared with the results presented in Table 1, the
percentiles in Table 4 shifted slightly from the U.S. norms on
all conflict modes. To interpret these shifts, it is important to
understand that a shift toward higher percentile scores tends
to indicate that raw scores have declined; that is, percentile
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AND THE INTERNATIONAL SAMPLE BY COUNTRY
Top
Entry Nonsuper- Super- Manage- Execu- Manage-

Sample Level % visory % visory % ment % tive % ment %
U.S. Norm Sample 5.0 20.3 19.7 35.2 14.9 5.0
Australia 1.4 15.4 11.2 51.0 7.7 1.4
Brazil 2.1 15.7 26.7 35.1 9.4 2.6
Canada (English speakers) 4.4 22.4 10.7 32.6 9.0 1.6
Canada (Canadian French speakers) n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
China, People’s Republic of 3.5 16.8 24.9 36.8 3.0 0.0
France 1.3 11.9 6.3 47.8 11.3 0.0
Germany 6.0 26.5 18.6 37.2 33 0.0
India 2.4 6.1 15.9 43.5 3.7 1.0
Ireland, Republic of 0.0 21.8 8.1 54.0 3.2 0.0
Italy 1.3 17.4 27.1 47.8 1.7 0.3
Japan 1.8 25.8 30.1 23.9 2.5 0.0
Mexico 2.7 9.8 24.7 29.4 8.2 3.5
New Zealand 16.0 43.4 13.2 19.8 2.8 0.0
Singapore 0.0 13.8 13.8 394 12.8 0.9
South Africa 4.6 16.5 19.1 49.0 8.8 1.0
Sweden 0.7 11.1 16.9 68.0 0.9 0.5
United Kingdom 1.7 11.3 8.2 46.2 8.4 1.7

Note: U.S. Norm Sample N = 8,000, Australia n = 143, Brazil n = 191, Canada (English speakers) n = 635, Canada (Canadian French speakers) n = 962,
People’s Republic of China n = 370, France n =159, Germany n = 215, India n = 841, Republic of Ireland n = 124, Italy n = 299, Japan n = 163, Mexico
n =255, New Zealand n = 106, Singapore n = 109, South Africa n = 194, Sweden n = 425, United Kingdom n = 977.

values for a given raw score increase when a sample has lower
raw scores. Some of the more noteworthy shifts on conflict
modes include the following. In the Australian sample, the
percentiles shifted down on Competing, as the Australian
sample scored higher than the U.S. Norm Sample. In con-
trast, the German sample shifted up on Collaborating, indi-
cating that it had lower raw scores than the U.S. Norm Sam-
ple. The Canadian French sample shifted down on Com-
promising, as it scored higher than the U.S. Norm Sample. A
noteworthy change on Avoiding was a shift down in per-
centile scores for the New Zealand sample. Finally, per-
centiles on Accommodating shifted up for the Mexican sam-
ple, again indicating lower raw scores than those reported for
the U.S. Norm Sample.

As with the U.S. Norm Sample, the International Sample was
partitioned into three interpretive categories—high (the top

25%), medium (the middle 50%), and low (the bottom
25%), based on the distribution of the raw scores. Table 5
illustrates the results for each of the five conflict modes.
Although the International Sample percentile scores shifted
slightly for all conflict modes, the interpretive categories are
very similar to those found for the U.S. Norm Sample. Thus,
interpretation of TKI results for the U.S. Norm Sample and
the International Sample overall remain largely the same. The
only differences in raw score ranges between the two samples
was on the Collaborating mode, where ranges of 5-8 and 9—
12 were categorized as low and medium, respectively, for the
U.S. Norm Sample and ranges of 5-7 and 8—12 were catego-
rized as low and medium, respectively, for the International
Sample. Differences on the Collaborating mode may be a
function of the organizational level of individuals in the U.S.
Norm Sample versus that of those in the International Sam-
ple. In the U.S. Norm Sample, 75% of respondents were
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TABLE 4. TKI RAW SCORES AND PERCENTILES FOR THE INTERNATIONAL SAMPLE

Percentile
Raw Score Competing Collaborating Compromising Avoiding Accommodating
0 2 0 0 0 0
1 6 1 0 2 2
2 14 1 4 8
3 25 8 3 10 18
4 39 16 19 33
5 53 29 14 32 49
6 66 45 26 47 65
7 77 63 40 63 79
8 86 78 57 77 89
9 92 89 72 88 95
10 96 96 86 95 98
11 98 99 95 98 99
12 100 100 99 100 100

Note: N = 6,168. Percentiles are rounded up.

TABLE 5. RAW SCORES AND INTERPRETIVE CATEGORIES FOR THE U.S. NORM SAMPLE
AND THE INTERNATIONAL SAMPLE

Competing Collaborating Compromising Avoiding Accommodating

us. Inter- us. Inter- us. Inter- us. Inter- (VA Inter-
Interpretive Norm national Norm national Norm national Norm national Norm national
Category Sample  Sample Sample  Sample Sample  Sample  Sample  Sample  Sample Sample
High
(top 25%) 7-12 7-12 9-12 8-12 10-12 10-12 8-12 8-12 7-12 7-12
Medium
(middle 50%) 3-6 3-6 5-8 5-7 6-9 6-9 5-7 5-7 4-6 4-6
Low
(bottom 25%) 0-2 0-2 0-4 0-4 0-5 0-5 0-4 0-4 0-3 0-3

Note: Interpretive categories that differ between the U.S. Norm Sample and the International Sample are shaded.

employed as supervisors, managers, executives, or top execu-
tives. In contrast, the International Sample had only 56% of
respondents employed as supervisors, managers, executives,
or top executives. Previous research (Blake & Mouton, 1964;
Brewer, Mitchell, & Weber, 2002; Thomas, Thomas, &
Schaubhut, 2008) has indicated that Collaborating increases
at higher organizational levels. Given these findings, the shift

in the Collaborating mode in the current study may be attrib-
uted to the smaller percentage of individuals in the Interna-
tional Sample who were supervisors or above. Appendixes
B-F (Tables B-2, C-2, D-2, E-2, and F-2) provide informa-
tion on the raw scores and interpretive categories for each
of the countries in the International Sample.
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TABLE 6. ANOVA SUMMARY FOR THE TKI MODES—THE U.S. NORM SAMPLE AND
THE INTERNATIONAL SAMPLE BY COUNTRY

Variance Sum of Degrees of Mean

TKI Mode Sources Squares (SS) Freedom (df) Square (MS) F p r?

Competing Country 1597.392 17 93.964 12.629 .000 .015
Error 105282.718 14150 7.440

Collaborating Country 1016.927 17 59.819 12.628 .000 .015
Error 67029.927 14150 4.737

Compromising Country 2825.739 17 166.220 35.543 .000 .041
Error 66174.436 14150 4.677

Avoiding Country 1523.324 17 89.607 15.818 .000 .019
Error 80157.322 14150 5.665

Accommodating Country 1852.206 17 108.953 22.390 .000 .026
Error 68856.378 14150 4.866

ANALYSES OF CONFLICT MODE
DIFFERENCES

The analysis of the raw score and percentile distributions
show slight differences in the distributions and interpretive
boundaries for several countries. However, it is necessary to
determine whether these differences are meaningful to users
of the TKI assessment. To that end, a series of analyses exam-
ined differences in mean scores based on respondents’ gender
and country.

Differences by Country

First, univariate analyses of variance (ANOVAs) were calcu-
lated to see whether statistically significant differences exist
between samples from the 17 countries in our data set (the
United States and the 16 countries in the International Sam-
ple). ANOVAs compare the mean scores of two or more
groups to determine whether there are statistically significant
differences between them (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). A
summary of this analysis is provided in Table 6, which shows
that significant differences between countries were found on
all five conflict modes.

Effect sizes were also computed to determine the magnitude
of the results. Essentially, effect sizes provide an indication of
size differences in a practical sense. While results can be statis-
tically significant, they may not always have an impact in
action or when applied in practice—that is, practical signifi-
cance. Large samples almost always have statistically signifi-
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cant differences, so effect sizes are of particular value in this
study. Effect sizes computed for the mean differences on the
five TKI assessment conflict modes suggest that the differ-
ences reported here should be interpreted with caution. The
72 effect sizes computed for the ANOVAs (Gravetter & Wall-
nau, 2004) were all small to medium (Cohen, 1992). Accord-
ing to Cohen’s criteria for effect sizes, country was not shown
to have a large impact on any of the five conflict modes.

After the ANOVAs showed statistically significant differences
between the 17 countries, post hoc analyses were run to more
specifically test differences between the U.S. Norm Sample
and the individual countries in the International Sample.
Post hoc analyses—that is, the Tukey Honestly Significant
Difference tests run here—determine whether one country’s
mean is significantly higher than another’s on each conflict
mode. Tukey HSD comparisons between the U.S. Norm
Sample and all countries included in the International Sam-
ple are provided in Appendixes B-F (Tables B-3, C-3, D-3,
E-3, and F-3).

When compared to the U.S. Norm Sample, the Australia,
France, Mexico, and United Kingdom samples all scored sig-
nificantly higher on Competing. Canada (Canadian French
speakers), the People’s Republic of China, Germany, India,
Italy, and Japan all scored significantly lower than the U.S.
Norm Sample on Collaborating. On the Compromising
conflict mode, Brazil, Canada (Canadian French speakers),
France, Germany, and Mexico all scored significantly higher,
while India and Japan scored significantly lower. In addition,
the People’s Republic of China, India, Italy, Japan, and New



Women

TABLE 7. TKI PERCENTILE MEDIANS BY GENDER FOR THE U.S. NORM SAMPLE AND
THE INTERNATIONAL SAMPLE

Men

U.S. Norm Sample

International Sample

U.S. Norm Sample International Sample

TKI Mode Percentile Median

Competing 44 39 57 53
Collaborating 58 45 58 45
Compromising 58 57 41 40
Avoiding 49 47 49 47
Accommodating 46 49 46 49

Note: U.S. Norm Sample N = 8,000 (4,000 women and 4,000 men); International Sample N = 6,168 (1,983 women and 3,659 men; 526 did not indicate

gender).

Zealand all scored significantly higher on Avoiding, whereas
Canada (Canadian French speakers), scored significantly
lower. Finally, Brazil, France, Mexico, Singapore, South
Africa, and the United Kingdom all scored significantly lower
on Accommodating. In contrast, the People’s Republic of
China and Japan scored significantly higher than the U.S.
Norm Sample on Accommodating. It should be noted that
most differences were found to have small (4 < .20) to
medium (4 < .50) effect sizes (i.e., Cohen’s &) according to
Cohen’s criteria (Cohen, 1992).

Differences by Gender

Previous research using the U.S. Norm Sample has revealed
differences between the scores of men and women on the
conflict modes (Thomas, Thomas, & Schaubhut, 2008). The
strongest difference occurred on Competing, where men
scored somewhat higher than women—a finding consis-
tent with a meta-analysis of previous findings by various
researchers (Holt & DeVore, 2005). In this international
technical brief, we sought to determine whether these same
gender patterns occurred in the International Sample.

The International Sample was compared to the U.S. Norm
Sample by looking at the median scores obtained for women
and men on each of the five conflict modes. Median scores
were determined by dividing the distribution of percentile
scores in half for both women and men. The medians are the
scores in the center of the distribution; exactly one-half of the
distribution falls above the median and one-half of the distri-
bution falls below the median. Results are presented in Table 7.

Collaborating percentiles for both women and men show the
trend for people in the International Sample to score some-

what lower on Collaborating than people in the U.S. Norm
Sample. With that exception, however, median percentiles
for both women and men are quite similar across the U.S.
and International samples, falling within a few points of each
other. In particular, men exhibit moderately higher Compet-
ing scores than women in both the U.S. and International
samples. Women tend to score somewhat higher than men
on Compromising in this analysis. A breakdown of percentile
medians for women and men by individual country is pre-
sented in Appendix G.

To explore more precisely gender differences by country,
independent sample # tests were calculated. Independent
sample 7 tests help to determine whether a significanc differ-
ence exists between two populations (e.g., women and men)
(Gravetter & Wallnau, 2004). Results are presented in
Appendixes B-F (Tables B-4, C-4, D-4, E-4, and F-4). Here,
the conventional cutoff value of p < .05 was used to deter-
mine statistical significance.

As shown in these tables, statistically significant differences
were found between women and men on all five conflict
modes, with Competing having the largest number of coun-
tries to differ by gender. Men scored significantly higher than
women on Competing in all countries except Brazil, France,
Germany, the Republic of Ireland, Italy, Japan, and Singa-
pore. Gender differences on other conflict modes were less
widespread. On Collaborating, women scored higher than
men in Germany and Italy, while men scored higher than
women in Australia, Canada (English speakers), Canada (Ca-
nadian French speakers), and the United Kingdom. On Com-
promising, women scored higher than men in the U.S. Norm
Sample, India, and the Republic of Ireland. On Avoiding,
women scored higher than men in the U.S. Norm Sample,
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Australia, Canada (English speakers), Canada (Canadian
French speakers), Mexico, New Zealand, and the United
Kingdom. On Accommodating, women scored higher than
men in the U.S. Norm Sample, Australia, Canada (English
speakers), New Zealand, and the United Kingdom, while
men scored higher than women in Iraly.

Again, these results should be interpreted with caution. In
calculating effect sizes for the ¢ tests (i.e., Cohen’s &), most
gender differences were found to be small (4 < .20) to
medium (4 < .50) according to Cohen’s criteria (Cohen,
1992). The only country to have a mean score difference clas-
sified as large according to Cohen (1992) was Australia,
where women and men differed strongly on the Accommo-
dating mode.

Opverall, however, we note that the strongest gender differ-
ence found in the International Sample—the tendency for
men to score somewhat higher than women on Compet-
ing—is common to both the U.S. Norm Sample and the
large majority of countries in the International Sample.
Among other things, this finding underscores the importance
of basing norms on a gender-balanced sample. While the
U.S. Norm Sample was based on a 50/50 split of men and
women, our samples of convenience for other countries var-
ied considerably with respect to gender composition. These
varying percentages of women and men may thus be con-
tributing to differences in means and percentile scores across
national samples in this study.

CONCLUSION

The analyses presented in this document were conducted as
an initial investigation of differences in TKI assessment scores
across a variety of countries from around the globe. Overall,
the pattern of the five conflict modes did not vary greatly
across countries or in comparison to the U.S. Norm Sample.
Findings appear to confirm that the modes, percentile com-
putations, and scores used for the interpretive categories
function similarly in different countries. Thus, results pro-
vide some initial support for the cross-cultural use of the
instrument.

The mode that appeared to differ the most between the U.S.
Norm Sample and the International Sample was Collaborat-

ing. Differences on the Collaborating mode may be a result
of the organizational level of individuals in the International
Sample. Approximately half of individuals in the Interna-
tional Sample were supervisors, managers, executives, or top
executives, in comparison to over two-thirds of individuals in
the U.S. Norm Sample. However, as previous research (Blake
& Mouton, 1964; Brewer et al., 2002; Thomas et al., 2008)
has suggested that Collaborating increases at higher organiza-
tional levels, these results may be impacted by the current
work level of the International Sample participants.

While the U.S. Norm Sample was specifically developed to
mirror the racial and ethnic distribution of the U.S. work-
force, individual international samples included in this analy-
sis are nearly all samples of convenience. The U.S. Norm
Sample of 8,000 respondents was drawn, via a stratified ran-
dom sample, from a much larger pool of 59,000 online
respondents. Therefore, the high, middle, and low scores in
the U.S. Norm Sample percentiles represent those national
demographic features. The international samples, on the
other hand, vary in size, with eight countries having fewer
than 200 participants. These smaller samples are based on a
relatively small number of administrations that tap different
industries and occupations. Moreover, samples from different
countries differ in their percentages of women and men,
which would skew percentiles somewhat. Thus, differences
(statistically or practically significant) revealed in these pre-
liminary cultural comparisons may be a result of the different
sampling methods employed for the U.S. and International
samples.

Nevertheless, this initial examination suggests that, as a prac-
tical matter, the U.S. TKI norms (in particular, the high,
medium, and low categories) do not diverge strongly from
those of the countries in this study. Thus, we conclude that
they can be used to interpret results for people of interna-
tional origin and residence.

It should be noted, however, that broad generalizations to
countries or cultures should not be made based on these find-
ings. Future research should be conducted on translated ver-
sions of the TKI assessment as they are developed and used
around the world, and on samples obtained through more
rigorous sampling techniques and representative of the par-
ticular populations of interest.
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APPENDIX A: Demographic Information for the U.S. Norm Sample
and the International Sample by Country

TABLE A-1. EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF THE U.S. NORM SAMPLE
AND THE INTERNATIONAL SAMPLE BY COUNTRY

Working Working Not Working Full-Time
Full-Time Part-Time for Income Retired Student

Sample % % % % %

U.S. Norm Sample 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Australia 86.0 2.1 0.7 0.7 2.8
Brazil 90.1 1.6 0.0 0.0 7.3
Canada (English speakers) 76.7 5.7 1.1 0.3 11.7
Canada (Canadian French speakers) n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
China, People’s Republic of 84.6 0.3 0.5 0.0 9.7
France 80.5 0.0 0.6 0.0 6.9
Germany 94.9 1.4 0.0 0.0 1.9
India 731 0.2 0.5 0.0 8.2
Ireland, Republic of 86.3 2.4 4.8 0.0 0.0
Italy 95.7 0.3 0.3 0.0 3.0
Japan 85.3 0.6 0.0 0.0 6.1
Mexico 84.7 0.4 0.4 0.0 11.8
New Zealand 83.0 14.2 0.0 0.0 0.9
Singapore 79.8 1.8 0.9 0.0 6.4
South Africa 99.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5
Sweden 98.6 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
United Kingdom 78.0 2.4 0.1 0.0 3.0

Note: U.S. Norm Sample N = 8,000, Australia n = 143, Brazil n = 191, Canada (English speakers) n = 635, Canada (Canadian French speakers) n = 962,
People’s Republic of China n = 370, France n =159, Germany n = 215, India n = 841, Republic of Ireland n = 124, Italy n = 299, Japan n = 163, Mexico
n =255, New Zealand n = 106, Singapore n = 109, South Africa n = 194, Sweden n = 425, United Kingdom n = 977.
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TABLE A-2. DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF THE U.S. NORM SAMPLE
AND THE INTERNATIONAL SAMPLE BY COUNTRY

Sample
U.S. Norm Sample (N = 8,000)

Australia

Brazil

Canada (English speakers)

Canada (Canadian French speakers)

China, People's Republic of

France

Germany

India

Ireland, Republic of

Italy

Japan

Mexico

New Zealand

Singapore

South Africa

Sweden

United Kingdom

Demographic Item

Respondent’s age

Years working in current occupation
Satisfaction with current job
Respondent’s age

Years working in current occupation
Satisfaction with current job
Respondent’s age

Years working in current occupation
Satisfaction with current job
Respondent’s age

Years working in current occupation
Satisfaction with current job
Respondent’s age

Years working in current occupation
Satisfaction with current job
Respondent’s age

Years working in current occupation
Satisfaction with current job
Respondent’s age

Years working in current occupation
Satisfaction with current job
Respondent’s age

Years working in current occupation
Satisfaction with current job
Respondent’s age

Years working in current occupation
Satisfaction with current job
Respondent’s age

Years working in current occupation
Satisfaction with current job
Respondent’s age

Years working in current occupation
Satisfaction with current job
Respondent’s age

Years working in current occupation
Satisfaction with current job
Respondent’s age

Years working in current occupation
Satisfaction with current job
Respondent’s age

Years working in current occupation
Satisfaction with current job
Respondent’s age

Years working in current occupation
Satisfaction with current job
Respondent’s age

Years working in current occupation
Satisfaction with current job
Respondent’s age

Years working in current occupation
Satisfaction with current job
Respondent’s age

Years working in current occupation
Satisfaction with current job

n

8,000
7,989
7,988
130
127
131
188
174
186
588
515
594
n/a
n/a
n/a
349
312
345
134
126
138
205
198
201
679
611
712
117
108
122
297
285
293
150
137
149
246
200
239
103
101
105
97
89
94
186
192
193
419
416
422
899
750
846

Mean
40.35
11.75

1.85
36.64
11.06

1.98
35.86
11.37

1.91
39.10
12.48

1.79

n/a
n/a
n/a
33.49

8.65

2.19
36.88

9.74

1.96
37.01

9.12

2.05
33.05

9.78

1.79
36.85
11.14

2.16
39.72
10.68

2.46
39.51
11.66

2.23
34.57

9.37

1.64
39.99

9.90

1.98
37.48
11.00

2.13
37.97
11.18

2.16
38.34

8.34

2.08
38.64
13.53

1.94

SD
9.66
9.45
0.88
7.84
7.78
0.84
7.14
7.91
0.97
9.55
8.63
1.13
n/a
n/a
n/a
5.41
5.23
0.96
7.75
7.44
0.92
7.96
8.02
0.74
6.07
5.49
0.97
6.02
7.22
1.15
5.67
6.50
0.94
7.95
8.70
1.09
7.20
6.83
1.03
10.58
7.92
0.81
6.46
5.81
0.85
7.57
8.18
0.93
5.71
6.16
0.80
9.08
9.26
1.03

Note: Satisfaction with current job response options range from 1 = very satisfied to 6 = very dissatisfied.
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B-3. TUKEY HSD COMPARISONS BETWEEN THE U.S. NORM SAMPLE AND
THE INTERNATIONAL SAMPLE BY COUNTRY—COMPETING
Mean Standard
Comparison Difference’ Error p Cohen’s d?
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Australia -1.126* 0.230 .000 -.40
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Brazil -0.472 0.200 .635 -.18
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Canada (English speakers) 0.220 0.112 .889 .08
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Canada (Canadian French speakers) 0.189 0.093 .855 .07
U.S. Norm Sample vs. China, People’s Republic of 0.182 0.145 .999 .07
U.S. Norm Sample vs. France —0.994* 0.218 .001 -.37
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Germany -0.585 0.189 .154 -.21
U.S. Norm Sample vs. India -0.281 0.099 .288 -.10
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Ireland, Republic of -0.468 0.247 913 -17
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Italy -0.379 0.161 .640 -.14
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Japan 0.317 0.216 993 12
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Mexico -0.896* 0.174 .000 -.33
U.S. Norm Sample vs. New Zealand 0.581 0.267 .768 .21
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Singapore 0.217 0.263 1.000 .08
U.S. Norm Sample vs. South Africa -0.269 0.198 997 -.10
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Sweden -0.400 0.136 .228 -.15
U.S. Norm Sample vs. United Kingdom -0.906* 0.092 .000 -.32

Note: U.S. Norm Sample N = 8,000, Australia n = 143, Brazil n = 191, Canada (English speakers) n = 635, Canada (Canadian French speakers) n = 962,

People’s Republic of China n = 370, France n = 159, Germany n = 215, India n = 841, Republic of Ireland n = 124, Italy n = 299, Japan n = 163, Mexico

n =255, New Zealand n = 106, Singapore n = 109, South Africa n = 194, Sweden n = 425, United Kingdom n = 977. Percentiles are rounded up.

'"Mean difference is equal to U.S. Norm Sample mean minus individual country sample mean.

2Cohen’s d was calculated using the means and standard deviations of the U.S. Norm Sample and each of the individual country samples. The formula is

as follows: ((U.S. mean - individual country mean)/SQRT(((U.S. std. dev. * U.S. std. dev.) + (individual country std. dev. * individual country std. dev.))/2)).
*p < .05.
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AND THE INTERNATIONAL SAMPLE BY COUNTRY—COMPETING
Women Men
Sample Mean sD Mean sD t p Cohen’s d
U.S. Norm Sample 4.21 2.68 5.16 2.83 -15.481* .000 -.34
Australia 4.70 2.77 6.32 2.79 -2.991* .003 -.58
Brazil 4.60 2.30 5.43 2.55 -1.973 .050 -.34
Canada (English speakers) 3.84 2.69 5.22 2.65 -6.369* .000 -.52
Canada (Canadian French speakers) 4.23 2.43 4.83 2.58 -3.671* .000 =24
China, People's Republic of 4.16 2.37 476 2.52 -2.173* .030 -.25
France 5.10 2.31 6.04 2.68 -1.906 .059 -.38
Germany 4.67 2.68 5.47 2.60 -1.718 .087 -.30
India 4.35 2.53 4.92 2.56 -2.280* .023 -.22
Ireland, Republic of 4.65 2.68 5.37 2.84 -1.283 .202 -.26
Italy 4.94 2.77 5.09 2.70 -0.354 723 -.05
Japan 4.53 2.60 4.29 2.46 0.494 .622 .09
Mexico 4.91 2.53 6.03 2.66 -3.324* .001 -.43
New Zealand 3.34 2.36 5.16 2.66 -3.667* .000 -72
Singapore 428 2.70 4.53 2.62 -0.443 .659 -.09
South Africa 4.35 2.34 5.32 2.76 -2.470* .014 -.38
Sweden 4.41 2.37 5.32 2.46 -3.291* .001 -.38
United Kingdom 5.18 2.77 5.89 2.78 -3.108* .002 -.26

Note: U.S. Norm Sample N = 8,000, Australia n = 143, Brazil n = 191, Canada (English speakers) n = 635, Canada (Canadian French speakers) n = 962,
People’s Republic of China n = 370, France n = 159, Germany n = 215, India n = 841, Republic of Ireland n = 124, Italy n = 299, Japan n = 163, Mexico
n =255, New Zealand n = 106, Singapore n = 109, South Africa n = 194, Sweden n = 425, United Kingdom n = 977. Percentiles are rounded up.

*p < .05.
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TABLE C-3. TUKEY HSD COMPARISONS BETWEEN THE U.S. NORM SAMPLE AND

THE INTERNATIONAL SAMPLE BY COUNTRY—COLLABORATING

Mean Standard
Comparison Difference’ Error p Cohen’s d?
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Australia -0.172 0.184 1.000 -.08
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Brazil 0.433 0.159 .367 .21
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Canada (English speakers) -0.039 0.090 1.000 -.02
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Canada (Canadian French speakers) 0.319* 0.074 .002 .15
U.S. Norm Sample vs. China, People’s Republic of 0.923* 0.116 .000 43
U.S. Norm Sample vs. France 0.593 0.174 .066 .28
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Germany 1.034* 0.150 .000 .50
U.S. Norm Sample vs. India 0.316* 0.079 .008 14
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Ireland, Republic of -0.103 0.197 1.000 -.05
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Italy 0.763* 0.128 .000 .35
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Japan 0.805* 0.172 .000 .37
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Mexico 0.082 0.138 1.000 .04
U.S. Norm Sample vs. New Zealand 0.344 0.213 .980 .16
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Singapore 0.091 0.210 1.000 .04
U.S. Norm Sample vs. South Africa -0.494 0.158 147 -.23
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Sweden 0.149 0.108 .997 .07
U.S. Norm Sample vs. United Kingdom -0.098 0.074 .998 -.04

Note: U.S. Norm Sample N = 8,000, Australia n = 143, Brazil n = 191, Canada (English speakers) n = 635, Canada (Canadian French speakers) n = 962,
People’s Republic of China n = 370, France n = 159, Germany n = 215, India n = 841, Republic of Ireland n = 124, Italy n = 299, Japan n = 163, Mexico
n =255, New Zealand n = 106, Singapore n = 109, South Africa n = 194, Sweden n = 425, United Kingdom n = 977. Percentiles are rounded up.

'"Mean difference is equal to U.S. Norm Sample mean minus individual country sample mean.

2Cohen’s d was calculated using the means and standard deviations of the U.S. Norm Sample and each of the individual country samples. The formula is
as follows: ((U.S. mean - individual country mean)/SQRT(((U.S. std. dev. * U.S. std. dev.) + (individual country std. dev. * individual country std. dev.))/2)).

*p < .05.
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TABLE C-4. MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN WOMEN AND MEN IN THE U.S. NORM SAMPLE
AND THE INTERNATIONAL SAMPLE BY COUNTRY—COLLABORATING

Women Men
Sample Mean sD Mean sD t p Cohen’s d
U.S. Norm Sample 6.47 2.21 6.50 2.20 -0.512 .608 -.01
Australia 5.84 2.19 7.00 2.21 -2.712* .008 -.53
Brazil 5.96 1.88 6.07 1.89 -0.338 .736 -.06
Canada (English speakers) 6.35 2.40 6.73 2.34 -2.002* .046 -.16
Canada (Canadian French speakers) 6.02 2.01 6.35 2.04 -2.499* .013 -.16
China, People's Republic of 5.76 2.05 5.41 2.04 1.530 127 A7
France 6.00 1.95 5.87 1.94 0.358 721 .07
Germany 6.36 1.80 5.28 1.93 3.191* .002 .58
India 6.15 2.45 6.20 2.16 -0.230 .818 -.02
Ireland, Republic of 6.88 2.01 6.46 2.1 1.003 .318 .20
Italy 6.45 2.28 5.57 2.14 2.597* .010 .40
Japan 5.84 2.15 5.63 2.15 0.516 .607 .10
Mexico 6.40 1.85 6.43 2.01 -0.125 .901 -.02
New Zealand 6.02 2.06 6.25 2.25 -0.545 .587 -11
Singapore 6.46 1.65 6.37 2.23 0.223 .824 .05
South Africa 6.93 2.09 7.06 2.10 -0.410 .683 -.06
Sweden 6.68 2.17 6.25 2.34 1.630 .104 .19
United Kingdom 6.24 2.03 6.82 2.17 -3.336* .001 -.28

Note: U.S. Norm Sample N = 8,000, Australia n = 143, Brazil n = 191, Canada (English speakers) n = 635, Canada (Canadian French speakers) n = 962,
People’s Republic of China n = 370, France n = 159, Germany n = 215, India n = 841, Republic of Ireland n = 124, Italy n = 299, Japan n = 163, Mexico
n =255, New Zealand n = 106, Singapore n = 109, South Africa n = 194, Sweden n = 425, United Kingdom n = 977. Percentiles are rounded up.

*p < .05.
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D-3. TUKEY HSD COMPARISONS BETWEEN THE U.S. NORM SAMPLE AND
THE INTERNATIONAL SAMPLE BY COUNTRY—COMPROMISING
Mean Standard
Comparison Difference’ Error p Cohen'’s d?
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Australia 0.282 0.182 .987 A3
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Brazil -0.944* 0.158 .000 -.47
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Canada (English speakers) -0.003 0.089 1.000 .00
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Canada (Canadian French speakers) -1.240* 0.074 .000 -.59
U.S. Norm Sample vs. China, People’s Republic of 0.271 0.115 .643 A3
U.S. Norm Sample vs. France -0.635* 0.173 .028 -.30
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Germany -0.527* 0.149 .045 -.25
U.S. Norm Sample vs. India 0.821* 0.078 .000 37
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Ireland, Republic of -0.126 0.196 1.000 -.06
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Italy 0.104 0.127 1.000 .05
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Japan 1.152* 0.171 .000 .56
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Mexico -0.801* 0.138 .000 -.38
U.S. Norm Sample vs. New Zealand 0.281 0.211 .998 14
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Singapore -0.505 0.209 .593 -.24
U.S. Norm Sample vs. South Africa 0.061 0.157 1.000 .03
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Sweden 0.182 0.108 .968 .08
U.S. Norm Sample vs. United Kingdom 0.177 0.073 .591 .08

Note: U.S. Norm Sample N = 8,000, Australia n = 143, Brazil n = 191, Canada (English speakers) n = 635, Canada (Canadian French speakers) n = 962,

People’s Republic of China n = 370, France n = 159, Germany n = 215, India n = 841, Republic of Ireland n = 124, Italy n = 299, Japan n = 163, Mexico

n =255, New Zealand n = 106, Singapore n = 109, South Africa n = 194, Sweden n = 425, United Kingdom n = 977. Percentiles are rounded up.

"Mean difference is equal to U.S. Norm Sample mean minus individual country sample mean.

2Cohen’s d was calculated using the means and standard deviations of the U.S. Norm Sample and each of the individual country samples. The formula is
as follows: ((U.S. mean - individual country mean)/SQRT(((U.S. std. dev. * U.S. std. dev.) + (individual country std. dev. * individual country std. dev.))/2)).

*p <.05.
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TABLE D-4. MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN WOMEN AND MEN IN THE U.S. NORM SAMPLE
AND THE INTERNATIONAL SAMPLE BY COUNTRY—COMPROMISING

Women Men
Sample Mean sD Mean sD t p Cohen's d
U.S. Norm Sample 7.59 2.13 7.25 2.24 6.960* .000 .16
Australia 7.05 2.13 7.30 2.15 -0.585 .560 -12
Brazil 8.48 1.61 8.28 1.84 0.656 513 12
Canada (English speakers) 7.56 2.07 7.24 2.32 1.832 .068 .15
Canada (Canadian French speakers) 8.72 1.93 8.59 2.12 1.053 .293 .06
China, People's Republic of 7.24 2.12 7.07 2.14 0.711 478 .08
France 8.44 2.21 7.89 1.85 1.452 .149 27
Germany 8.00 1.91 7.89 1.95 0.306 .760 .06
India 7.1 2.03 6.57 2.23 2.477* .013 .25
Ireland, Republic of 8.44 2.05 7.18 2.20 2.894* .005 .59
Italy 7.51 1.96 7.28 2.35 0.645 519 1
Japan 6.47 1.77 6.22 1.99 0.688 493 13
Mexico 8.13 1.91 8.29 2.00 -0.645 519 -.08
New Zealand 7.25 1.59 7.00 2.13 0.692 490 13
Singapore 8.18 1.83 7.88 2.07 0.735 464 .15
South Africa 7.73 2.00 7.16 2.23 1.783 .076 27
Sweden 7.56 1.88 7.10 2.15 1.956 .051 .23
United Kingdom 7.40 2.15 7.13 2.30 1.447 .148 12

Note: U.S. Norm Sample N = 8,000, Australia n = 143, Brazil n = 191, Canada (English speakers) n = 635, Canada (Canadian French speakers) n = 962,
People’s Republic of China n = 370, France n = 159, Germany n = 215, India n = 841, Republic of Ireland n = 124, Italy n = 299, Japan n = 163, Mexico
n =255, New Zealand n = 106, Singapore n = 109, South Africa n = 194, Sweden n = 425, United Kingdom n = 977. Percentiles are rounded up.

*p < .05.
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TABLE E-3. TUKEY HSD COMPARISONS BETWEEN THE U.S. NORM SAMPLE AND
THE INTERNATIONAL SAMPLE BY COUNTRY—AVOIDING

Mean Standard
Comparison Difference’ Error p Cohen’s d?
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Australia 0.482 0.201 .608 .19
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Brazil -0.046 0.174 1.000 -.02
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Canada (English speakers) -0.048 0.098 1.000 -.02
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Canada (Canadian French speakers) 0.513* 0.081 .000 21
U.S. Norm Sample vs. China, People’s Republic of -0.819* 0.127 .000 -.38
U.S. Norm Sample vs. France 0.231 0.191 .999 .10
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Germany -0.040 0.164 1.000 -.02
U.S. Norm Sample vs. India -0.700% 0.086 .000 -.30
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Ireland, Republic of 0.185 0.215 1.000 .08
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Italy -0.891* 0.140 .000 -.38
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Japan -0.835* 0.188 .001 -.37
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Mexico 0.397 0.151 435 17
U.S. Norm Sample vs. New Zealand -1.065* 0.233 .001 -.45
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Singapore -0.676 0.230 227 -.30
U.S. Norm Sample vs. South Africa -0.101 0.173 1.000 -.04
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Sweden 0.077 0.118 1.000 .03
U.S. Norm Sample vs. United Kingdom 0.159 0.081 .884 .07

Note: U.S. Norm Sample N = 8,000, Australia n = 143, Brazil n = 191, Canada (English speakers) n = 635, Canada (Canadian French speakers) n = 962,
People’s Republic of China n = 370, France n = 159, Germany n = 215, India n = 841, Republic of Ireland n = 124, Italy n = 299, Japan n = 163, Mexico
n =255, New Zealand n = 106, Singapore n = 109, South Africa n = 194, Sweden n = 425, United Kingdom n = 977. Percentiles are rounded up.

'"Mean difference is equal to U.S. Norm Sample mean minus individual country sample mean.

2Cohen’s d was calculated using the means and standard deviations of the U.S. Norm Sample and each of the individual country samples. The formula is
as follows: ((U.S. mean - individual country mean)/SQRT(((U.S. std. dev. * U.S. std. dev.) + (individual country std. dev. * individual country std. dev.))/2)).

*p < .05.
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TABLE E-4. MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN WOMEN AND MEN IN THE U.S. NORM SAMPLE

AND THE INTERNATIONAL SAMPLE BY COUNTRY—AVOIDING

Women Men
Sample Mean sD Mean sD t p Cohen’s d
U.S. Norm Sample 6.19 2.46 5.91 2.39 5.250* .000 12
Australia 6.27 2.75 5.23 2.61 2.017* .046 .39
Brazil 6.56 2.12 5.91 2.24 1.756 .081 .30
Canada (English speakers) 6.32 2.41 5.86 2.37 2.354* .019 .19
Canada (Canadian French speakers) 5.82 2.62 5.18 2.19 4.033* .000 .27
China, People's Republic of 6.93 1.91 6.94 1.86 -0.058 .954 -.01
France 5.87 2.09 5.72 2.14 0.367 714 .07
Germany 5.54 2.14 6.15 2.31 -1.502 135 =27
India 6.99 2.35 6.74 2.24 1.104 .270 11
Ireland, Republic of 5.74 2.72 5.93 2.32 -0.402 .689 -.08
Italy 6.65 2.46 7.00 2.27 -0.951 .343 -.15
Japan 6.82 2.10 7.04 1.93 -0.593 .554 -1
Mexico 6.29 2.34 5.26 2.32 3.407* .001 44
New Zealand 7.49 2.35 6.57 2.07 2.072* .041 42
Singapore 6.87 2.04 6.60 2.03 0.650 517 13
South Africa 6.28 2.02 6.02 2.18 0.835 405 A2
Sweden 5.77 2.12 6.05 2.09 -1.190 .235 -13
United Kingdom 6.10 2.45 5.67 2.41 2.174* .030 .18

Note: U.S. Norm Sample N = 8,000, Australia n = 143, Brazil n = 191, Canada (English speakers) n = 635, Canada (Canadian French speakers) n = 962,
People’s Republic of China n = 370, France n = 159, Germany n = 215, India n = 841, Republic of Ireland n = 124, Italy n = 299, Japan n = 163, Mexico
n =255, New Zealand n = 106, Singapore n = 109, South Africa n = 194, Sweden n = 425, United Kingdom n = 977. Percentiles are rounded up.

*p < .05.
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F-3. TUKEY HSD COMPARISONS BETWEEN THE U.S. NORM SAMPLE AND

THE INTERNATIONAL SAMPLE BY COUNTRY—ACCOMMODATING

Mean Standard
Comparison Difference’ Error p Cohen’s d?
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Australia 0.534 0.186 270 .24
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Brazil 1.029* 0.162 .000 48
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Canada (English speakers) -0.131 0.091 994 -.06
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Canada (Canadian French speakers) 0.219 0.075 .249 .10
U.S. Norm Sample vs. China, People’s Republic of —-0.557* 0.117 .000 .25
U.S. Norm Sample vs. France 0.806* 0.177 .001 .38
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Germany 0.117 0.152 1.000 .05
U.S. Norm Sample vs. India -0.156 0.080 .893 -.07
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Ireland, Republic of 0.512 0.200 479 .24
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Italy 0.403 0.130 .156 .19
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Japan -1.438* 0.175 .000 -.62
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Mexico 1.218* 0.140 .000 .57
U.S. Norm Sample vs. New Zealand -0.141 0.216 1.000 -.07
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Singapore 0.873* 0.213 .005 .37
U.S. Norm Sample vs. South Africa 0.802* 0.160 .000 .37
U.S. Norm Sample vs. Sweden -0.008 0.110 1.000 .00
U.S. Norm Sample vs. United Kingdom 0.667* 0.075 .000 .31

Note: U.S. Norm Sample N = 8,000, Australia n = 143, Brazil n = 191, Canada (English speakers) n = 635, Canada (Canadian French speakers) n = 962,

People’s Republic of China n = 370, France n = 159, Germany n = 215, India n = 841, Republic of Ireland n = 124, Italy n = 299, Japan n = 163, Mexico

n =255, New Zealand n = 106, Singapore n = 109, South Africa n = 194, Sweden n = 425, United Kingdom n = 977. Percentiles are rounded up.

'"Mean difference is equal to U.S. Norm Sample mean minus individual country sample mean.

2Cohen’s d was calculated using the means and standard deviations of the U.S. Norm Sample and each of the individual country samples. The formula is

as follows: ((U.S. mean - individual country mean)/SQRT(((U.S. std. dev. * U.S. std. dev.) + (individual country std. dev. * individual country std. dev.))/2)).

*p < .05.
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TABLE F-4. MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN WOMEN AND MEN IN THE U.S. NORM SAMPLE

AND THE INTERNATIONAL SAMPLE BY COUNTRY—ACCOMMODATING

Women Men
Sample Mean sD Mean sD t p Cohen's d
U.S. Norm Sample 5.54 2.26 5.18 2.20 7.108* .000 .16
Australia 6.14 2.03 4.15 1.95 5.197* .000 1.00
Brazil 4.40 2.27 4.31 1.99 0.243 .808 .04
Canada (English speakers) 5.93 2.38 4.95 2.17 5.294* .000 43
Canada (Canadian French speakers) 5.21 2.14 5.06 2.25 1.036 .300 .07
China, People's Republic of 5.91 2.23 5.82 2.25 0.364 716 .04
France 4.59 1.65 4.48 2.03 0.304 .762 .06
Germany 5.44 2.26 5.21 2.03 0.602 .548 1
India 5.40 2.44 5.55 2.19 -0.719 472 -.06
Ireland, Republic of 4.29 1.82 5.06 2.16 -1.827 .070 -39
Italy 4.45 2.02 5.06 1.97 -1.990* .048 -.31
Japan 6.34 2.32 6.81 2.44 -1.041 .300 -.20
Mexico 4.27 1.96 3.98 2.09 1.097 274 14
New Zealand 5.90 2.06 5.02 2.05 2.139* .035 43
Singapore 4.21 2.46 4.63 2.57 -0.811 419 -.17
South Africa 4.70 2.23 4.45 2.02 0.807 421 A2
Sweden 5.58 2.19 5.28 1.90 1.365 173 15
United Kingdom 5.08 2.25 4.49 2.04 3.447* .001 .27

Note: U.S. Norm Sample N = 8,000, Australia n = 143, Brazil n = 191, Canada (English speakers) n = 635, Canada (Canadian French speakers) n = 962,
People’s Republic of China n = 370, France n = 159, Germany n = 215, India n = 841, Republic of Ireland n = 124, Italy n = 299, Japan n = 163, Mexico
n =255, New Zealand n = 106, Singapore n = 109, South Africa n = 194, Sweden n = 425, United Kingdom n = 977. Percentiles are rounded up.

*p < .05.

International Technical Brief for the Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument Copyright 2011 by CPP, Inc. All rights reserved.

31




‘86l =U

wopbuly payun ‘€0l = U USPAMS 'L/ = U BILILY YINoS ‘6€ = U alodebuls ‘6S = U pue|eaz MaN ‘00l = U 0dIX3\ ‘8€ = u ueder ‘g = U A|e1] ‘€ = U pue|al| Jo dI|qnday ‘pz| = U elpu| ‘6€ = U AuewiaD
'6€ = U ddueld ‘'SEL = U euIyD 0 dl|qnday s,9]doad ‘SES = U (s1eads youai4 uelpeue)) epeue) ‘Gee = U (s1axeads ysi|bul) epeue) ‘gy = U |izelg ‘Z€ = U eljesisny ‘000 = U 9|dwes WION ‘SN 210N

(514 S9 €€ €€ S9 €€ (44 €€ €€ (5174 S9 514 S9 6t S9 (47 S9 o Bunepowwony
Ly Ly Ly €9 LL SS €9 €9 Ly €9 Ly [43 €9 Ly Ly €9 Ly 514 Buiplony
o o LS LS o LS o LS (44 o LS (44 o (44 LS (44 o 89 Buisiwoidwo)
174 €9 €9 14 St 174 174 €9 €9 174 St 174 174 St 174 174 6l 89 Bunesoqge|jod
€S 6& 6€ 6€ S¢ €S o9 €S 6€ 6€ 6& €S 6€ 6& T4 €S 6& 14 Bunadwod
c ¢ ¢ £ § 5 & E 33 z 8§ 3 §% 30 %° 3 I ¢ PO DL
= ) =1 ) s = o < T o = 3 > 5 53 o3 N ) :
(1] o 5 [ A S [ o 3 a) (<Y oo ~ 2 = = =
o o o N o S a o o g - > o & o )
S > (] o© 4 > ~ U (%] o 5 @ o =
A =5 = L N < [ T = “ o~ [ 3
S m o o) [e} [e}e] o) mu 1U1_
Q ® > =h T L 5 Q@ w
s e (0] A3 )] = 2
o w B o « 3
3 SO = =3
) o

uelpap 3]11u3dIad—UuswWwopp

AYLINNOD A9 ITdINVS TVNOILVNYILNI JHL ANV ITdINVS INHON "S'N IHL NI NIINOM 404 SNVIAIIN ITILNIDOH3d IDL L-D 319VL

A13uno) Aq ajdwes jeuoiyeusajuj ayy pue sajdwes wWIoON *S'n
9Y} Ul UBAl pUE UBWIONN 10} SURIPIA 3[13U3IIDG 1D XIANIddY

32

International Technical Brief for the Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument Copyright 2011 by CPP, Inc. All rights reserved.



‘085 =u

wopbuly payiun ‘gLE = U UBPAIMS ‘0Z| = U BIIISY YINos /G = u d1odebuls ‘v = U puejeaz MaN ‘OiL = U OJIX3N ‘gL | = u ueder ‘/tz = u A|e}| ‘68 = U pue|aJ| 40 d1jqnday ‘95 = U elpu| ‘09| = U Auewuan
'06 = U duelq 'yl = U eulyd Jo d1ignday s,9]doad ‘/zy = u (s193eads youai4 ueipeued) epeue) ‘g/z = U (sieads ysi|bul) epeued ‘ge| = U |Izeig ‘p6 = U eIeJISNY ‘000’ = U S|dwes WIoN ‘SN 910N

€e (974 €e (94 (574 €e 6L (574 (94 <9 (574 €e <9 (574 6v €e €€ 174 Bunrepowwony
LY LYy VA €9 LY [43 €9 €9 LY €9 LY [43 €9 [43 LY Ly [43 6V Buipiony
ov ov or LS ov LS 9¢ LS or or LS LS or [ ov LS ov L7 Buisiwoidwod
€9 174 €9 €9 174 174 1% (Y4 €9 1% 6¢ 174 LE 174 €9 1% €9 89 Buiesoqe|jod
99 €9 €S 6€E €9 99 6€E €9 €S €9 €9 99 €S €9 €9 €9 99 LS Bunedwod
S ¢ ¢ ¢ §F §F § 8 33 1 § I 230 %9 %7 I = sPom U
= ® S Q s X o < T o > 3 S T 5 S 2 o 2 N 4 :
(0] o > [Y] A 5 c 5 3 A <3 A Y o N, o -
o @ ° N o S a o o g - > 2 o o
S > bS] 1) = ¢ S =9 oo g9 = o
a = = = o < Ny S Y~ o 3
Q o 3 - "D 25 Q@ 1y
Q e ) AR = 2
o w e a [ 3
3 S = §=3
= ©

UBIP3N 3]1IUII—UIN|

AYLNNOD A9 31dINVS TVNOILVNYILNI FHL ANV ITdINVS INYON "S'N FIHL NI NI 404 SNVIAIIN ITILNIDYH3d DL "¢-D 379V1

33

International Technical Brief for the Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument Copyright 2011 by CPP, Inc. All rights reserved.



APPENDIX H: Calculation of
Percentile Scores

Percentile scores are not calculated as simple (unadjusted)
cumulative frequencies on the TKI as is often done on other
instruments. Rather, percentile scores are calculated as the
median point (or middle) of the range of cumulative fre-
quency covered by that score. For example, if a raw score of 5
has a cumulative frequency of 40% and a score of 6 has a
cumulative frequency of 60%, then a raw score of 6 would be

seen as covering the range from 40% to 60% and the per-
centile assigned would be the median value of 50%. If this
adjustment were not made (and simple cumulative frequen-
cies were used to determine percentile scores), percentile
scores would be biased in an upward direction. Among other
things, this would mean that more than 25% of people
would be expected to fall into the “top 25%” range on a given
conflict mode, while fewer than 25% percent of people
would be expected to fall into the “bottom 25%” range.
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