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Executive Summary 
 
 

The purpose of the present paper is to evaluate the psychometric properties of the True Tilt Profile 

(TTP).  This assessment is a measure based on the Tilt personality framework, which describes the 

different lenses through which people evaluate the world. Each person has both a natural thinking 

preference and a natural feeling preference, and the combination of the thinking and feeling preferences 

defines a person’s “tilt.”  The natural tendencies of the tilt are unchanging, but the Tilt model 

acknowledges that people change their behavior depending on the situation. The TTP measures the 

unchanging preferences. 

 

We evaluated the TTP’s consistency over time by comparing results from two different online test 

administrations with approximately two weeks between each assessment. Participants were not shown 

their results to preclude any bias in their responses during time two. We found that 76% of people had 

the same tilt at both time points, and 13% were categorized as a conceptually related adjacent tilt. 

Separate McNemar’s tests were computed for each tilt to determine statistical differences in discordant 

categorizations. All were nonsignificant, which indicates that the time lag did not influence the probability 

of choosing a certain tilt. This is evidence for the TTP’s consistency over time.  

 

We evaluated convergent validity evidence by evaluating the relationship between TTP categorization 

of tilt and two theoretically related constructs: careless responding and Organizational Citizenship 

Behaviors (OCBs). The overall pattern of the relationship between tilt and careless responding was as 

expected, and a negative binomial regression indicated statistically significant differences between 

several of the tilts. An Analysis of Variance indicated a significant relationship between tilt and OCBs 

(F(2, 130) = 7.63, p < .001), and a post hoc Tukey test revealed that a Connection tilt was most related 

to self-reported OCBs. This is evidence for the validity of the TTP. 

 

Overall, the TTP is consistent over time and demonstrated evidence of convergent validity based on its 

relationship with related constructs.
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Overview of the Tilt Model 
 

The Tilt Model is a personality model that describes people’s lens though which they perceive the world. 

Each person has a natural thinking preference and a natural feeling preference. The combination of a 

thinking and a feeling preference is a person’s “tilt,” or preference for using certain subset of the 12 core 

Character Strengths. Each person uses each strength to a degree, and a tilt is not a set type that defines 

people. Rather, it is an indication of a natural preference that we can learn to change when the situation 

demands it. If people do not know when to use each strength, then favorite Character Strengths can be 

overused and turn into weaknesses. For example, overusing “humble” turns into being minimizing. 

Although people have a natural tendency to use (or overuse) certain Character Strengths more than 

others, they can actively develop all of the strengths after they become conscious of their preference. 

The purpose of the Tilt Framework is to help people become self-aware so that they can learn to balance 

all 12 Character Strengths.  
 

Thinking and Feeling Preferences: The Four 

Quadrants 
 

The two thinking preferences are resilience and wisdom. 

People with a resilient thinking disposition are driven by 

creating novel ideas and initiating change. People with a 

preference for wisdom are data-driven and grounded in 

facts and practical judgment. 
 

The two feeling preferences are humanity and courage. 

Individuals with a preference for humanity are people-

driven; they seek to maintain harmony and avoid conflict 

with others. People with the 

alternative preference for courage 

are results-driven and take definite 

action to assure that tasks are 

completed. 

The Four Tilts 
 

A Connection Tilt is a combination of a preference for 

resilience and humanity. These people are called “Cross 

Pollinators” because they have ideas that they share with 

others. The combination of resilience and courage is an 

Impact Tilt. These “Change Catalysts” actively seek to 

push their creative ideas into actionable results. A 

Structure Tilt is referred to as the “Master Mind” and is 

made up of courage and wisdom. People in this Tilt are 

very-detailed oriented and push for sustainable results. A 

combination of wisdom and humanity preferences is a 

Clarity Tilt. The “Quiet Genius” is 

grounded analysis of the data and 

values maintaining supportive, 

harmonious relationships with other 

people. 
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The True Tilt Profile 
 

A tilt is the combination of a thinking preference and a feeling preference that describes the way a 

person perceives the world. The True Tilt Profile (TTP) is the personality assessment that is used to 

determine a person’s tilt. It is a very brief measure; it contains only 18 forced-choice items and one rank 

order item. The assessment takes only approximately five minutes to complete. The outcome is 

categorization into one of the tilts.  

 
 
Evaluation Procedure 
 

The TTP was evaluated using data gathered from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk; description of 

participants below). MTurk workers completed the TTP twice, with at least a two-week period between 

each time. At Time 1 (T1), participants completed the TTP along with several other measures and were 

invited to complete a follow up two weeks later. They were not given their results on the TTP so that 

their second test would not be biased by that knowledge. Two weeks after the initial survey all original 

participants were reminded to complete the second set of surveys. Sixty-four percent of the original 

participants returned to complete the TTP at Time 2 (T2). Responses at T2 were slower than the few 

hours needed for data collection at T1, so the survey remained available for one week in order to 

maximize the number of people who completed both time points. Thus, the time lag ranged between 

two and three weeks, depending on when each person completed T2. A total of three reminders were 

sent over the course of the week. 

 

The evaluation of the TTP’s consistency over time and validity evidenced by relationships with related 

constructs is discussed in this report. 
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Sample Characteristics – Time 1 
 

The sample for the first data collection time (T1) included 307 MTurk workers. Forty-eight percent of the 

sample was female. The mean age of the participants was 33.80 (SD = 9.74). Approximately 83% of 

the sample identified as White, 6% as Black or African American, 5% as Asian or Asian American, 4% 

Mixed, and 2% as other races. Five percent of the sample identified as Hispanic or Latino. Seventy-one 

percent of respondents indicated that they had completed a degree beyond high school. All participants 

were employed full time and worked between 30 and 69 hours per week (M = 41.88, SD = 5.52). Fifty-

two percent of the sample indicated that they were in a managerial position. Forty-nine percent of the 

participants indicated that they were in an entry-level to mid-level position, forty-two percent indicated 

that they were middle management, nine percent indicated that they were upper management. Most of 

the participants were categorized as a Clarity tilt. 
 

Age Distribution of Sample 
 

 

Education 
 

Degree Frequency Percent 

High School Graduate 27 9% 

Some College 64 21% 

Associates or Technical Degree 45 15% 

Bachelor's Degree 129 42% 

Master's Degree 34 11% 

PhD 8 3% 

Note. Percent column sums does not sum to 100% due to 
rounding. 

 

Tilt at Time 1 
 

Tilt Frequency Percent 

Clarity 132 43% 

Connection 72 23% 

Impact 37 12% 

Structure 66 21% 

Note. Percent column sums does 
not sum to 100% due to rounding. 
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Sample Characteristics – Time 2 
 

The sample for the second round of data collection included 195 out of the 307 original MTurk workers. 

Fifty-three percent of the sample was female. The mean age of the participants was 34.72 (SD = 9.81). 

Approximately 84% of the sample identified as White, 5% as Black or African American, 5% as Asian 

or Asian American, 4% Mixed, and 2% as other races. Seven percent of the sample identified as 

Hispanic or Latino. Seventy-three percent of respondents indicated that they had completed some level 

of higher education. All participants were employed full time and worked between 30 and 69 hours per 

week (M = 42.04, SD = 5.55). Fifty percent of the sample indicated that they were in a managerial 

position. Fifty-two percent of the participants indicated that they were in an entry-level to mid-level 

position, forty-one percent indicated that they were middle management, seven percent indicated that 

they were upper management. Most of the participants were categorized as a Clarity tilt at the second 

time point.  
 

Age Distribution of Sample 
 

Education 
 

Degree Frequency Percent 

High School Graduate 22 11% 

Some College 29 15% 

Associates or Technical Degree 30 15% 

Bachelor's Degree 84 43% 

Master's Degree 24 12% 

PhD 6 3% 

Note. Percent column does not sum to 100% due to 
rounding. 
 

Tilt at Time 2 
 

Tilt Frequency Percent 

Clarity 88 45% 

Connection 40 21% 

Impact 20 10% 

Structure 47 24% 
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*This assessment of consistency is similar to test-retest reliability, but it cannot technically be considered reliability as 
described by classical test theory because the TTP is a forced-choice ipsative measure. For more information on 
psychometric implications of ipsative measures, see Meade (2004). 
 
 
 

Consistency Over Time 

 

The Tilt model asserts that a person’s tilt is a natural preference that will remain the same across time. 

Thus, like other personality assessments, results should be consistent over time in order to be 

meaningful. Because the TTP is a forced-choice ipsative measure, a typical assessment of test-retest 

reliability (e.g. correlation of scores at two time points) is inappropriate.* We used other methods to 

demonstrate that categorization into a tilt was relatively consistent over time.  
 

Frequency of Discrepancy 
 

The most straightforward way to determine consistency is 

simply to examine the number of times that tilt 

categorization changed over time. Out of the 138 people 

who completed both time points and were not identified as 

responding carelessly, only 32 did not receive the same 

tilt (77% of people were consistent).  

 

The tilts are not orthogonal. Each tilt has two adjacent tilts 

with which it shares either a thinking or feeling preference. 

For example, Structure and Clarity both share the wisdom 

thinking preference. Each tilt also has an opposite, or 

shadow, with which it differs in both thinking and feeling 

preferences. Because adjacent tilts share a quadrant in 

the model, changing to an adjacent tilt should be more 

likely than flipping to the shadow. This was true for this 

sample. Only 6 people, or 4% of the total sample flipped 

to a shadow. This means that 81% of the inconsistencies 

were adjacent tilts.  

 

Assessment Length 
 

Classical measures of reliability are influenced by the 

length of the assessment. Logically, longer tests yield 

more information, which should improve accuracy of 

measurement. The TTP is a very short assessment, so 

some may infer that it is not long enough to produce 

consistent results. We tested this by randomly assigning 

half of the participants to take a version of the TTP that 

was twice as long. The lengthened version followed the 

same format and included the actual TTP items, as well 

as additional meaningful items that were developed 

based on the Tilt Framework. The additional items were 

completed after the actual TTP, so people in the extended 

condition had both a normal TTP result and a separate 

result for the extended version. The frequency of 

discrepancy above combined scores from both groups, 

but only the normal-length version TTP was used to 

assess consistency (i.e. the 77% consistency was for 

both conditions). In contrast with classical reliability 

measures, there was no practical change in the 

percentage of people who were categorized into the same 

tilt between the lengthened and normal versions of the 

TTP. See table below for details. There was also no 

statistically significant relationship between length and 

consistency (χ2 (1) = 0.44, p > .05). This shows that the 

current brief version of the TTP is just as effective as a 

longer version. 

 

Percent of People with Same Tilt 
 

 Normal TTP Long TTP 

Frequency Same 50 56 

Total N 66 72 

Percent Same 76% 78% 

Percent Adjacent 13% 20% 

Percent Shadow 9% 4% 

Note. People identified as responding carelessly excluded. 
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Statistical Relationship 
 

In addition to looking at frequency of change, is it 

informative to assess the statistical significance of 

change. We used McNemar’s test, which is essentially a 

repeated measures version of a chi-square test for 

independence. (A chi-square test is inappropriate 

because the data are dependent). McNemar’s test can 

only assess two by two contingency tables. Because tilt is 

not a dichotomous outcome, a separate McNemar’s test 

was run for each of the four tilts. Responses were 

dichotomized as presence/absence of the tilt being tested 

at both time points.  The conceptual structure for the 

contingency table for Clarity is depicted below. A similar 

dichotomization was created for each of the four tilts. 

  Time 1 

  Clarity Not Clarity 

Time 2 
Clarity T1 & T2 Just T2 

Not Clarity Just T1 Neither 

 

 

 

McNemar’s test differs from a chi-square in that it 

evaluates only the discordant cells in a contingency table 

(i.e. the “Just T1” and “Just T2” cells). This shows whether 

moving from one dichotomous outcome to another is 

random or has a pattern. For example, were discordant 

people more likely to change from Clarity to another tilt, 

or from another tilt to Clarity? A nonsignificant value 

would indicate that there was no difference in the number 

of people who changed from and the number of people 

who changed to Clarity. All four McNemar’s test had p-

values greater than .05, which means that there was not 

a general shift toward a certain tilt over time. This 

supports the general consistency of the measure.  
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Validity Evidence 
 

Validity refers to the degree evidence or theory support an assessment’s appropriateness for predicting 

or drawing inferences about certain criteria. Because the emphasis is on relationship with another 

construct, validity is not an inherent property of an assessment. Rather, an assessment can be valid for 

one purpose, but not for another. In addition, validity is not all or nothing; it is a continuum. Thus, an 

assessment can never be called a “valid assessment,” but only provide evidence that it is valid enough 

for a given purpose. There are different ways to provide validity evidence, and the appropriate type 

depends on the intended use of the assessment. According to Standards for Educational and 

Psychological Testing (2014) there are four types of validity evidence. The first type, evidence based on 

test content, is similar to what test developers used to refer to as content validity. This refers to 

components of the assessment such as themes, wording, and format. The TTP was built using the Tilt 

Framework as the content domain. Thus, by design, it should not have construct deficiency. A second 

form of validity evidence is evidence based on response processes. This is most relevant when an 

assessment makes an explicit claim about the cognitive processes of respondents, such as achievement 

tests. There are only two response options for almost all items on the TTP, which should reduce 

cognitive load, and thus weaken assumptions regarding response processes. The third type is evidence 

based on internal structure. This is typically evaluated as dimensionality with statistical techniques such 

as factor analysis. However, the TTP is a forced choice ipsative measure, so the use of factor analysis 

is inappropriate (Meade, 2004). The final type of validity evidence is evidence based on relations to 

other variables. The other variables can either be outcome criteria or conceptually related (or unrelated) 

constructs. We evaluated the TTP’s convergent validity evidence by examining the relationship between 

tilt and two related constructs: careless responding and Organizational Citizenship Behaviors. 
 

Careless Responding 
 
 

Careless responding (CR) is a response bias in which 

people choose a response option based on a factor 

besides the content of the item. Responses could be 

pseudo-random (e.g. “just clicking” a response) or follow 

some type of pattern (e.g. choosing the same response 

option for every question). CR was originally studied as 

a source of error in data, but recent research has 

examined how it is related to stable individual difference 

variables. Bowling and colleagues (2016) found that 

personality predicted careless responding. Tilt is a stable 

behavioral preference similar to other personality 

measures, so different tilt patterns should differentially 

predict CR.  

 

More broadly, we used CR (or lack thereof) as a proxy 

for the construct of attention to detail. Attention to detail 

is clearly a relevant criterion that should be affect by tilt. 

People with a Structure or Clarity tilt both prefer the 

wisdom thinking quadrant, which is more detail-oriented. 

We believe that this attention to detail is negatively 

related to CR. 

 

Careless responding was measured at T1, so all 307 

participants’ data from T1 was used in order to increase 

the statistical power of the tests. We acknowledge that it 

is possible that people who responded carelessly may 

have also responded carelessly on the TTP. However, 

the items and response options were presented in a 

random order to each participant, so it is unlikely that 

people who responded carelessly on the TTP were all 
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categorized as the same tilt. Thus, people who were 

careless throughout the entire study should be randomly 

assigned a tilt, which would not affect cross-group 

comparisons. In addition, intermittent careless 

responding is much more frequent than responding 

carelessly throughout a survey (Meade & Craig, 2012). 

The TTP was the first survey participants completed, so 

possible causes of careless responding such as fatigue 

would not have been problematic. Thus, we believe that 

it is reasonable to assume that careless responding on 

the TTP would not significantly influence analysis of the 

relationship between tilt and careless responding. 

  

Because CR is a broad construct that has several 

different behavioral manifestations (i.e. random and 

patterned responding), there are many ways to 

measure it (Meade & Craig, 2012). We assessed CR 

with four different indicators: Mahalanobis Distance, an 

Instructed Response item, and the infrequency and 

inconsistency scales from the Attentive Responding 

Scale (ARS; Maniaci & Rogge, 2014).  

 

Mahalanobis Distance is an outlier analysis that 

calculates each participant’s distance from the average 

response pattern on a scale. The Mahalanobis 

Distance score was calculated based on responses to 

a personality test, which was included purely as a way 

to measure CR.  

 

An instructed response item is simply an attention 

check that tells participants which response option to 

choose. For example, “Select ‘strongly agree’ for this 

item.”  

 

The ARS is a “scale” that was designed specifically for 

measuring CR. It has two components: the infrequency 

and instructed response scales. The infrequency scale 

contains items that most people would answer in the 

same way, such as “I enjoy receiving telemarketers’ 

calls.” The infrequency scale is made up of pairs of 

items that are very similar, and thus should be 

answered in the same way. Maniaci and Rogge (2014) 

detail scoring instructions and cut scores for the ARS.  

These four CR indicators were chosen because they 

have established cut scores. This allowed us to 

determine whether people were careless or not, as 

opposed to other continuous indicators of CR. For 

example, Psychometric Synonyms is an indicator of 

consistency that yields a within person correlation 

coefficient as an estimate of consistency.  However, 

because there are no established cut offs for 

consistency, it is difficult to interpret whether raw score 

differences in correlations have any practical meaning. 

A person with a psychometric synonym score of .73 

may be equally as attentive as a person with a score of 

.97. CR is either present or absent for any given item, 

but this probabilistic dichotomy is skewed by 

psychometric synonyms and other “continuous” 

indicators. Dichotomizing people as careless or not is 

more similar to the conceptualization of the construct. 

 

Because CR is often intermittent, we defined CR as 

being flagged by any of the four CR indicators, rather 

than examining the indicators separately. Out of the 

307 participants, 106 (35%) were flagged by at least 

one CR indicator.  

 

The percent of participants responding carelessly in 

each tilt followed the expected pattern. Structure and 

Clarity had a lower percent of CR than Connection and 

Impact. Binomial logistic regression using Impact as a 

baseline showed that careless responding was 

significantly more likely for someone with an Impact tilt 

than both Clarity (B = -.81, p = .03) and Structure (B = 

-.85, p = .046) tilts. Careless responding is 

approximately twice as likely for people with an Impact 

tilt than a person with a Clarity or Structure tilt. Although 

there was no statistically significant difference between 

the two wisdom-preference tilts and Connection, the 

difference in proportion of people responding 

carelessly was in the anticipated direction.  

 

This provides some evidence that a person’s score on 

the TTP influences how they respond to surveys. While 

this is not completely definitive evidence for validity, it 

does indicate that a person’s tilt as measured by the 

TTP is likely a stable individual trait that influences 
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behaviors, such as survey responses. 

 

Careless Responding by Tilt 

Self-Reported Organizational Citizenship 

Behaviors 
 

Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (OCBs) are actions 

by employees that are constructive and helpful to the 

organization, but are not enforceable requirements of an 

employee’s role. These discretionary prosocial behaviors 

are an important facet of performance. We anticipated 

that people who favored the Humanity feeling quadrant 

would be the most likely to perform OCBs. 

 

We measured OCBs with Fox and Spector’s (2011) 20-

item Organizational Citizenship Behavior Checklist 

(OCB-C). It is important to note that we measure self-

reported OCBs, rather than observed OCBs.  The scale 

prompt was altered by asking participants to estimate 

their OCBs over the past year instead of over their lifetime 

because most participants would not be able to easily 

recall many OCBs in their current role for very expansive 

time periods. OCB scores were calculated as 

participants’ mean scores on the 20 items. An example 

item is: “took time to advise, mentor, or coach a co-

worker.” Internal consistency for the measure was high 

(α = .92). 

 

The analyses were limited to participants who 

completed both the T1 and T2 surveys and were 

categorized as the same tilt both times. As a result, only 

three tilts (Connection, Clarity, and Structure) could be 

included because the small number of responses 

available for Impact (n = 11) would have both hurt the 

power of the analysis and yielded an unreliable average 

OCB score for people with an Impact tilt. We used a 

one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) investigate the 

relationship between the other three tilts and OCB 

scores. The global F-test indicated a significant 

difference between groups, F(2, 130) = 7.63, p < .001. 

A post hoc Tukey test showed that the mean score for 

Connection (M = 3.19, SD = 0.72) was significantly 

higher than the mean OCB score of Structure (M = 

2.65, SD = 0.59), and the mean score for Clarity (M = 

2.64, SD = 0.67). There was no significant difference 

between Structure and Clarity mean OCB scores.  

 

Because of the sample size limitation, these results are 

fairly inconclusive. People with a Connection tilt self-

reported the highest amount of OCBs. Connection does 

contain the Humanity quadrant, as would be expected. 

However, Connection OCB scores were significantly 

higher than those of the other tilt that contains the 

Humanity quadrant (Clarity). Because we did use a self-

report measure of OCBs, it makes sense that Connection 

would have a higher mean score than Clarity. People who 

favor the resilience thinking pattern would be more likely 

to use a heuristic cognitive style when making judgments, 

as opposed to carefully evaluating all of their actions. For 

example, someone with a Connection tilt could respond 

to the survey with the general idea that they help people, 

and use that to answer affirmatively to most of the items 

on the OCB scale, whereas someone with a Clarity tilt 

would carefully evaluate each item individually and 

actively try to remember instances of doing the specific 

behaviors. However, without information from Impact, we 
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are unable to determine whether Connection is the 

highest because of the unique combination of Humanity 

and Resilience, or whether the Resilience quadrant 

actually has more of an influence on self-reported OCBs.  

 

In addition, some measures of OCBs are designed to 

measure OCBs toward the organization, and OCBs 

toward specific people in the organization as two 

separate, but related constructs. OCBs directed at 

people are clearly more related to the Humanity feeling 

preference, whereas the OCBs directed at the 

organization are not as directly related. The measure we 

used did not make this distinction. Because this is only 

one way that OCB items could vary, we related the 

specific OCB items to the Tilt Framework to circumvent 

this issue of varying types of OCBs. A subject matter 

expert (SME) in the Tilt Framework, blind to the results of 

these analyses, examined the OCB scale and related 

each item to the tilt a person who answered affirmatively 

to the item would most likely be. In line with the findings, 

Connection had the largest number of items attributed to 

it. While this does not prove that Connection is the tilt 

most theoretically related to OCBs, it does lend some 

support to the conceptual relationship between tilt and 

OCBs measured by this particular scale. This 

relationship is in line with the findings (Connection had 

the highest mean), which provides evidence for the 

validity of the TTP. 

OCBs by Tilt 

 

 

  

http://www.tilt-inc.com/


Tilt 365 White Paper, Copyright © Tilt, Inc. All rights reserved. www.tilt365.com 12 

 

 
 

Conclusions 
 

The present study provided evidence for the psychometric properties of the TTP. Examination of 

consistency over time showed that 76% of participants were categorized as the same tilt at two time 

points. McNemar’s tests for each tilt showed that there were no statistically significant differences 

between the first and second administration of the TTP. The TTP also showed validity evidence based 

on relations to other variables. Tilt was related to two theoretically related constructs: careless 

responding and Organizational Citizenship Behaviors. Overall, the TTP appears to be a stable measure 

of personality, as described by the Tilt Framework. 
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