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ABSTRACT
As assessed by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator®

(MBTI®)  instrument, the personality characteristics of
38 high-achieving developmental college students were
compared to the personality characteristics of 75 high-
achieving nondevelopmental college students. Based on
an SRTT comparison, statistically significant differences
were found for 16 of the 44 comparisons. Notably, in
the sample of developmental students, Sensing types
(Ss) outnumbered Intuitive types (Ns) by three to one
and were significantly different from the comparison
group, in which Ns outnumbered Ss three to one. SJs
accounted for more than 60% of the developmental
sample, and statistically significant differences were
found for both the ISFJ and ESFJ four-letter types. The
results substantiate research reporting that personality
characteristics contribute to and enhance the academic
performance of developmental students.

INTRODUCTION
The problem of students who enter college academically
underprepared is so widespread that 81% of public 
4-year institutions offer remedial and developmental
programs (Maryland Higher Education Commission,
1996). Nearly a third of entering freshmen enrolled at
public campuses nationally require remedial help
(Snyder, 1998).

Academic remediation is not new to higher educa-
tion, as the first developmental program was founded 
at the University of Wisconsin in 1849 (Boylan, 1988).
As in the past, institutions today continue to seek ways
to accommodate unprepared students by offering an
array of services to help remediate their academic defi-
ciencies. The modern rise of developmental programs
was accompanied by an acute need among practitioners
to better understand the students they serve. As a result,
the characteristics of developmental students are the
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subject of intense scholarly interest.
Historically, educators have relied heavily on cog-

nitive characteristics, through assessments of intelli-
gence, to design programs and implement services that
promote student achievement (Purvis & Watkins,
1987). As reflected in academic performance, cognitive
characteristics have been shown to assess only the
ability of a student to perform academically (McRae,
1983) and are thus limited. Many institutions now
employ affective (i.e., personality)
characteristics to assess a student’s
willingness or motivation to perform
and assist practitioners in designing
services that promote academic per-
formance (Higbee & Dwinell, 1992).

Past research has examined
developmental student characteristics
from cognitive, affective, behavioral,
and to a lesser degree, demographic,
perspectives in an effort to identify
traits that would predict or enhance
college performance. The decades-
long examination of performance
variables has produced useful results
but has ignored high academic
achievement as a conceivable devel-
opmental student performance char-
acteristic. This bias is not surprising,
given that most colleges and universi-
ties in the United States require a minimum of a 2.0
GPA for matriculating students to graduate and that
many developmental students are not expected to
perform beyond minimum standards. Because of this
narrow perspective, scholarly references to exceptional
academic achievement among developmental popula-
tions are nonexistent.

By investigating the personality characteristics of
college achievers, valuable data can be gained that will
better orient educators and practitioners to design
services appropriate to the needs of developmental pop-
ulations. This study identified and compared the per-
sonality characteristics of high-achieving developmental
students with the characteristics of high-achieving non-
developmental students, using the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator (MBTI) instrument to enhance our under-
standing of these populations of students.

Developmental Student Characteristics. As a
population of young adults, developmental students are
typical of all college students and are not distinguished

from other students by age, ethnicity, nationality, or
gender. Nor can they be distinguished from their peers
by appearance, interests, or behavior. Their primary
differentiating characteristic is that they are all academ-
ically unprepared or underprepared. In this regard,
developmental students possess unique defining
attributes. Moore and Carpenter (1987) identified
several attributes, including erratic academic perform-
ance both in high school and college, unimpressive

standardized test scores, low rate 
of persistence and high withdrawal
from college, depressed motivation,
low self-esteem, poor self-concept,
unclear goals, and verbal passivity.

Boylan (1987) and Boylan,
Bonham, and Bliss (1994) have
examined an array of demographic,
personal and affective attributes,
often in combination with cognitive
traits, to determine the ability of these
measures to predict college perform-
ance. In many of the first such
studies, the predictive validity of
standardized tests and high school
grades was examined. The tests and
grades were found to be unreliable
predictors of developmental student
performance (White & Sedlacek,
1986). Some researchers sought the

predictive validity of personality characteristics and
others examined numerous variables associated 
with personality and other noncognitive predictors
(Richardson, 1994; White & Sedlacek). In general,
these studies found affective traits to be valuable predic-
tors of developmental student performance and
provided a basis for continued scholarly examination 
of personality characteristics.

The purpose of the present study was to identify
and compare the personality characteristics of high-
achieving developmental students with the characteris-
tics of high-achieving nondevelopmental students to
determine if a correlation exists between personality
and academic performance.

METHOD
Sample. A midsized 4-year state university in the
Northeast offered an attractive opportunity to examine
the characteristics of high-performing developmental
students. Students are admitted to the university’s
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developmental program to facilitate their academic and
social transition from high school to college. All such
students are admitted on the condition that they attend
a 6-week, intensive remedial academic program. All
have low high school grade point averages and class
ranks, and most have scored poorly on standardized
tests, such as the SAT or ACT.

Approximately 14% of the 330 currently matricu-
lating developmental program student population 
are selected for membership and
inducted into Chi Alpha Epsilon
(XAE), a national honor society open
only to developmental students.
Students who are members of XAE
have distinguished themselves by
achieving a 3.0 or better (on a 4.0
scale) cumulative GPA over two
consecutive semesters. The sample 
for this study consisted of 38
members of XAE. The comparison
group consisted of 75 (out of more
than 2,500) students who took the
MBTI instrument as freshmen and
subsequently became members of Phi
Beta Kappa (PBK) Honor Society
upon graduation. The minimum
entry GPA required for all prospective
members of Phi Beta Kappa is about 3.5.

Instruments. Two instruments were used to
collect data. The first instrument was a brief personal
information questionnaire that identified the partici-
pant’s name, age, gender, ethnicity, enrollment status,
and academic major. Data on student GPA were
obtained from the university’s database. The second
instrument was Form F of the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator (MBTI) measure, a 166-item, forced-choice
survey based on Jung’s (1923) theory of personality.
MBTI data for the comparison group were obtained
from the Center for the Applications of Psychological
Type (Macdaid, McCaulley, & Kainz, 1986).

Data. One research question was addressed in this
study: What are the personality characteristics of high-
achieving developmental students compared to the
characteristics of high-achieving nondevelopmental
students? The data to answer this question were
subjected to chi-square statistical procedures to deter-
mine the relationship between variables using the
Selection Ratio Type Table (SRTT) statistical package
(Granade & Myers, 1987).
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RESULTS
The average age of the comparison group was 18. The
75 members in this group included 42 (56%) female
participants and 33 (44%) male participants. No other
data were available for the comparison group.

The average age of the sample was 19, with a range
from 17 to 23. The 38 members of the sample included
27 (71%) female and 11 (29%) male participants. There
were 12 (33%) freshmen, 13 (35%) sophomores, 6

(13%) juniors, and 7 (19%) seniors in
the sample. Six (16%) were African
American; 6 (16%) were Asian, Pacific
Islander; 2 (5%) were Latin American;
and 24 (63%) were Caucasian. 
The 38 participants included 24
(63%) students who reported having
declared majors and 14 (37%)
students who were undeclared. The
mean GPA was 3.34 upon entry into
the honor society for the sample, with
a range from 3.00 to 3.95. The mean
verbal SAT score for the sample was
420, with a range from 310 to 450.
The mean math SAT score was 420,
with a range from 340 to 490.

TABLE 1 (SEE PAGE 82) displays
the sample group data derived from a

comparison of Chi Alpha Epsilon (XAE) and Phi Beta
Kappa (PBK) groups in type table format. Of the 16
types reported for the sample, the most frequent were
ISTJ (7), ISFJ (7), and ESFJ (7). For the comparison
group (Table 2, see page 83), the most frequent types
were INTJ (10) and INFP (10). No preference for ESTP,
ISFP, or ENTP was reported in the sample. Of the
dichotomous pairs, Extraversion (E) (45%) and
Introversion (I) (55%) were nearly equal in the sample,
whereas in the comparison group Introversion (65%)
was preferred over Extraversion (35%) by almost 2:1.
These data are consistent with previous research that
found a relationship between Introversion and academic
performance (Myers & Myers, 1980).

The Sensing preference accounted for 73% of the
sample but for only 24% of the comparison group. More
Fs (60%) than Ts (40%) were reported in the sample.
Because 71% of the sample were women, the presence
of more Fs than Ts is consistent with data reported in
Myers’ National Representative Sample that shows a
greater preference for Feeling (F) than Thinking (T)
among women (Myers, McCaulley, Quenk, & Hammer,
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The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ

n = 7 n = 7 n = 1 n = 1

(18.42%) (18.42%) (2.63%) (2.63%)

I = 2.30 I = 4.61* I = 0.25 I = 0.20

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + + +

ISTP ISFP INFP INTP

n = 2 n = 0 n = 2 n = 1

(5.26%) (0.00%) (5.26%) (2.63%)

I = 1.97 I = 0.00 I = 0.39 I = 0.25

+ + + + + + + + + + + + +

ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP

n = 0 n = 3 n = 1 n = 0

(0.00%) (7.89%) (2.63%) (0.00%)

I = 0.00 I = 2.96 I = 0.25 I = 0.00

+ + + + + + + +

+ + +

ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ

n = 2 n = 7 n = 2 n = 2

(5.26%) (18.42%) (5.26%) (5.26%)

I = 3.95 I = 13.82** I = 0.79 I = 0.66

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 

+ + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + +

Dichotomous Preferences

E 17 (44.7%) I = 1.3
I 21 (55.3%) I = 0.9

S 28 (73.7%) ***I = 3.1
N 10 (26.3%) ***I = 0.4

T 15 (39.5%) I = 0.8
F 23 (60.5%) I = 1.2

J 29 (76.3%) *I = 1.4
P 9 (23.7%) *I = 0.5

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ 16 (42.1%) I = 1.2
IP 5 (13.2%) I = 0.5
EP 4 (10.5%) I = 0.6
EJ 13 (34.2%) *I = 2.0

ST 11 (29.0%) *I = 2.2
SF 17 (44.7%) ***I = 4.2
NF 6 (15.8%) **I = 0.4
NT 4 (10.5%) **I = 0.3

SJ 23 (60.5%) ***I = 4.1
SP 5 (13.2%) I = 1.4
NP 4 (10.5%) **I = 0.3
NJ 6 (15.8%) *I = 0.4

TJ 12 (31.6%) I = 1.0
TP 3 (07.9%) I = 0.5
FP 6 (15.8%) I = 0.5
FJ 17 (44.7%) *I = 2.0

IN 5 (13.2%) ***I = 0.3
EN 5 (13.2%) I = 0.5
IS 16 (42.1%) **I = 2.4
ES 12 (31.6%) ***I = 4.7

ET 4 (10.5%) I = n.a.
EF 13 (34.2%) I = n.a.
IF 10 (26.3%) I = n.a.
IT 11 (28.9%) I = n.a.

Allan B. Hill

Jungian Types (E) Jungian Types (I) Dominant Types

n % n % n %
E–TJ 4 10.5 I–TP 3 7.9 Dt. T 7 18.4

E–FJ 9 23.7 I–FP 2 5.3 Dt. F 11 28.9

ES–P 3 7.9 IS–J 14 36.8 Dt. S 17 44.7

EN–P 1 2.6 IN–J 2 5.3 Dt. N 3 7.9

Table 1. Type Distribution for XAE Honor Society Members and SRTT Comparison With Phi Beta
Kappa (PBK) Honor Society Members.

N = 38 + = 1% of N I = Selection Ratio Index   *p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001
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The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ

n = 6 n = 3 n = 8 n = 10

(8.00%) (4.00%) (10.67%) (13.33%)

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + + + + + + + + + +

+ + + +

ISTP ISFP INFP INTP

n = 2 n = 2 n = 10 n = 8

(2.67%) (2.67%) (13.33%) (10.67%)

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 

+ + + + + + + + + +

+ + + +

ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP

n = 1 n = 2 n = 8 n = 2

(1.33%) (2.67%) (10.67%) (2.67%)

+ + + + + + + + + + + + 

+ + + + +

+

ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ

n = 1 n = 1 n = 5 n = 6

(1.33%) (1.33%) (6.67%) (8.0%)

+  + + + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + +

Dichotomous Preferences

E n = 26 (34.7%)
I n = 49 (65.3%)

S n = 18 (24.0%)
N n = 57 (76.0%)

T n = 36 (48.0%)
F n = 39 (52.0%)

J n = 40 (53.3%)
P n = 35 (46.7%)

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ n = 27 (36.0%)
IP n = 22 (29.3%)
EP n = 13 (17.3%)
EJ n = 13 (17.3%)

ST n = 10 (13.3%)
SF n = 08 (10.7%)
NF n = 31 (41.3%)
NT n = 2640 (34.7%)

SJ n = 11 (14.7%)
SP n = 07 (09.3%)
NP n = 28 (37.3%)
NJ n = 29 (38.7%)

TJ n = 23 (30.7%)
TP n = 13 (17.3%)
FP n = 22 (29.3%)
FJ n = 17 (22.7%)

IN n = 36 (48.0%)
EN n = 21 (28.0%)
IS n = 13 (17.3%)
ES n = 05 (06.7%)

ET n = 10 (13.3%)
EF n = 16 (21.3%)
IF n = 23 (30.7%)
IT n = 26 (34.7%)

Allan B. Hill

Jungian Types (E) Jungian Types (I) Dominant Types

n % n % n %
E–TJ 7 9.3 I–TP 10 13.3 Dt. T 17 22.7

E–FJ 6 8.0 I–FP 12 16.0 Dt. F 18 24.0

ES–P 3 4.0 IS–J 9 12.0 Dt. S 12 16.0

EN–P 10 13.3 IN–J 18 24.0 Dt. N 28 37.3

Table 2. Type Distribution for PBK Honor Society Comparison Group.

N = 75 + = 1% of N I = Selection Ratio Index   *p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001
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1998). Other research supports the idea that each
gender tends to prefer T or F consistent with gender
stereotypes (Bayne, 1997). Thus, the presence of more
Fs than Ts in this study may simply be an artifact of the
disproportionate number of females in the sample. Not
that Judging (J) and Perceiving (P) were nearly equal
(53% and 47%, respectively) in the comparison group
whereas Js (76%) outnumbered Ps (24%) three to one
in the sample.

The SJ types accounted for 60% of the sample but
only 15% of the comparison group. By contrast, NJs
accounted for 39% of the comparison group and 16%
of the sample. Note also that SPs accounted for 13% of
the sample and 9% of the comparison group. The high
percentage of S over N types in the sample is consistent
with the high frequency of this type in developmental
populations (Spann, Newman, & Matthews, 1991).
The preponderance of Intuition in the comparison
group is consistent with reports of a strong correlation
between this type and performance on standardized
tests and high collegiate grade point averages (Van,
1992).

Although 13 of the 16 types were represented in
the XAE group, the modal types ISTJ, ISFJ, and ESFJ
outnumbered all other cells. There is a clear preponder-
ance of the SJ, ST, and SF type groupings in the XAE
group, with NF, NT, and NJ types significantly under-
represented. All 16 types were represented in the PBK
group, with a clear preponderance of NJ and NT type
groups. The modal types in the PBK group were INTJ
and INFP.

Using the SRTT, 16 of 44 comparisons were signif-
icant. Of the 16 comparisons, significant differences
were found for 2 four-letter types (ISFJ and ESFJ) and
14 type groups. Compared to the PBK group, the XAE
group was significantly overrepresented in Sensing and
Judging and significantly underrepresented in Intuition
and Perception. Moreover, XAE had significantly greater
proportions of SJ, SF, ES, and EJ, with the main contri-
bution derived from the ESFJ type group. Finally, there
was a clear trend for NT, NP, NJ, and IN groupings to be
underrepresented in the XAE sample.

DISCUSSION
Type theory postulates that each of the 16 four-letter
types describes a specific set of characteristics. Hence,
the statistically significant four-letter types ISFJ and
ESFJ reported for the XAE group would be expected to
have the following characteristics:

■ ISFJ types are systematic, painstaking,  thorough,
responsible, hard working, and practical. They are
detail and fact oriented, adapt excellently to rou-
tine, and display depth of concentration (Myers et
al., 1998).

■ ESFJ types are friendly, tactful, and expressive of
their feelings. They value harmonious human con-
tact and are anxious to conform to legitimate
expectations. They are persevering, conscientious,
and orderly, and they possess a breadth of interests
(Myers et al., 1998).

Although this analysis has indicated statistically
significant differences between the two subject groups
on most type dimensions, other type dimensions are
notably similar and share characteristics. For example,
the IJ combinations in both groups share the character-
istics “depth of concentration” and “organization”; the
EF combinations in both groups share the characteris-
tics “breadth of interests” and “warmth and sympathy.”
The two samples differ significantly in Sensing and
Intuition that have the characteristics “reliance on facts”
and “grasp of possibilities,” respectively, and the Judging
and Perceiving attitudes that have the characteristics
“organization” and “adaptability,” respectively.

The specific findings of the study are:
High achieving developmental students, as a group:

■ Exhibit significantly different four-letter type pref-
erences (ISFJ and ESFJ) compared to the prefer-
ences of the high-achieving nondevelopmental
comparison group.

■ Exhibit a significantly different mode of perception
(Sensing) than the nondevelopmental comparison
group (Intuition).

■ Differ significantly in their mental functions. They
are overrepresented in SF and ST functions, and
are significantly underrepresented in NF and NT
functions.

■ Differ significantly in the combinations of percep-
tions and orientations to the outer world (SJ).

■ Differ significantly in their perceptions (Sensing).

■ Are attuned to making subjective assessments.

■ Prefer organization, plans, and decision making.

These findings support the use of noncognitive
factors as predictors of developmental student academic
performance and have implications for curriculum
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design, instruction, and program services for develop-
mental populations.

It is apparent from the results that collegiate
performance is influenced by factors other than cogni-
tive ability, and that high academic achievement is not
limited to students who possess a particular personality
type as predicted in the literature (Myers & Myers,
1980). This study substantiates previous findings that
show an effect of personality on collegiate performance
and corroborates these findings by identifying the per-
sonality types of students who have demonstrated a
capacity to perform above expected or predicted levels.
The study shows that although both types of learners
(Sensing and Intuitive) are able to reach the same objec-
tive, some do so with help and different tools. Thus, it
appears that existing performance assessments based on
traditional measures alone (i.e., standardized tests) tend
to disqualify some capable students from educational
opportunity.

Limitations. The conclusions from this research
are limited in application because of the small sample
size and the sample compositions skewed towards
female students. The study is also limited because the
PBK group is not a precise comparison group, as the PBK
entry GPA is 3.5 vs. 3.0 for the developmental sample.
This investigation needs to be repeated in other colleges
and universities before widespread generalizations to all

developmental students can be made.

CONCLUSIONS
The results provide information that would enhance
program design, service provision, and learning condi-
tions for developmental student populations. Previous
research on developmental populations has demon-
strated that this group tends to possess cognitive
characteristics that differentiate them from the general
population of college students. A significant finding 
of this research indicates that this sample of develop-
mental students possesses distinctly different mental
functions, as defined by the MBTI instrument, than
does the comparison group. The Sensing type prefer-
ence emerged as predominant among this group of
high-achieving students, a finding neither predicted nor
expected.

Colleges have tended to measure academic ability
and achievement through the assessment of intelli-
gence. Standardized assessments of ability (e.g., SAT,
ACT) and institutional instruction typically favor
Intuitive types (Myers & Myers, 1980), which makes
this study’s findings particularly noteworthy.

It appears that developmental students, despite
their entry status, are capable of high academic achieve-
ment. They simply use different means, often Sensing,
to achieve the same end.
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