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ABSTRACT

The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator® instrument was
administered to a sample of underclassmen and a sample
of upperclassmen in the Intelligence Studies program 
at Mercyhurst College. There was an overrepresentation
of students with Extraversion, Intuition, and Thinking
preferences in both samples compared to the United
States national representative sample. Because the
upperclassmen sample essentially represents individuals
entering the professional field of intelligence analysis,
this research suggests that a similar type distribution
would be seen among analysts across the entire intelli-
gence community. There was no significant difference

between the type preferences of underclassmen and
upperclassmen, which indicates that increasing expo-
sure to Intelligence Studies coursework does not filter
out specific personality types.
Note: For the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator® (MBTI®) instrument, the eight preference categories
are the following: Extraversion (E) versus Introversion (I), Sensing (S) versus Intuition (N), Thinking
(T)  versus Feeling (F), Judging (J) versus Perceiving (P). 

INTRODUCTION

Collecting, analyzing, and producing intelligence inher-
ently involves human participation and, more specifi-
cally, cognitive ability. Although the development and
innovation of computer applications and structured
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analytic techniques complement the process and mini-
mize the amount of human involvement, intelligence
analysis and production will always include an essential
human component. Every analyst in the intelligence
community holds a different perspective as a result 
of education, training, and experiences, and this can
greatly affect each individual’s analytical process and
conclusions. However, these are not the only explana-
tions for differing perspectives. There is another possi-
ble reason for the differences between people and why
individuals choose different lifestyles and career paths:
personality type.

The idea that personality type influences an indi-
vidual’s educational track and career path stems from
Schneider’s (1987) attraction-selection-attrition (ASA)
model, in which he suggests that homogenization occurs
within organizations because they tend to attract, select,
and retain individuals who share the same values, 
attitudes, and personalities. In general, people gravitate
toward areas in which they feel comfortable and
accepted. The ASA model is also applicable to the field
of intelligence analysis.

As with many occupations, the field of intelligence
analysis incorporates a wide variety of roles and respon-
sibilities and requires individuals with a diverse set of
knowledge, skills, and abilities. Lowenthal’s (2003)
concept of intelligence (when viewed as a product)
illustrates the various functions performed by an intel-
ligence analyst and helps explain why a combination of
personality type preferences may be necessary among
analysts. Lowenthal described intelligence as “informa-
tion that meets stated or understood needs of policy-
makers and has been collected, refined, and narrowed
to meet those needs” (p. 2). Because the needs and col-
lection methods can vary greatly among policymakers
and between organizations, intelligence analysts must
possess a variety of skills and abilities, as well as person-
ality traits in order to collect and process information
into actionable intelligence and disseminate the results
effectively.

Little empirical research has been conducted on
the role of personality types in the intelligence commu-
nity, which includes intelligence analysts in the national
security, law enforcement, and business sectors. Writers
on the subject have based their statements on theoreti-
cal foundations, referring to the “ideal” analysts rather
than assessing the actual type distribution of the intelli-
gence professionals. Furthermore, the authors only
focus on one specific sector of the intelligence commu-

nity (Clark, 2004; Krizan, 1999; Lahey, 2003). The only
empirical personality study performed on individuals in
this field was conducted by Ronald D. Garst at the Joint
Military Intelligence College (now called the National
Defense Intelligence College), an educational institution
that prepares members of the United States intelligence
community for positions in the armed forces and national
security departments (Garst, 1995).

One possible explanation for the lack of empirical
research on personality types and the intelligence com-
munity may be the difficulty in attaining a representative
sample. Garst’s (1995) sample consisted only of individ-
uals within the national security sector, and, moreover,
the participants were a subsector within that branch, as
they were all analysts moving to senior level positions.
Although conducting research on Intelligence Studies
students has limitations as well, it potentially provides a
more accurate representation of entry-level analysts across
the intelligence community, as the students in the program
at Mercyhurst College graduate into positions in all
three sectors of intelligence analysis.

The purpose of the present research was to identify
the personality types of Intelligence Studies students at
Mercyhurst College. This presents the opportunity for
insight and analysis into the types of individuals who
are self-selecting the field of intelligence and may pro-
vide an adequate proxy to make inferences or general-
izations about the analysts that comprise the intelligence
community. Furthermore, the study aimed to identify
whether the Intelligence Studies program at Mercyhurst
College filters out specific personality types as a result of
increased exposure to the program courses and course-
work.

MeThOD

Participants. The participants were students enrolled in
the Intelligence Studies program at Mercyhurst College in
Erie, Pennsylvania. From this population, two samples of
students were drawn randomly to comprise a total of 100
participants. One sample consisted of 48 underclassmen
(freshmen and sophomores), who were drawn from a pool
of 163 students. The other sample consisted of 52 upper-
classmen (juniors and seniors), who were drawn from 
a pool of 102 students. The two samples permitted an
assessment of differences between the two undergraduate
populations. Each participant took Form M of the MBTI®

instrument, and the aggregate data were analyzed by the
Center for the Applications of Psycho logical Type (CAPT)
using the Selection Ratio Type Table (SRTT) analysis.
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Dichotomous Preferences

E           30         (62.5%)           I = 1.27

I            18         (37.5%)           I = 0.74

                                                            

S           23         (47.9%)      ***I = 0.65

N          25         (52.1%)      ***I = 1.95

                                                            

T           29         (60.4%)        **I = 1.50

F           19         (39.6%)        **I = 0.66

                 

J           25         (52.1%)           I = 0.96

P           23         (47.9%)           I = 1.04

                                                            

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ          13         (27.1%)           I = 0.94

IP           5         (10.4%)           I = 0.48

EP        18         (37.5%)         *I = 1.56

EJ         12         (25.0%)           I = 0.99

                                                            

ST        15         (31.3%)           I = 1.04

SF          8         (16.7%)      ***I = 0.38

NF        11         (22.9%)           I = 1.40

NT        14         (29.2%)      ***I = 2.83

                                                            

SJ         12         (25.0%)        **I = 0.54

SP        11         (22.9%)           I = 0.85

NP        12         (25.0%)           I = 1.32

NJ        13         (27.1%)      ***I = 3.48

                                                            

                

TJ         17         (35.4%)           I = 1.47

TP        12         (25.0%)           I = 1.55

FP        11         (22.9%)           I = 0.77

FJ           8         (16.7%)         *I = 0.55

                                                            

IN         10         (20.8%)         *I = 1.87

EN        15         (31.3%)        **I = 2.01

IS           8         (16.7%)        **I = 0.42

ES        15         (31.3%)           I = 0.93

                                                            

ET        13         (27.1%)           I = 1.51

EF        17         (35.4%)           I = 1.13

IF            2         (04.2%)           I = 0.15

IT          16         (33.3%)           I = 1.50

Stacy Gilchrist

Jungian Types (E)                                 Jungian Types (I)                                    Dominant Types    
                  n         %         Index                              n         %          Index                                  n        %       Index

E–TJ          6      12.5          1.19              I–TP         5       10.4          1.21               Dt. T          11      22.9        1.20

E–FJ          6      12.5          0.85              I–FP         0         0.0          0.00               Dt. F           6      12.5        0.45*

ES–P         8      16.7          1.30              IS–J          5       10.4          0.41               Dt. S         13      27.1        0.71

EN–P       10      20.8          1.85*            IN–J         8       16.7          4.73***           Dt. N         18      37.5        2.54***

Table 1. Type Distribution of Underclassmen (Freshmen/Sophomore) Intelligence Studies Students at
Mercyhurst College and SRTT Comparisons With the U.S. National Representative Sample.

N = 48   + = 1% of N I = Selection Ration Index   *p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001

The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ                      ISFJ                      INFJ                      INTJ

n = 3                     n = 2                     n = 0                     n = 8

(6.3%)                  (4.2%)                   (0.0%)                   (16.7%)

I = 0.54                 I = 0.30                 I = 0.00                 I = 8.09***

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

+                                                                                      + + + + +

                                                                                       + + + + +

                                                                                       + +

                           

ISTP                     ISFP                     INFP                     INTP

n = 3                     n = 0                     n = 0                     n = 2

(6.3%)                  (0.0%)                   (0.0%)                   (4.2%)

I = 1.16                 I = 0.00                 I = 0.00                 I = 1.28

+ + + + +                                                                         + + + +

+

                                                          

ESTP                    ESFP                    ENFP                    ENTP

n = 4                     n = 4                     n = 7                     n = 3

(8.3%)                  (8.3%)                   (14.6%)                 (6.3%)

I = 1.94                 I = 0.98                 I = 1.81                 I = 1.96

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

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

                                                          + + + + + 

                            

ESTJ                    ESFJ                     ENFJ                    ENTJ

n = 5                     n = 2                     n = 4                     n = 1

(10.4%)                (4.2%)                   (8.3%)                   (2.1%)

I = 1.20                 I = 0.34                 I = 3.39                 I = 1.16

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

+ + + + +                                           + + + 
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ReSUlTS

Underclassmen Findings. TABLE 1 shows the distribu-
tion of personality types and preferences of the under-
classmen sample of Intelligence Studies students and
the results of the SRTT analysis. The underclassmen data
distribution indicates a higher percentage of students
with Extraversion preferences than Introversion prefer-
ences, with 62.5% and 37.5%, respectively. This repre-
sents approximately a 13% variation from the U.S.
national average. Despite this percentage difference, the
findings were not statistically significant.

The data show nearly equal percentages for prefer-
ences for Sensing (47.9%) and for Intuition (52.1%);
however, the SRTT analysis revealed a significant over-
representation of preferences for Intuition (p < .001) and
a significant underrepresentation of preferences for Sensing
(p < .001) compared with the U.S. national averages.

The underclassmen sample preferred Thinking
(60.4%) over Feeling (39.6%). In comparison with the
U.S. national sample, there was a significant overrepre-
sentation of Thinking (p < 0.01) and a significant under-
representation of Feeling (p < .01).

The J–P dichotomy closely reflected the U.S. average
in terms of percentage distribution, with the Judging
preference accounting for 52.1% of the underclassmen
and the Perceiving preference accounting for 47.9%.

The personality types exhibiting the highest per-
centages in the underclassmen sample were INTJ
(16.7%), ENFP (14.6%), and ESTJ (10.4%). The types
exhibiting the smallest percentages were INFJ, ISFP, and
INFP, with no underclassmen students scoring these
types. According to the SRTT analysis, INTJs were sig-
nificantly overrepresented (p < .001) relative to the U.S.
national sample.

Upperclassmen Findings. TABLE 2 illustrates the
distribution of personality types and preferences of the
upperclassmen sample of Intelligence Studies students.
The data are similar to the underclassmen sample.

The upperclassmen exhibited a greater preference
for Extraversion than for Introversion (61.5% and
38.5%). Although these percentages represent approxi-
mately a 12% variation from the U.S. national distribu-
tion, this difference was not significant.

There was a sizable difference within the S–N
dichotomy, with Sensing accounting for 55.8% of the
participants and Intuition accounting for the remaining
44.2%. As with the underclassmen sample, the SRTT
analysis revealed a significant overrepresentation 
of Intuition (p < .01), and a significant under -

representation of Sensing (p < .01).
The upperclassmen tended to prefer Thinking

(57.7%) rather than Feeling (42.3%). In comparison
with the U.S. sample, there was a significant overrepre-
sentation of Thinking (p < .05) and a significant under-
representation of Feeling (p < .05). 

More upperclassmen preferred Judging (61.5%)
than Perceiving (38.5%), but this was not significantly
different from the U.S. sample.

The personality types exhibiting the highest per-
centages in the upperclassmen sample were ISTJ
(15.4%), ESTJ (13.5%), ESFJ (11.5%), and ENTJ
(11.5%). The types  showing the smallest percentages
were INTJ and ISFP (each with 0%), as well as ISTP and
ENFJ (each with 1.9%). According to the SRTT analysis,
ENTJ was significantly overrepresented (p < .001).

Sample Comparisons. The dichotomous prefer-
ence distributions of both samples exhibited very simi-
lar results. Within the E–I and T–F dichotomies, there
was very little difference between the underclassmen
and upperclassmen distributions. For example, there
was only a slightly greater tendency towards the Sensing
preference within the upperclassmen sample, with a dif-
ference of approximately eight percentage points. The
greatest difference was along the J–P scale, with more
Judging preferences in the upperclassmen sample; how-
ever, the difference was not statistically significant. In
fact, the only statistically significant difference was in
the SJ preference pairing, with significantly more SJ
types in the upperclassmen sample than in the under-
classmen sample (p < .05).

Comparing the 16 personality types between the
two samples, the data revealed an increase in the preva-
lence of ISTJs and ENTJs, with each type demonstrating
more than a 9% increase between the underclassmen
and upperclassmen samples. Conversely, there was a
noticeable, but not statistically significant, decrease
among the INTJs, dropping from 16.7% to 0% between
the underclassmen and upperclassmen samples. 

      
DISCUSSION

The results indicate that there is an identifiable per-
sonality type distribution among Intelligence Studies 
students. The data revealed a significant overrepre -
sentation of Intuition and Thinking preferences and 
a slight overrepresentation of Extraversion preferences; 
however, this does not necessarily mean there is an
over representation of types containing all three of these
preferences, such as ENTJ or ENTP.
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Dichotomous Preferences

E           32         (61.5%)           I = 1.25

I            20         (38.5%)           I = 0.76

                                                            

S           29         (55.8%)        **I = 0.76

N          23         (44.2%)        **I = 1.66

                                                            

T           30         (57.7%)         *I = 1.43

F           22         (42.3%)         *I = 0.00

                 

J           32         (61.5%)           I = 1.14

P           30         (38.5%)           I = 0.84

                                                            

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ          12         (23.1%)           I = 0.80

IP           8         (15.4%)           I = 0.71

EP        12         (23.1%)           I = 0.96

EJ         20         (38.5%)         *I = 1.52

                                                            

ST        19         (36.5%)           I = 1.22

SF        10         (19.2%)      ***I = 0.44

NF        12         (23.1%)           I = 1.41

NT        11         (21.2%)           I = 2.05

                                                            

SJ         23         (44.2%)           I = 0.95

SP          6         (11.5%)         *I = 0.43

NP        14         (26.9%)           I = 1.42

NJ          9         (17.3%)         *I = 2.23

                                                            

                

TJ         21         (40.4%)        **I = 1.68

TP          9         (17.3%)           I = 1.07

FP        11         (21.2%)           I = 0.71

FJ         11         (21.2%)           I = 0.70

                                                            

IN           9         (17.3%)           I = 1.55

EN        14         (26.9%)         *I = 1.73

IS          11         (21.2%)        **I = 0.53

ES        18         (34.6%)           I = 1.03

                                                            

ET        18         (34.6%)        **I = 1.93

EF        14         (26.9%)           I = 0.86

IF            8         (15.4%)         *I = 0.54

IT          12         (23.1%)           I = 1.04

Stacy Gilchrist

Jungian Types (E)                                 Jungian Types (I)                                    Dominant Types    
                  n         %         Index                              n         %          Index                                  n        %       Index

E–TJ        13      25.0          2.39***          I–TP         4         7.7          0.89               Dt. T         17      32.7        1.71*

E–FJ          7      13.5          0.91              I–FP         4         7.7          0.58               Dt. F          11      21.2        0.76

ES–P         5        9.6          0.75              IS–J        10       19.2          0.76               Dt. S         15      28.8        0.76

EN–P         7      13.5          1.19              IN–J         2         3.8          1.09               Dt. N           9      17.3        1.17

Table 2. Type Distribution of Upperclassmen (Junior/Senior) Intelligence Studies Students at
Mercyhurst College and SRTT comparisons With the U.S. National Representative Sample.

N = 52   + = 1% of N I = Selection Ration Index   *p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001

The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ                      ISFJ                      INFJ                      INTJ

n = 8                     n = 2                     n = 2                     n = 0

(15.4%)                (3.8%)                   (3.8%)                   (0.0%)

I = 1.33                 I = 0.28                 I = 2.63                 I = 0.00

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

+ + + + + 

+ + + + + 

                           

ISTP                     ISFP                     INFP                     INTP

n = 1                     n = 0                     n = 4                     n = 3

(1.9%)                  (0.0%)                   (7.7%)                   (5.8%)

I = 0.36                 I = 0.00                 I = 1.75                 I = 1.77

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

                                                          + + +                     +

                            

                            

ESTP                    ESFP                    ENFP                    ENTP

n = 3                     n = 2                     n = 5                     n = 2

(5.8%)                  (3.8%)                   (9.6%)                   (3.8%)

I = 1.35                 I = 0.45                 I = 1.19                 I = 1.21

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

+                                                      + + + + +

                            

ESTJ                    ESFJ                     ENFJ                    ENTJ

n = 7                     n = 6                     n = 1                     n = 6

(13.5%)                (11.5%)                 (1.9%)                   (11.5%)

I = 1.55                 I = 0.94                 I = 0.78                 I = 6.43 ***

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

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

+ + + +                 + +                                                     + +
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Essentially, the program attracts individuals who
are sociable, have broad interests, and take initiative
(Extraverted qualities). They also tend to be imagina-
tive, pattern-oriented, and have an inclination to focus
on the big picture (Intuitive qualities). Moreover, they
are naturally analytical, logical, and objective, with 
a desire to critique situations and solve problems
(Thinking qualities). It seems appropriate that individ-
uals with these characteristics are attracted to, and
remain in, the Intelligence Studies program because
much of the existing literature describes the “ideal” 
analysts having those qualities, particularly the qualities
associated with the Thinking preference (Clark, 2004;
Garst, 1995; Lahey, 2003).

According to the faculty at Mercyhurst College, 
the retention rate of undergraduate Intelligence Studies
students entering the program and staying through
graduation averages 69%. Despite the 31% attrition
rate, the comparison of the underclassmen data to the
upperclassmen data revealed little indication that the
Intelligence Studies program filters out specific person-
ality preferences or types. The data suggested an
increasing concentration of SJ types over the 4 years of
the program. This increase does not necessarily indicate
that more SJ types are joining the program, but rather
that they are simply not leaving the program as much as
other pairings, such as SP, NP, or NJ types.

Despite the increasing concentration of SJ types,
the upperclassmen sample still exhibited an overrepre-
sentation of individuals with Extraversion, Intuition, and
Thinking preferences relative to the national sample.
Using these upperclassmen findings, this study suggests
that the type distribution for entry-level analysts
through  out the intelligence community mirrors these
trends, with a significant overrepresentation of analysts
with Intuitive and Thinking preferences and a slight over-
representation of analysts with Extraverted preferences.

The apparent overrepresentation of analysts with
Extraverted preferences entering the intelligence com-
munity contradicts the stereotypical image of intelli-
gence analysts having Introverted qualities. Even Garst’s
Joint Military Intelligence College (JMIC) sample found
a majority of Introverted analysts in the JMIC program,
with 57.5% exhibiting the Introversion preference and
42.5% the Extraversion preference (Garst, 1995). Based
on the general perception of intelligence analysts and
Garst’s findings, there tended to be more analysts with
Introverted preferences in previous years (and possibly
now as well). However, the Intelligence Studies sample

shows that more individuals with Extraverted prefer-
ences are entering the field, which could be an indication
that a gradual shift has occurred or is occurring, from
an Introversion-dominated field to an Extraversion-
dominated field.

According to the Intelligence Community Directive
Number 200 (ICD 200) issued by the Office of the
Directorate of National Intelligence (2007), this shift
would probably be welcomed, as the policy outlined in
the document illustrates the desire for analysts to have
traits that coincide more with Extraverted preferences
than with Introverted preferences. The ICD 200 explicitly
states the need for “collaboration,” “sharing information,”
and “building and expanding relationships” both within
and outside the intelligence community. These can be
interpreted as intrinsic qualities of individuals with
Extraversion preferences.

The present findings support the assumption that
the field of intelligence analysis desires and attracts indi-
viduals with Thinking preferences, as there was about 
a 20% overrepresentation of Thinking types among
Intelligence Studies students, compared with the U.S.
national sample. Garst (1995) also found that Thinking
types were overrepresented among the JMIC population
in his study, with 82% of his participants scoring on
that end of the T–F dichotomy. The high levels of
Thinking types in the Intelligence Studies samples
should be a reinforcing finding for the Intelligence
Studies department at Mercyhurst College, as it suggests
that a large portion of the analysts the program educates
and releases into the intelligence community have the
qualities, such as objectivity, generally associated with
effective intelligence analysis.

PRACTICAl APPlICATIONS

The Intelligence Studies faculty at Mercyhurst College
can use the information provided in this research in 
various ways. One possibility is to design lesson plans
and teaching strategies that cater to the types of students
in the program. For example, because a majority of 
students have Extraverted preferences, the Intelligence
Studies faculty may consider more hands-on or interac-
tive exercises, as Extraverts prefer to work collaboratively
and learn through experimentation or experiences. In
contrast, individuals with Introverted preferences prefer
reflective observation and lecture-formatted settings
(Myers, McCaulley, Quenk, & Hammer, 1998). This is
not to say that lesson plans and teaching strategies
should be designed to accommodate only the student
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majority, but it does present the opportunity for pro-
fessors to design a more balanced approach, as well 
as to maintain a better understanding of the influence
personality type has on learning. 

In addition, the Intelligence Studies department
might use the information for recruitment and market-
ing purposes. Knowing the personality characteristics of
the types of students drawn to the program allows the
faculty to target prospective students more effectively 
by emphasizing the aspects of the program that would
be most appealing to those types of individuals. The
admissions department could also use personality type
information to search for potential high school students
with personality characteristics congruent with the types
currently found in the program. This may actually result
in an overall higher concentration of students with
personality types that foster effective intelligence
analysis, as well as increase the retention rates among
the students who do choose the field. 

The large influx of Extraverts gravitating toward an
Introversion-dominated field could present problems
for many of the newcomers, as well as the intelligence
community. Because Extraverts are energized by being
with other people and interacting socially, they might
experience a sense of culture shock or even job dissatis-
faction when they find themselves in positions that 
  may be devoted to individual research and analysis,
especially if the position involves a long-term focus 
on a single issue. Extraverts may find that the field of
intelligence analysis does not provide an accommodating
or energizing environment and, as a result, may feel
confined or unmotivated. This could lead to employee
absenteeism and high turnover rates, which ultimately
affects the intelligence community from a financial
standpoint, as well as a resources perspective.

Johnston (2005) emphasized the problems asso-
ciated with “entry shock” or “culture shock.” He
explained how the problem is exacerbated within the

intelligence community because of the culture of privacy
that hinders discussing the inner workings of intelli-
gence community departments and the fictional media
portrayals of intelligence professionals. These factors
often provide new recruits with an unrealistic or inade-
quate perception of the type of work and work atmos-
phere they are pursuing. To help remedy this, Johnston
suggested that the intelligence community should 
further attempt to dispel myths and provide better
preparation to potential employees about what to
expect on the job.

The Intelligence Studies faculty at Mercyhurst
College can take similar measures to help prepare 
students, including sharing personal experiences and
creating assignments or exercises that illustrate the
real-life working environments within the intelligence
community. However, if the trend identified in this
study proves accurate, the disproportionate numbers 
of Extraverts entering the field may, in time, transform
the field into a more Extravert-dominated and
Extraversion-friendly environment.

CONClUSION

The Intelligence Studies program at Mercyhurst College
tends to attract individuals with preferences for
Extraversion, Intuition, and Thinking. Using these data
as a proxy, this study suggests that the professional field
of intelligence analysis tends to attract these same types
of individuals. This research also demonstrated that
increased exposure to the Intelligence Studies course-
work does not result in a significant reduction in certain
personality types from the program. These findings
present the Intelligence Studies department at
Mercyhurst College with valuable information about
their student body and offer the intelligence community
important insights into the types of individuals the field
of intelligence analysis attracts.
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