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ABSTRACT

Community leaders (N = 1,677) from rural communi-
ties and reservations throughout the state of Minnesota
took the MBTI® instrument as part of an 8-day leader-
ship training program. The modal Step I™ type for com-
munity leaders was ENFP, followed by ESTJ and ISTJ.
The modal Step I type for the U.S., general population
is ISFJ, followed by ESFJ and ISTJ. Compared to the
general population, community leaders who were
ESTPs, all EN types, and INJ types were significantly
overrepresented, and all IS and ESF types were signif-
icantly underrepresented. ENs are often seen as focusing
on change and ISs as focusing on stability; community
leadership is often about change. The modal type for
organizational leaders was ESTJ, followed by ISTJ. 

For the community leaders, seven of the eight Feeling
types were significantly overrepresented compared to
the organizational leaders. Community leadership is a
venue for living one’s values for the common good,
something likely to appeal to Feeling types. Ethnic dif-
ferences comparing Caucasian, American Indian, and
Hispanic community leaders were also examined.
American Indians with modal types of ISTJ and ENFP,
were more likely to be ISFJ, ISFP, and INFP than their
Caucasian counterparts. The latter types are often viewed
as behind-the-scenes leaders who focus on values.

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). 
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BACKGROUnD

The mission of Minnesota’s Blandin Foundation is to
strengthen rural communities in the state, and in partic-
ular, in their home community of Grand Rapids. One
route to accomplishing this mission is to develop local
leadership in the communities. Building community
leadership in rural communities is “an alternative com-
munity development model that posits that rural 
communities will prosper when the people in the com-
munity step forward as leaders and work together in
organizations and across the community to take action”
(Goes & Gallagher, 2005, p. 2). Since 1985, the foun-
dation has been offering the Blandin Community
Leadership Program (BCLP) to communities that apply
to participate. Beginning in 2000, a version of the 
program has been offered explicitly to Reservation 
community leaders.

The program defines community leadership as
“doing what needs to be done to develop and sustain
healthy community” (Blandin Foundation, 2008, p. 19)
and identifies eight dimensions as necessary for a
healthy community:

■ Economic opportunity
■ Infrastructure and services
■ Environmental stewardship
■ Community leadership
■ Safety and security
■ Spiritual, recreational, and artistic opportunities
■ Inclusion
■ Lifelong learning

The program views community leadership as dif-
ferent from organizational leadership in several ways.
First, community leaders do not inherently have author-
ity to make things happen; they must attract volunteers’
time and energy, not demand it. Second, there is a great
deal of overlap in relationships in small towns. The way
community leaders treat people in their community
leadership role may carry over to other relationships:
They don’t just see each other while working together
on one community event; they may be involved in other
volunteer events together as well as seeing one another
at church, at their children’s sporting events, at the gro-
cery store, in their place of work, etc. If a community
leader treats a volunteer poorly in one context, that 
person is less likely to help with another community
project. Community leadership likely has multiple goals
and agendas, with results dependent on the initiative,
energy, and influence of the leaders. Community leaders

can make change happen from anywhere in the system;
there is no community CEO mandating or authorizing a
particular change.

Leaders in organizations, by contrast, work within
a hierarchy and interact upwards (with bosses), side-
ways (with peers), and downwards (with subordinates).
Leaders set the direction for the organization, inspire
others to work toward those directions, and mobilize for
the effective accomplishment of goals (Richmond, 2008).
Organizational leadership involves personal leadership
(establishing trust, etc.), thought leadership (analyzing
issues, making sound decisions, etc.), people leadership
(engaging and inspiring, coaching and developing oth-
ers, managing conflict, establishing relationships, etc.),
and results leadership (building realistic plans, manag-
ing execution, focusing on customers, etc.) (Gebelein
et al., 2004). In an organization, goals, agendas, and
many leadership activities are likely to be clearer and
more prescribed than in a community setting. 

Much has been written on type and leadership/
leaders (Barr & Barr, 1989; Fitzgerald & Kirby 1997;
Pearman, 1998; Richmond, 2008). In her review of 
type and leadership, Walck (1997) pointed out that
studies are primarily of two types: type tables of leaders
and research that attempts to predict and document
the behaviors of leaders of different types. The CAPT
bibliography has over 600 citations on these topics
(http://www.capt.org/research/MBTI-bibliography-search-
results.htm), with community leadership and rural lead-
ership contributing very few citations (Barrett &
Horner, 1987; Goes & Gallagher, 2005). The present
paper fits into the first style of leadership study, and it
includes the largest sample of rural community leaders
to be studied to date. It uses whole type, not the prefer-
ences, for analyses. Ethnicity is also a focus of this paper,
specifically ethnicity of three groups within the U.S.
population: Caucasian, American Indian, and Hispanic.
References on type and culture typically focus on inter-
national cultures (e.g., Kirby, Kendall, & Barger, 2007;
Ginn, 2001), not cultural differences within the U.S.
The present study thus adds to the literature on type,
leadership, and ethnicity.

THE LEADERSHIP PROGRAM, SAMPLE

AnD METHODOLOGy

The Program. The Blandin Community Leadership
Program focuses on the use of three core competencies
to build and strengthen healthy communities: Framing
(identifying issues/problems), Developing Social Capital
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(encouraging relationships among people), and
Mobilization (moving to action). These are similar to 
the activities of organizational leaders, but they operate
within a much different context. The program includes
a 5-day retreat, a 2-day workshop 3 months later, and
closes with a 1-day workshop about 6 months after the
original retreat. Twenty-four community members at a
time are chosen by the local community to be delegates;
if the community is too small to supply 24, communi-
ties are clustered together geographically. Funds from
the Blandin Foundation fully support the program, with
participants providing only their time and effort. The
program has received outstanding evaluations from
external evaluators throughout its history, with both
communities and individuals strengthened as a result 
of participation. For more information on the program,
go to www.blandinfoundation.org and also refer to 
the Handbook for Community Leadership (Krile, 2006).
Success stories of community leaders are documented
in Lessons in Leadership (Blandin Foundation, 2007).

One competency taught in the program is develop-
ing social capital—the network of relationships between
people to get things done. A part of social capital is an
individual’s personality style. Understanding that style
and the styles of others can help people develop and
maintain social capital and take advantage of strong ties
(individuals the person knows well and who perhaps
see the world in similar ways) and take advantage of
weak or emerging ties (individuals whom the person
does not know well and who perhaps see the world in
different ways). The MBTI tool serves to help people
understand themselves and others and to use both 
their strong and weak ties. Since 2004, the MBTI® Step
II™version has been used, in part because so many par-
ticipants are already familiar with MBTI® Step I™ results.

All participants take the Step II instrument through
SkillsOne®, an online electronic administration of the
MBTI Form Q assessment. They also receive “home-
work” that involves reading/reviewing Introduction to
Type® in Organizations (Hirsh & Kummerow, 1998) so
that they arrive with some familiarity with type concepts
and also a self-assessment of their type. The nearly 
3-hour module delivering Step II feedback uses the
PowerPoint® slides from Working With MBTI® Step II™

Results (Kummerow & Quenk, 2004), with some mod-
ifications, examples, activities, and handouts appropri-
ate to community leadership.  

The module is highly rated by participants.
Leaders are encouraged not only to understand their

own preferences but also to apply that knowledge to
better understand and work with others for the com-
mon good. Each participant also meets one-on-one with
a “coach” for 1½ hours during the first week, when indi-
vidual questions on type are answered, applications of
type to community leadership are discussed, and addi-
tional information on each participant’s “best fit” type is
given. This information includes a one-page copy of
each participant’s type description from Introduction to
Type® (Myers & Kirby, 1998), which is a booklet to help
people better understand their MBTI results.

The Sample. Participants in the Blandin
Community Leadership Program from January 2003
through April 2009 were included in this analysis. Only
Step I data were analyzed and included in this article;
Step II facet data are presented in a separate article. The
participants were asked to indicate their gender, ethnic-
ity, and age when completing the assessment and most
did. In addition, the names of those in the American
Indian, Hispanic, and African American groups were
crossed-checked with the Foundation’s records. The
group of African Americans was too small to analyze
separately. The sample also included not only program
delegates but people on the alternate list in case a dele-
gate dropped out. Alternates easily substitute for the
delegates.

Each retreat is supposed to have equal male and
female participation. However, more females were
included in the sample because more women apply to
participate in the program and thus there are higher
numbers of women on the alternate list. The sample
included 1,677 participants (53% female, 47% male).
The sample ranged in age from 20–81, with an average
age of 44.28 (SD = 11.2).

In terms of ethnicity, 82% of the sample reported
being Caucasian (N = 1,373), 13% reported being
American Indian (N = 225), 2% reported being Hispanic
(N = 32), and the remaining 3% identified other ethnic-
ities. The Caucasian, American Indian, and Hispanic par-
ticipants were included in analyses regarding ethnicity,
although the Hispanic group was quite small. Rural
Minnesota, although it is diversifying, still has a rather
homogenous population. The majority of the American
Indians in this sample were Ojibwe (Chippewa), although
the Sioux (Dakota) were also represented.

Wide varieties of educational levels were also 
present: Less than 1% reported having only some high
school, 4% reported having a high school diploma, 
4% reported having trade or technical training, 11%
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reported having some college but no degree, 7%
reported having an Associates degree, 25% reported
having a bachelors degree, 14% reported having a mas-
ter’s degree, 4% reported having a professional degree
(e.g., M.D.), and 1% reported having a doctorate
(Ph.D.). Approximately 29% did not report their educa-
tional level. Participants represented a wide variety of
occupations (over 200 were listed), including execu-
tives, homemakers, postal carriers, bankers, govern-
ment employees, teachers, ministers, construction
workers, store clerks, farmers, physicians, small busi-
ness owners, etc. The mean number of years in the job
was 9. Very few held elected public office, as commu-
nity leadership is much broader than government posi-
tions. Blandin Foundation staff members were also
included in the sample, as they participated in the lead-
ership program as well. They are encouraged to partic-
ipate in their communities, and they do.

Data Analysis. CPP, Inc. (CPP) research staff ana-
lyzed the data. They provided overall type information
and the comparisons of Caucasians, American Indians,
and Hispanics. Self-selection ratios (SSRs) were calcu-
lated to compare this leadership sample to the national
representative sample (Myers, McCauley, Quenk, &
Hammer, 1998) and to a leadership sample (Richmond,
2008). In addition, self-selection ratios were used to
compare the American Indian and Hispanic samples to
Caucasians. Tests of statistical significance were available
only in cases in which five or more participants were
available in a type category. As a result, the Hispanic
data were too small to be analyzed this way. Whole four-
letter type was the focus of this analysis, not the various
preference combinations. Therefore, tests of statistical
significance were not provided for single preferences or
two letter combinations. 

Data from a U.S. national representative sample,
from which the Step I instrument was derived, are
reported in Myers et al. (1998). The national represen-
tative sample represents the best “general population”
sample currently available for Step I data, because it is 
a randomized sample that was matched as closely as
possible to U.S. Census data. It is described in detail in 
the MBTI® Manual (Myers et al., 1998). The leadership
sample was gathered by CPP and combined supervi-
sors, managers, and executives (Richmond, 2008). This
sample is one of convenience in the CPP data bank and
includes nearly 123,000 leaders between the ages of 28
and 70, all working full-time. The sample is approxi-
mately 60% male and 40% female.

RESULTS AnD DISCUSSIOn

Community Leaders’ MBTI® Step I™ Results
Compared to the National Representative Sample.
Henrik Ibsen (n.d.) once said, “A community is like a
ship; everyone ought to be prepared to take the helm.”
There was a good representation of all types in the com-
munity leaders sample, which reinforces the idea that
all types can be community leaders and can be prepared
to take the helm. Community leadership, however, is
apparently more attractive to some types than to others.
TABLE 1 presents the overall type distribution of the
community leadership sample and SRTT comparisons
to the national representative sample. The modal type of
community leaders was ENFP, with 10.8% of the sample
scoring that type, followed by ESTJ at 10.3%, and ISTJ
at 9.1%. The least frequently occurring type was INFJ,
with only 2.6% of the sample, followed by ISFP at 2.7%.
In the national representative sample, the most frequent
types were ISFJ (13.8%), ESFJ (12.3%), and ISTJ
(11.6%) (Myers et al., 1998). The least frequently
occurring types were INFJ (1.5%) and ENTJ (1.8%).

All Intuitive types had self-selection ratios above
1.0, indicating the attraction of those types to the lead-
ership program, and six of the eight Intuitive types had
statistically significant results. All but two of the Sensing
types (the EST types were the exceptions) had self-
selection ratios below 1.0, with seven Sensing types
having statistically significant results. Although they
weren’t looking at whole types, Goes and Gallagher
(2005) found that Intuitives were overrepresented in
their sample as well.

The patterns of responses for the quadrants of the
type table are particularly interesting, given that the
quadrants (IN, IS, ES, EN) are often seen as being rele-
vant to the change process, and community leadership
is often about making change happen. The SRTT analy-
ses revealed that all four types in the EN quadrant were
significantly overrepresented relative to the national
representative sample. ENs are typically seen as action-
oriented innovators who like to try something different
or novel (Hirsh & Kummerow, 1998). In contrast, their
opposite types in IS quadrant were underrepresented,
with statistical significance reached by all four types as
well. ISs are thoughtful realists, typically seen as focus-
ing both on what should be preserved and what really
needs to be changed (Hirsh & Kummerow).

The IN quadrant also had SSRs above 1.00, indi-
cating more attraction to the program than we would
expect given the base population; however, only the INJ
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Dichotomous Preferences

E               n = 1071              (63.9%)  

I                 n = 0606              (36.1%)  

                                                            

S               n = 0864              (51.5%)  

N               n = 0813              (48.5%)  

                                                            

T                n = 0882              (52.6%)  

F                n = 0795              (47.4%)  

                                                            

J                n = 0902              (53.8%)  

P               n =0 775              (46.2%)  

                                                            

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ                 n = 348              (20.8%)

IP                n = 258              (15.4%)  

EP               n = 517              (30.8%)  

EJ                n = 554              (33.0%)  

                                                            

ST               n = 491              (29.3%)  

SF               n = 373              (22.2%)  

NF               n = 422              (25.2%)  

NT               n = 391              (23.3%)  

                                                            

SJ                n = 558              (33.3%)  

SP               n = 306              (18.2%)  

NP               n = 469              (28.0%)  

NJ               n = 344              (20.5%)  

                                                            

TJ                n = 513              (30.6%)  

TP               n = 369              (22.0%)  

FP               n = 406              (24.2%)  

FJ                n = 389              (23.2%)  

                                                            

IN                n = 249              (14.8%)  

EN               n = 564              (33.6%)  

IS                n = 357              (21.3%)  

ES               n = 507              (30.2%)  

Kummerow and Herk

Table 1. Type Distribution of Community Leaders (N = 1,677), and SRTT Comparison Using the
National Representative Sample as the Base Population (N = 3,009).

N = 1677   + = 1% of N I = Selection Ratio Index  *p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001

The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ                      ISFJ                      INFJ                      INTJ

n = 153                 n = 91                   n = 43                   n = 61

(9.1%)                  (5.4%)                   (2.6%)                   (3.6%)

I = 0.8*                 I = 0.4***               I = 1.7**                I = 1.7**

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

+ + + +                 

ISTP                     ISFP                     INFP                     INTP

n = 67                   n = 46                   n = 85                   n = 60

(4.0%)                  (2.7%)                   (5.1%)                   (3.6%)

I = 0.7*                 I = 0.3***               I = 1.2                   I = 1.1

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

                            

ESTP                    ESFP                    ENFP                    ENTP

n = 99                   n = 94                   n = 181                 n = 143

(5.9%)                  (5.6%)                   (10.8%)                 (8.5%)

I = 1.4*                 I = 0.7***               I = 1.3**                I = 2.7***

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

+                           +                           + + + + +              + + + +

                                                          +

ESTJ                    ESFJ                     ENFJ                    ENTJ

n = 172                 n = 142                 n = 113                 n = 127

(10.3%)                (8.5%)                   (6.7%)                   (7.6%)

I = 1.2                   I = 0.7***               I = 2.7***               I = 4.2***

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

+ + + + +              + + + +                 + +                        + + +
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types reached statistical significance. INs, especially
INJs, are often seen as thoughtful innovators focusing
on a vision of the future; sometimes their challenge is to
remember to share that dream with others and to con-
sider the actual steps in its implementation (Hirsh &
Kummerow, 1998).

Their opposites, the ESs, are often seen as action-
oriented realists trying to get things to run more effec-
tively and efficiently (Hirsh & Kummerow, 1998). Their
results were mixed: The ESTs were overrepresented,
with ESTP reaching significance, whereas the ESFs 
were significantly underrepresented. ESTPs may find
the Blandin Community Leadership Program appealing
because of its focus on working on real community
issues rather than the more theoretical focus of many
leadership programs.

We know that change does not occur unless 
people are willing to move ideas to actions: Blandin
Community Leadership Program’s core competencies 
of framing (identifying the issue/problem) and mobi-
lization (moving people to action) are needed to make
change happen. In any community change process, it is
necessary to have a clear vision of what could be (IN),
to recognize what is already working well and does not
need changing (IS), to identify the possibilities of things
to change for the common good (EN), and the willing-
ness to move the changes to action (ES). We have all
types participating who can help with needed changes
to grow and maintain healthy communities. The types
most associated with the change process—those who
share EN—are overrepresented, and those most associ-
ated with stability—those who share IS—are under -
represented compared with the national representative
sample.

MBTI® Step I™ Results Compared to the
Organizational Leaders Sample. Organizational lead-
ers also come in all types, although some particularly
dominate. The modal types for organizational leaders
were ESTJ and ISTJ. Thinking types particularly were
overrepresented in comparison to Feeling types. Yet,
as shown in TABLE 2, which compares community lead-
ers to organizational leaders, some different patterns
emerge. With the exception of ESTP and ENTP, all
Thinking types were underrepresented, with the STJs
and the INTs significantly so. All Feeling types were
overrepresented, and all significantly so except INFJ. 
It appears that community leadership is a venue for
Feeling types to exercise their leadership skills.

When we look at the differences the Blandin

Foundation identified between community and organi-
zational leadership, a relationship focus is paramount.
Often Feeling types are drawn more to building rela-
tionships first and then to task completion. Thinking
types often have the opposite focus—first task and sec-
ond relationship. Furthermore, although all types have
values, Feeling types focus on making decisions
through finding harmony between actions and values,
and community leadership may be one way of doing so.

MBTI® Step I™ Results and Ethnicity. After
identifying the differences between community leaders
and those in the national representative sample, as well
as between community leaders and those in organiza-
tional leadership, the next step was to examine the
community leadership samples for ethnic differences.
Goes and Gallagher (2005) also had participation from
American Indians and Hispanics. Although they did
not analyze the data separately, the authors did com-
ment that from a cursory review of the data, the pattern
of type responses was consistent across all the ethnic
groups participating.

TABLE 3 shows the type distribution of the
Caucasian community leaders with SRTT comparisons
to the national representative sample. With Caucasians
making up over 82% of the community leadership
sample, their results paralleled those shown in TABLE 1
of the overall community leadership sample compared
with the national representative sample. There is little
to add from the discussion above; Intuitive types, espe-
cially ENs, were significantly overrepresented among
community leaders, and Sensing types, especially ISs,
were significantly underrepresented. 

TABLE 4 presents the type distribution of the
American Indian community leaders, with SRTT 
comparisons to Caucasians, and TABLE 5 is the type
table of Hispanic community leaders compared to
Caucasians. The most frequent types for the Caucasians
were ENFP (11.1%) and ESTJ (10.3%). For American
Indians, they were ISTJ (10.7%) and ENFP (9.8%). For
the Hispanic community leaders, it was a three-way tie
between ENFP, ESTJ, and ISFJ at 12.5% each. ENFP is
the common type in these three ethnic community
leader groups; people of this type are often described as
enthusiastic and innovative and interested in bringing
about change to make things better for people (Hirsh &
Kummerow, 1998). ESTJs and ISTJs may be involved
for other reasons; they often have a sense of duty and
loyalty and feel a responsibility for making their com-
munity stronger. This leadership program is about

18
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Dichotomous Preferences

E               n = 1071              (63.9%)  

I                 n = 0606              (36.1%)  

                                                            

S               n = 0864              (51.5%)  

N               n = 0813              (48.5%)  

                                                            

T                n = 0882              (52.6%)  

F                n = 0795              (47.4%)  

                                                            

J                n = 0902              (53.8%)  

P               n =0 775              (46.2%)  

                                                            

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ                 n = 348              (20.8%)

IP                n = 258              (15.4%)  

EP               n = 517              (30.8%)  

EJ                n = 554              (33.0%)  

                                                            

ST               n = 491              (29.3%)  

SF               n = 373              (22.2%)  

NF               n = 422              (25.2%)  

NT               n = 391              (23.3%)  

                                                            

SJ                n = 558              (33.3%)  

SP               n = 306              (18.2%)  

NP               n = 469              (28.0%)  

NJ               n = 344              (20.5%)  

                                                            

TJ                n = 513              (30.6%)  

TP               n = 369              (22.0%)  

FP               n = 406              (24.2%)  

FJ                n = 389              (23.2%)  

                                                            

IN                n = 249              (14.8%)  

EN               n = 564              (33.6%)  

IS                n = 357              (21.3%)  

ES               n = 507              (30.2%)  

Kummerow and Herk

Table 2. Type Distribution of Community Leaders (N = 1,677), and SRTT Comparison Using the CPP
Leadership Sample as the Base Population (N = 122,864).

N = 1677  + = 1% of N I = Selection Ratio Index  *p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001

The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ                      ISFJ                      INFJ                      INTJ

n = 153                 n = 91                   n = 43                   n = 61

(9.1%)                  (5.4%)                   (2.6%)                   (3.6%)

I = 0.6***               I = 1.4**                I = 1.3                   I = 0.6***

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

+ + + +                 

ISTP                     ISFP                     INFP                     INTP

n = 67                   n = 46                   n = 85                   n = 60

(4.0%)                  (2.7%)                   (5.1%)                   (3.6%)

I = 0.8                   I = 1.4*                  I = 1.5***               I = 0.6***

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

                            

ESTP                    ESFP                    ENFP                    ENTP

n = 99                   n = 94                   n = 181                 n = 143

(5.9%)                  (5.6%)                   (10.8%)                 (8.5%)

I = 1.1                   I = 2.2***               I = 1.7***               I = 1.0

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

+                           +                           + + + + +              + + + +

                                                          +

ESTJ                    ESFJ                     ENFJ                    ENTJ

n = 172                 n = 142                 n = 113                 n = 127

(10.3%)                (8.5%)                   (6.7%)                   (7.5%)

I = 0.6***               I = 1.7***               I = 1.8***               I = 0.9

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

+ + + + +              + + + +                 + +                        + + +
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Dichotomous Preferences

E                 n = 899              (65.5%)  

I                   n = 474              (34.5%)  

                                                            

S                 n = 696              (50.7%)  

N                 n = 677              (49.3%)  

                                                            

T                  n = 734              (53.5%)  

F                  n = 639              (46.5%)  

                                                            

J                  n = 742              (54.0%)  

P                 n = 631              (46.0%)  

                                                            

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ                 n = 275              (20.0%)

IP                n = 199              (14.5%)  

EP               n = 432              (31.5%)  

EJ                n = 467              (34.0%)  

                                                            

ST               n = 403              (29.4%)  

SF               n = 293              (21.3%)  

NF               n = 346              (25.2%)  

NT               n = 241              (24.1%)  

                                                            

SJ                n = 450              (32.8%)  

SP               n = 246              (17.9%)  

NP               n = 385              (28.0%)  

NJ               n = 292              (21.3%)  

                                                            

TJ                n = 424              (30.9%)  

TP               n = 310              (22.6%)  

FP               n = 321              (23.4%)  

FJ                n = 318              (23.2%)  

                                                            

IN                n = 203              (14.8%)  

EN               n = 474              (34.5%)  

IS                n = 271              (19.7%)  

ES               n = 425              (31.0%)  

Kummerow and Herk

Table 3. Type Distribution of Caucasian Community Leaders (N = 1,373), and SRTT Comparison
Using the National Representative Sample as the Base Population (N = 3,009).

N = 1373   + = 1% of N I = Selection Ratio Index  *p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001

The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ                      ISFJ                      INFJ                      INTJ

n = 122                 n = 64                   n = 37                   n = 52

(8.9%)                  (4.7%)                   (2.7%)                   (3.8%)

I = 0.8**                I = 0.3***               I = 1.8**                I = 1.8***

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

+ + + +                 

ISTP                     ISFP                     INFP                     INTP

n = 55                   n = 30                   n = 62                   n = 52

(4.0%)                  (2.2%)                   (4.5%)                   (3.8%)

I = 0.7                   I = 0.2***               I = 1.0                   I = 1.1

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

                            

ESTP                    ESFP                    ENFP                    ENTP

n = 84                   n = 77                   n = 152                 n = 119

(6.1%)                  (5.6%)                   (11.1%)                 (8.7%)

I = 1.4**                I = 0.7***               I = 1.4**                I = 2.7***

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

+                           +                           + + + + +              + + + +

                                                          +

ESTJ                    ESFJ                     ENFJ                    ENTJ

n = 142                 n = 122                 n = 95                   n = 108

(10.3%)                (8.9%)                   (6.9%)                   (7.9%)

I = 1.2                   I = 0.7***               I = 2.8***               I = 4.4

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

+ + + + +              + + + +                 + +                        + + +
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Dichotomous Preferences

E                 n = 122              (54.2%)  

I                   n = 103              (45.8%)  

                                                            

S                 n = 122              (54.2%)  

N                 n = 103              (45.8%)  

                                                            

T                  n = 112              (49.8%)  

F                  n = 113              (50.2%)  

                                                            

J                  n = 113              (50.2%)  

P                  n = 112              (49.8%)  

                                                            

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ                   n = 56              (25.3%)

IP                  n = 46              (20.4%)  

EP                 n = 66              (29.3%)  

EJ                  n = 56              (24.9%)  

                                                            

ST                 n = 66              (29.3%)  

SF                 n = 56              (24.9%)  

NF                 n = 57              (25.3%)  

NT                 n = 46              (20.4%)  

                                                            

SJ                  n = 75              (33.3%)  

SP                 n = 47              (20.9%)  

NP                 n = 65              (28.9%)  

NJ                 n = 38              (16.9%)  

                                                            

TJ                  n = 64              (28.4%)  

TP                 n = 48              (21.3%)  

FP                 n = 64              (28.4%)  

FJ                  n = 49              (21.8%)  

                                                            

IN                  n = 37              (16.4%)  

EN                 n = 66              (29.3%)  

IS                  n = 66              (29.3%)  

ES                 n = 56              (24.9%)  

Kummerow and Herk

Table 4. Type Distribution of American Indians (N = 225), and SRTT Comparison Using the Caucasian
Group as the Base Population (N = 1,373).

N = 225   + = 1% of N I = Selection Ratio Index  *p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001

The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ                      ISFJ                      INFJ                      INTJ

n = 24                   n = 20                   n = 5                     n = 8

(10.7%)                (8.9%)                   (2.2%)                   (3.6%)

I = 1.2                   I = 1.9**                I = 0.8                   I = 0.9

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

+ + + + +              + + + +

+

                            

ISTP                     ISFP                     INFP                     INTP

n = 10                   n = 12                   n = 18                   n = 6

(4.4%)                  (5.3%)                   (8.0%)                   (2.7%)

I = 1.1                   I = 2.4**                I = 1.8*                  I = 0.7

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

                                                          + + +

                            

ESTP                    ESFP                    ENFP                    ENTP

n = 13                   n = 12                   n = 22                   n = 19

(5.8%)                  (5.3%)                   (9.8%)                   (8.4%) 

I = 0.9                   I = 1.0                   I = 0.9                   I = 1.0

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

+                                                        + + + + +              + + +

                                                          

ESTJ                    ESFJ                     ENFJ                    ENTJ

n = 19                   n = 12                   n = 12                   n = 13

(8.4%)                  (5.3%)                   (5.3%)                   (5.8%)

I = 0.8                   I = 0.6                   I = 0.8                   I = 0.7

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

+ + +                                                                               + 
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Dichotomous Preferences

E                   n = 20              (62.5%)  

I                     n = 12              (37.5%)  

                                                            

S                   n = 17              (53.1%)  

N                   n = 15              (46.9%)  

                                                            

T                    n = 16              (50.0%)  

F                    n = 16              (50.0%)  

                                                            

J                    n = 20              (62.5%)  

P                   n = 12              (37.5%)  

                                                            

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ                   n = 08              (25.0%)

IP                  n = 04              (12.5%)  

EP                 n = 08              (25.0%)  

EJ                  n = 12              (37.5%)  

                                                            

ST                 n = 09              (28.1%)  

SF                 n = 08              (25.0%)  

NF                 n = 08              (25.0%)  

NT                 n = 07              (21.9%)  

                                                            

SJ                  n = 13              (40.7%)  

SP                 n = 04              (12.4%)  

NP                 n = 08              (25.2%)  

NJ                 n = 07              (18.9%)  

                                                            

TJ                  n = 11              (34.4%)  

TP                 n = 05              (15.6%)  

FP                 n = 07              (21.9%)  

FJ                  n = 09              (28.1%)  

                                                            

IN                  n = 03              (09.4%)  

EN                 n = 12              (37.5%)  

IS                  n = 09              (28.1%)  

ES                 n = 08              (25.0%)  

Kummerow and Herk

Table 5. Type Distribution of Hispanics (N = 32) and SRTT Comparison with Caucasians (N = 1,373).

N = 32   + = 1% of N I = Selection Ratio Index  *p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001

The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ                      ISFJ                      INFJ                      INTJ

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

(9.4%)                  (12.5%)                 (0%)                      (3.1%)

I = 1.1                   I = 2.7                   I = 0.0                   I = 0.8

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

+ + + +                 + + + + +

                            + + +

                            

ISTP                     ISFP                     INFP                     INTP

n = 1                     n = 1                     n = 1                     n = 1

(3.1%)                  (3.1%)                   (3.1%)                   (3.1%)

I = 0.8                   I = 1.4                   I = 0.7                   I = 0.8

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

                            

ESTP                    ESFP                    ENFP                    ENTP

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

(3.1%)                  (3.1%)                   (12.5%)                 (6.5%) 

I = 0.5                   I = 0.6                   I = 1.1                   I = 0.7

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

                                                          + + + + +              + +

                                                          + + +

ESTJ                    ESFJ                     ENFJ                    ENTJ

n = 4                     n = 2                     n = 3                     n = 3

(12.5%)                (6.3%)                   (9.4%)                   (9.4%)

I = 1.2                   I = 0.7                   I = 1.4                   I = 1.2

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

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

+ + +                                                                                
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building healthy communities, and that includes mak-
ing things better for people.

The least frequent type overall was INFJ (2.6%);
this was the case for both the American Indian and
Hispanic community leaders, with 2.2% and 0%,
respectively. This type is also not very frequent in the
general population and is described as ‘working alone 
or in compatible small groups using their inspirations
for people’s growth and development” (Hirsh &
Kummerow, 1998). For Caucasians, the least frequent
type was ISFP (2.2%). ISFPs are often described as 
gentle and compassionate toward those in need of help.
People of this type are seen as having a harmonious,
flexible, and cooperative nature; they often prefer to work
on their own individual tasks (Hirsh & Kummerow).
The national representative sample included a number
of Hispanics (N = 340) (Myers et al., 1998). That sam-
ple’s modal types were ESFJ (18.0%), ISTJ (11.5%), and
ISFJ (11.2%). The least frequent type was INFJ with
0.0%; this was also the least frequent type for the
Hispanic community leaders.

Overrepresented in the American Indian sample
compared to the Caucasian group were ISFP, ISFJ, and
INFP, who have Introversion and Feeling in common. In
total, however, they made up only 22.2% of the group.
In the Caucasian sample, they were 11.4% of the total.
These types are often behind-the-scenes leaders focused
on helping people they know; they typically do not
attract much attention to themselves. Sue and Sue
(2008) describe the American Indian culture as one in
which sharing, cooperation, and noninterference are
values, which includes respecting the rights of others. It
is also tribal-based, with a loyalty to the group. These
characteristics would fit the style of the IF types. The
least frequent type for the American Indian group was
INTP (0.7%). INTPs are often described as “rational,
curious, theoretical, and abstract, preferring to organize
ideas rather than situations or people” (Hirsh &
Kummerow, 1998). That does not describe a cultural
focus on the immediate and concrete, which is more
typical of the American Indian culture (Sue & Sue).

The Hispanic sample was too small to run tests of
significance. The largest SSR values were for ISFJ, ISFP,
and ENFJ, all Feeling types. The Hispanic culture is
often group-centered, with a strong family orientation
(Sue & Sue, 2008). That is probably true also of these
types in the Hispanic sample with high SSRs. No other
types showed any statistically significant results between
ethnic groups. Overall, the type tables of the three ethnic

groups were more similar than different.

STUDy LIMITATIOnS

The limitations of the study included a narrow sample.
The participants were community leaders in one partic-
ular geographic location, the state of Minnesota.
However, there were nearly 1,700 in the sample, and
they do come from a wide variety of occupations and
educational levels, so in that sense, the sample was not
as narrow as it might initially appear to be. Essentially,
only two ethnic groups had large enough number to
warrant statistical analyses: Caucasians and American
Indians. A larger Hispanic sample would have been
desirable.

The data presented are from type tables, and thus
we are limited in what we can extrapolate regarding the
likely behaviors of each type in community leadership.
Although we can draw inferences about different leader-
ship settings and ethnicities and their influence on lead-
ership, we do not have the behavioral data to validate
our conjectures.

COnCLUSIOnS

Community leadership attracts more Feeling types and
fewer Thinking types than organizational leadership,
although Thinking is still in the majority in both sam-
ples. Community leadership is more values focused (the
importance of contributing to the common good) and
relationship focused than is organizational leadership,
hence the attraction to Feeling types. Community lead-
ership may be a good venue for Feeling types drawn to
leadership activities to develop and use their skills.

Community leadership attracts more ENs com-
pared to the general population. Types most interested
in change, the ENs, were significantly overrepresented
in community leadership compared to the general pop-
ulation, whereas types more interested in keeping
things the same, the ISs, were significantly underrepre-
sented. For people who thrive on change, community
leadership is an opportunity to exercise those aspects of
their personality.

The results of the study suggest that ethnicity is
less a factor in the type differences within community
leadership than the type differences between commu-
nity leaders and the general population or organiza-
tional leaders. The few differences based on ethnicity
came from less than 25% of the sample and included
three of the four IF types in the American Indian 
sample. Leadership from these types is likely to be more
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behind-the-scenes and focused on core values of coop-
eration.

These data suggest that although Blandin
Community leaders exhibit a broad range of types, 
the ways in which they express these types and the
approaches they take to build healthy communities
may be somewhat different from the general population
and from organizational leaders. The significant differ-
ences serve as a validation of the Step I theory as well.
Community leaders do come in all shapes and sizes and
all types, but they all value participating in community

life and building better communities. The Ute Indian
tribe captures the essence of community leadership in
this way: “Don’t walk behind me; I may not lead. Don’t
walk in front of me; I may not follow. Walk beside me,
that way we may be as one” (Ute proverb, n.d.).

ACKnOwLEDGEMEnTS

The authors wish to thank the Blandin Foundation for
access to the data and the CPP Research Department for
data analysis.



Journal of Psychological Type®, Volume 71, June 2011

25

Jean M. Kummerow, Ph.D.
Jean Kummerow & Associates LLC

370 Marshall Avenue
Saint Paul, MN 55102

651.224.0402
jean@jeankummerow.com

This Journal is being made available through the collaborative efforts of Dr. Tom Carskadon, Founding Editor of the Journal of Psychological
Type®, and the Center for Applications of Psychological Type, Inc., CAPT, worldwide publisher. The Journal of Psychological Type’s editorial
staff includes Dr. Robert W. McPeek, Editor, Dr. Judith F. Breiner, Managing Editor, and Dr. Elisa Maranzana, Associate Editor.

Journal of Psychological Type is a registered trademark of Thomas G. Carskadon in the United States and other countries.

CAPT is a not-for-profit organization dedicated to the meaningful application and ethical use of psychological type as measured through the
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator instrument.

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, Myers-Briggs, MBTI, Introduction to Type, Step I, and Step II are trademarks or registered trademarks of the
MBTI Trust, Inc. in the United States and other countries.

SkillsOne is a registered trademark of CPP, Inc.

Center for Applications of Psychological Type, Inc. and CAPT are trademarks or registered trademarks of the Center for Applications of
Psychological Type in the United States and other countries.

© 2011 Center for Applications of Psychological Type, Inc., publisher.

C O N TA C T

Jean M. Kummerow, Ph.D. is a psychologist/consultant/author/trainer in St. Paul, Minnesota, USA. She trains pro-
fessionals internationally in the use of psychological instruments, such as the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator® (MBTI®)
Step I™, the MBTI® Step II™ and the Strong Interest Inventory® instruments. She specializes in leadership/management
development and coaching, team building, and career counseling and has worked with a variety of for-profit, non-
profit and government organizations. She is an author of numerous MBTI-related publications including the MBTI®

Step II™ Interpretive Report, the MBTI® Step II™ User’s Guide, Understanding Your MBTI® Step II™ Results, and Working with
MBTI® Step II™ Results. Her chapter “Uses of Type in Career Counseling” appears in the 1998 MBTI® Manual. Her 
Step I materials include Introduction to Type® in Organizations, LIFETypes, WORKTypes, and Strong + MBTI® Career
Development Guide and Workbook. She received JPT’s “2001 Award for Best Application of Psychological Type” for her
article, “Examining type bias and inclusivity: Lessons from ethnic identity viewpoints.” She has authored a number of
CAPT handouts and exercises. She is a Licensed Psychologist in the State of Minnesota. Her type is ESTJ.

Nicole A. Herk, M.S. is a Research Associate at CPP, Inc., the publisher of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator® (MBTI®)
instrument. She is responsible for carrying out product-related research and test development activities. She has
authored a number of MBTI-related papers and technical documents. Some of her work includes a paper on ethnic
and gender differences in best-fit type (presented at the XVIII Biennial Association for Psychological Type International
Conference), a paper on the efficacy of the electronic administration and interpretation of the MBTI®Complete (pre-
sented at the 2008 Annual Convention of the American Psychological Association), a technical paper on the reliability
of the MBTI® Form Q Assessment (presented at the 2009 Annual Convention of the American Psychological
Association), and a multicultural analysis of the behavioral expression of type (presented at the XVIII Biennial
Association for Psychological Type International Conference). Her type is ESTJ.


