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ABSTRACT

Community leaders (N = 1,677) from rural communi-
ties and reservations throughout the state of Minnesota
took the MBTI® Step II™ instrument as part of an 8-day
leadership training program. Facet results for the com-
munity leaders were quite diverse, with all categories 
of Step II facet scores represented on every facet. Over
50% of the participants in the ethnic groups of
Caucasians, American Indians, and Hispanics endorsed
the Initiating and Active facet poles. Over 50% of the
Caucasians also endorsed the Expressive, Gregarious,
Enthusiastic, Logical, and Planful facet poles. More than
50% of the Hispanics also endorsed the Expressive,

Enthusiastic, Experiential, Accepting, and Planful poles.
Very few statistical differences were apparent between
Step II facet results of the ethnic groups. Caucasians
scored more toward Expressive, Enthusiastic, Logical
and Systematic than American Indians. American
Indians scored more toward Casual than Caucasians.
Hispanics scored more toward Accommodating than
either the Caucasian or American Indian groups. Most
results reflected cultural hallmarks of these groups.
There were a number of gender differences in the mean
facet scores of the community leaders, although these
were often on the same facets as in a national represen-

71
Journal of Psychological Type®

More than thirty years of publishing research articles related to the theory and 
applications of psychological type and the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator® instrument.

   Published by the Center for Applications of Psychological Type
Thomas G. Carskadon, Ph.D., Founding Editor

ISSN 1938-3290

Issue 2  JUN 11

In a study of community leaders, there were greater differences
when comparing their MBTI® Step II™ facets to the national 
normative sample than when comparing ethnic, gender, and age
groups with the community leaders.

C A PC A P TT ®®

Step II™ Facets of Community Leaders: Comparisons to the
National Sample and Comparisons Between Community
Leaders of Different Ethnicities, Genders, and Ages
Jean M. Kummerow Nicole A. Herk
Jean Kummerow & Associates LLC CPP, Inc.



Step II™ Facets of Community Leaders: Comparisons to the National Sample and Comparisons Between Community Leaders

27

tative sample. Very few age differences were apparent,
fewer than those in the national sample. Community
leaders appear to have a great deal in common with one
another as well as a diversity of styles. Step II facets are
valuable in describing differences and similarities of 
the sample.
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). 

BACKGROUND

Blandin Community Leadership Program. The mission
of Minnesota’s Blandin Foundation is to strengthen
rural communities in the state, and, in particular, their
home community of Grand Rapids. Since 1985, devel-
oping local leadership is a path the Foundation has cho-
sen, and it offers the Blandin Community Leadership
Program (BCLP) to communities that apply to partici-
pate. External evaluators have found the program to 
be highly effective in building both individual and 
community leadership skills. Differences between com-
munity leadership and organizational leadership are
highlighted in a companion article by the present
authors, with a description of the program (Kummerow
& Herk, 2011) . 

One indicator of competency of the program is
developing social capital—the network of relationships
between people to get things done. A part of social cap-
ital 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 a similar way) and of
emerging or weak ties (individuals whom the person
does not know well and who perhaps see the world 
in different ways). The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator®

(MBTI) tool serves to help people understand them-
selves and others and to take advantage of both their
strong and weak ties. Since 2003, the Step II version 
of the MBTI assessment has been used, in part because
so many participants are already familiar with MBTI
Step I™ results. 

All participants take the Step II instrument online
through SkillsOne®. They arrive at the retreat with some
familiarity with type concepts and also a self-assessment
of their type after completing prework that includes
reading Introduction to Type® in Organizations (Hirsh &
Kummerow, 1998). The nearly 3-hour module deliver-
ing Step II results uses the PowerPoint® slides from
Working With MBTI® Step II™ Results (Kummerow &

Quenk, 2004), with modifications, examples, activities,
and handouts appropriate to community leadership.
Participants rate the module highly, and particularly
appreciate the greater depth offered by the Step II ver-
sion. Participants are encouraged not only to under-
stand their own style, but that of others, and to work on
adapting their style to fit the situation. In the words of
the Cheyenne Indian tribe, “Do not judge your neighbor
until you walk two moons in his moccasins” (Native
American Cheyenne proverb, n.d.). Each participant
also meets one-on-one with a “coach” for 1½ hours 
during the first week when individual questions on type
are answered, applications of type to community leader-
ship are discussed, and additional information of each
participant’s “best fit” type is given. 

The MBTI® Step II™ Assessment. For those unfa-
miliar with the Step II assessment, it is available as 
Form Q of the MBTI questionnaire. Clients are not only
scored for their Step I preferences, but also for 20 facets
(5 per dichotomy) indicating how they express those
preferences. Each facet represents a preference for a 
specific “behavioral expression” of the type preference.
Names are assigned to the two poles of the facet to 
capture that behavioral expression, e.g., Expressive-
Contained. Just like Step I results, Step II results also
have no “good” or “bad” connotations. Scores are pre-
sented on an 11-point scale, with 0 as a “midpoint” and
scores of 1–5 on either side. The scores are grouped into
three categories for interpretation purposes: left pole
(scores of 2–5) toward E, S, T, and J facet poles; right
pole (scores of 2–5) toward I, N, F, and P facet poles;
and midzone (scores of 0 or 1 to either side of the mid-
point), which represent no clear preference for a pole
and possible situational use of either pole, depending on
circumstances. TABLE 1 gives an overview of the facets. 

Another unique feature of the Step II assessment 
is its expanded decision-making styles section. The first
two facets on Thinking–Feeling represent the ideal and
actual decision-making styles. Although respondents still
have a Thinking or a Feeling preference overall, six pos-
sible expressions emerge from the Step II assessment: (1)
Logical (T) and Reasonable (T); (2) Empathetic (F) and
Compassionate (F); (3) Empathetic (F) and Reasonable
(T); (4) Logical (T) and Compassionate (F); (5) Midzone
with underlying Feeling; and (6) Midzone with underly-
ing Thinking. Descriptions of these styles appear in the
MBTI® Step II™ Manual (Quenk et al, 2001), the MBTI®

Step II™ Interpretive Report (Quenk & Kummerow, 2001)
Working with MBTI® Step II™ Results (Kummerow &
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Quenk, 2004) and MBTI® Step II™ User’s Guide (Quenk
& Kummerow, 2011).

SAmple AND meThOD

Participants (N = 1677) in the Blandin Community
Leadership Program from January 2003 through April

2009 are included in this analysis. The participants were
asked to indicate their gender, ethnicity, and age when
taking the assessment on the SkillsOne® site, and most
did. The sample includes not only program delegates
but also people on the alternate list in case the delegate
dropped out. Alternates easily substitute for the delegates.

1.Adapted from Working With MBTI® Step II™ Results by Kummerow & Quenk, 2004.

Table 1. The MBTI® Step I™ Preferences and Step II™ Facets and Their Content Meaning.1

Extraversion ENERGY Introversion

Initiating Ways to connect with others Receiving

Expressive Communicating feelings and thoughts Contained

Gregarious Depth and breadth of relationships Intimate

Active Communication and learning mode Reflective

Enthusiastic Level and kind of energy Quiet

Sensing PERCEPTION Intuitive

Concrete Focus of attention Abstract

Realistic How information is used Imaginative

Practical How ideas are handled Conceptual

Experiential Ways of making meaning Theoretical

Traditional Value of traditions Original

Thinking JUDGMENT Feeling

Logical Ideal decision making Empathetic

Reasonable Actual decision making Compassionate

Questioning Ways to handle differences Accommodating

Critical Outlook toward differences Accepting

Tough Manner of carrying out the decision Tender

Judging LIFESTYLE Perceiving

Systematic General organization and flow Casual

Planful Handling leisure activities Open-Ended

Early Starting Handling time pressure and deadlines Pressure-Prompted

Scheduled Uses of routines and schedules Spontaneous

Methodical Handling a large task Emergent
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The sample is described in detail in our companion
article (Kummerow & Herk, 2011). Briefly, it included
1,677 participants (53% female, 47% male). Education -
ally, the sample had 27% with less than a college degree,
25% with a college degree, 19% with an advanced
degree, and 28% not reporting educational attainment.
Participants worked in over 200 occupations over a
wide range of fields and responsibilities. The sample
ranged in age from 20–81, with an average age of 44.28
(SD = 11.2); specifically, 325 participants were under
the age of 35 (19%); 493 participants were 35–44
(29%); 543 participants were 45–54 (32%); 243 partic-
ipants were 55–64 (15%); and 50 were 65 or older
(3%). Approximately 2% did not indicate age.  

Regarding 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 ethnicities. The Caucasian, American Indian, and
Hispanic participants were included in analyses regard-
ing ethnicity, although the Hispanic group is a small
one. Rural Minnesota, while it is diversifying, still has 
a rather homogenous population. The majority of the
American Indians in this sample are Ojibwe (Chippewa),
although the Sioux (Dakota) are also represented. 

CPP Research Staff analyzed the data. They pro-
vided overall type information, information on the
facets and out of preference results, and the decision-
making styles. They compared the results of Caucasians,
American Indians, and Hispanics; males and females;
and five different age groups matching the data from the
MBTI® Step II™ Manual (Quenk, et al., 2001). Our com-
panion article highlights Step I results, including differ-
ences between community leaders and the general
population, organizational leaders, and ethnic group
membership (Kummerow & Herk, 2011). To explore
the relationship between decision-making styles and gen-
der, chi square analyses were conducted. Independent-
sample t-tests were used to compare the mean
differences between males and females in the leader-
ship sample. ANOVAs were used to examine mean 
differences on facet scores by age and ethnic groups in
the leadership sample. 

When available, the data from a U.S. national 
normative sample, from which the Step II instrument
was derived, is reported in the MBTI® Step II™ Manual
(Quenk et al., 2001). That national sample represents
the best “general population” sample we have available
using Step II data, since it is a randomized sample.

ReSUlTS AND DISCUSSION

Step II™ Facets and Ethnicity. TABLE 2 provides the
average scores on each of the 20 facets for the U.S. sam-
ple, the entire community leadership sample, and the
three ethnic groups that are part of the community lead-
ership sample. To help in reading the table, negative
averages and left pole scores are associated with E, S, T,
or J facets, whereas positive averages and right pole
scores are associated with I, N, F, and P facets. The mid-
zone category shows no clear pattern toward one pole
or the other. In general, the four columns related 
to the community leaders (overall sample, Caucasian,
American Indian, and Hispanic) were remarkably simi-
lar. Greater differences were apparent between the U.S.
national sample and the community leaders regardless
of ethnicity. Because of the way the national sample data
were stored, we could not run a comparison of their
means with those of the leadership sample. In general,
the community leadership sample had higher mean
scores on all of the Extraverted facets than did the
national sample. The community leadership sample
had four of the five facet averages toward the Intuitive
side, whereas the means for the national sample fell
toward the Sensing domain. Only on the Experiential
(hands-on as opposed to theory-seeking) pole, were
both groups to the same side. On the Thinking–Feeling
facets, the community leadership sample had three
facets toward Thinking poles (Logical, Reasonable, and
Tough), whereas the national sample had all means
toward the Feeling poles. Both the community leader-
ship sample and the national sample had four of the five
Judging–Perceiving facets toward the Judging poles.
Only on Early Starting—Pressure-Prompted facets did
the community sample differ from the national sample,
in this case toward the Pressure-Prompted facet (waiting
until the deadline approaches before moving to action). 

Although we are not presenting the data in this
paper, every facet category on every facet for every 
ethnic group was represented in our sample; again com-
munity leaders expressed their personalities in a variety
of ways. Examining the categories of the facet results
(left pole, midzone and right pole), it appeared that
community leaders had a lot in common with each
other even when their ethnicity was different. The most
frequently occurring result for Caucasians was 60.8 %
in the Initiating category (connecting quickly with 
others) and the least frequent, 18.9 % in the Reflective
category (communicating in writing). For American
Indians, the pattern was the same, with 51.0% who pre-
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Note: National Sample N = 1,378; Leadership Sample N = 1,677; Caucasian Sample N = 1,373; American Indian Sample N = 225; Hispanic Sample N = 32.

Table 2. Mean Step II™ Facet Scores for the National Sample and Community Leadership Sample
Including Caucasians, American Indians, and Hispanics.

Facet National Leadership Caucasian Am. Indian Hispanic
Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample

Extraversion–Introversion Facets

Initiating (-)  Receiving (+) -0.11 -1.55 -1.62 -1.12 -1.53

Expressive (-)  Contained (+) -0.02 -1.40 -1.52 -0.76 -1.22

Gregarious (-)  Intimate (+) 0.28 -0.9 -0.98 -0.71 0.03

Active (-)  Reflective (+) -0.17 -1.45 -1.50 -1.27 -1.28

Enthusiastic (-)  Quiet (+) 0.12 -1.10 -1.20 -0.45 -1.19

Sensing–Intuition Facets

Concrete (-)  Abstract (+) -0.78 0.21 0.24 0.09 0.09

Realistic (-)  Imaginative (+) -1.07 0.42 0.47 0.41 -0.50

Practical (-)  Conceptual (+) -0.84 0.12 0.09 0.29 0.22

Experiential (-)  Theoretical (+) -1.60 -0.20 -0.14 -0.43 -0.47

Traditional (-)  Original (+) -1.06 0.25 0.26 0.20 0.13

Thinking–Feeling Facets

Logical (-)  Empathetic (+) 0.28 -0.86 -0.98 -0.24 -0.66

Reasonable (-)  Compassionate (+) 0.29 -0.70 -0.77 -0.50 0.00

Questioning (-)  Accommodating (+) 0.46 0.20 0.23 -0.24 1.75

Critical (-)  Accepting (+) 1.11 1.47 1.52 1.24 1.28

Tough (-)  Tender (+) 0.62 -0.38 -0.33 -0.69 0.13

Judging–Perceiving Facets

Systematic (-)  Casual (+) -0.51 -0.30 -0.44 0.38 0.47

Planful (-)  Open-Ended (+) -0.14 -0.80 -0.82 -0.53 -1.19

Early Starting (-)  Pressure Prompted (+) -1.62 0.14 0.16 0.28 -0.78

Scheduled (-)  Spontaneous (+) -1.21 -1.09 -1.14 -0.67 -1.28

Methodical (-)  Emergent (+) -0.95 -0.44 -0.37 -0.77 -0.63
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ferred the Initiating category and 19.1% preferred the
Reflective category. For Hispanics, Active (face-to-face
interactions) was the most frequent category at 62.5%,
and the least frequent categories were Reflective (writ-
ten communication) and Questioning (using questions
to surface differences) at 15.6%. Much of community
leadership in small towns involves interacting in person
and making connections between people; more formal
written communications are less likely to occur. 

TABLE 3 indicates the facets that were endorsed by
over 50% of any of the community leadership groups.
The majority of participants in all three ethnic groups
endorsed Initiating and Active categories. These charac-
teristics are typically associated with community lead-
ers. Community leaders initiate social interactions and
spend time in face-to-face interactions, often attending
meetings. Both the Hispanic and Caucasian groups
endorsed Expressive (expressing themselves out loud),
Enthusiastic (showing their excitement in outward
energy), and Planful (planning their leisure activities,
which likely includes community volunteer efforts)
facets. Characteristics unique to Caucasians included
the Gregarious and Logical facets. It is probable that
Caucasians join more formal community groups,
whereas relationships are more likely to develop for
American Indians and Hispanics through tribal and
family groups. Cultural descriptions of Caucasians in
North America often include an emphasis on objective,
rational, linear thinking (Sue & Sue, 2008). The higher
percentage of Caucasians scoring toward the Logical
facet reflects this pattern. The Hispanic group endorsed
the Experiential pole, suggesting that hands-on interac-
tions and learning are their preferred style. They also
endorsed the Accepting pole, suggesting a preference
for finding what’s right with something over what the
flaws might be. Harmony with others in both family
and social relationships is a characteristic often associ-
ated with the Hispanic culture (Sue & Sue, 2008). 

TABLE 4 includes only those facets on which there
were significant ethnic group differences in the mean
scores. As shown in the table, significant differences
were found among the ethnic groups for five of the 20
facets at the p < .05 level. In addition to showing the
mean scores of the significant differences, the percent-
age of respondents in each of the scoring categories, the
left pole, the midzone, and the right pole, are shown.  

Significant mean differences were found between
American Indians and Caucasians on several facets,
including Expressive–Contained, Enthusiastic–Quiet,

Logical–Empathetic, and Systematic–Casual. While
both groups scored toward the Expressive pole, a
higher percentage of Caucasians scored with greater
clarity toward this pole. The same pattern holds with
the Enthusiastic and Logical facets, with both groups
scoring toward those facet poles, but the mean score for
Caucasians was higher. The majority of Caucasians
scored in the left pole categories. Many would view
Caucasian leaders as talkative and outwardly enthusias-
tic, and the majority scored that way. As discussed
above, Caucasians in North America are often seen 
as valuing the rational, logical thinking processes.
There was also a significant mean difference between
American Indians and Caucasians on the Systematic-
Casual facet. People with a Systematic preference usu-
ally like having their lives organized with contingency
plans in place, whereas people who prefer the Casual
facet seem to like surprises and more often go with the
flow. Caucasians tended to score toward the Systematic
pole and the midzone, whereas American Indians
scored toward the Casual pole more than the other two
placement categories. About 41% of the American
Indians scored toward the Casual facet, compared 

Table 3. Facet Poles Held by Over 50% of the
Community Leadership Sample by Ethnic
Group Membership.

Facet Ethnic Group

Initiating (E) Caucasian
American Indian

Hispanic

Expressive (E) Caucasian
Hispanic

Gregarious (E) Caucasian

Active (E) Caucasian
American Indian

Hispanic

Enthusiastic (E) Caucasian
Hispanic

Experiential (S) Hispanic

Logical (T) Caucasian

Accepting (F) Hispanic

Planful (J) Caucasian
Hispanic
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Note: p < .05.

Table 4. Significant Ethnic Group Differences in the Mean Facet Scores and Percentages in Each
Facet Category.

Facet Group Mean Left Pole Midzone Right Pole
% % %

Expressive (-)  Contained (+) Caucasian -1.52 58.0 19.2 22.8

Am. Indian -0.76 44.4 27.6 28.0

Enthusiastic (-)  Quiet (+) Caucasian -1.20 55.7 18.5 25.8

Am. Indian -0.45 43.1 24.4 32.4

Logical (-)  Empathetic (+) Caucasian -0.98 50.6 23.6 25.8

Am. Indian -0.24 37.3 31.6 31.1

Questioning (-)  Accommodating (+) Caucasian 0.23 40.4 29.6 29.9

Hispanic 1.75 15.6 40.6 43.8

Questioning (-)  Accommodating (+) Am. Indian -0.24 46.2 30.7 23.1

Hispanic 1.75 15.6 40.6 43.8

Systematic (-)  Casual (+) Caucasian -0.44 40.1 29.4 30.6

Am. Indian 0.38 28.4 30.7 40.9

with over 30% of the Caucasians. Over 40% of the
Caucasians scored toward the Systematic facet, whereas
28% of American Indians scored in that category.  There
is an American Indian saying: “There are two plans for
every day. There’s my plan and then there’s the mystery’s
plans” (Aikido, 2011). Perhaps this saying is reflective of
people who have a preference for the Casual pole.

The majority of Hispanics scored toward the
Accommodating pole, and the mean score of Hispanics
was greater than that of Caucasians. Specifically, 43.8%
of Hispanics scored as Accommodating vs. 29.9% of
Caucasians, while 40.4% of Caucasians scored toward
the Questioning pole compared with 15.6% of
Hispanics. People who prefer the Questioning facet usu-
ally ask a lot of questions to uncover information and
differences of opinion. Another difference on the
Questioning-Accommodating facets occurred when
comparing American Indians to Hispanics. The
American Indians scored slightly more toward the
Questioning pole while Hispanics scored more clearly
toward the Accommodating pole. The Questioning
result is not explained readily by culture, but may be a
way of acknowledging differences this group has learned

to use. Again, cultural studies suggest that Hispanics
value harmony with family and social relationships (Sue
and Sue, 1990) and perhaps by extension here with
community relationships, and thus may favor an
Accommodating stance.

Out-of-Preference Results. Another way to study
the community leaders is to examine the out-of-prefer-
ence facets. Out-of-preference means that the underly-
ing preference is on the opposite side of the facet result,
e.g., an Introvert who has a preference for the
Expressive pole, or is talkative. Typically Introverts score
toward the Contained pole (and keep their thoughts in
their heads), but on the Step II assessment it is possible
to have a score on the opposite side of one’s preference.
Out-of-preference scores may be indications of the
development of behaviors related to the preference that
is to the opposite side of the preferred preference. This
would be a score in the opposite facet category from
what would be “expected.” Through developing partic-
ular habits or behaviors for whatever reason, such as
work requirements, family patterns, and/or cultural
expectations, those habits may show up as an out-of-
preference result on the Step II assessment. For exam-
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ple, a person with a preference for Perceiving, who
leads many project teams, may develop a Methodical
approach (and score toward the Methodical pole vs. the
Casual pole) because breaking a project into pieces 
and putting the pieces in order is often needed. An
Introverted community leader may develop an
Initiating approach (vs. a Receiving approach) to con-
nect with people quickly.

Setting an arbitrary cut score of 12%, we exam-
ined the results for out-of-preference facets in all of the
groups, including the general population sample. As
shown in TABLE 5, the pattern of out-of-preference
results was not always the same as that of the U.S.
national sample. However, when community leaders of
different ethnicities are out-of-preference, it was often
on the same facet and in similar amounts. For example,
the national sample did not have a large enough per-
centage of Expressive Introverted subjects to make the
list, but all three ethnic groups in the leadership sample
had a sizeable percentage of that pattern. 

More Introverted community leaders seemed to
have developed (or at least endorsed) Extraverted
facets, particularly related to the Expressive, Gregarious
and Active styles of communication. Much community
work is done through talking, through being part of
groups, and face-to-face interactions. While some
Extraverted community leaders may have developed
some out-of-preference facets, they did not meet our
cut score of 12%. Community leadership may have
encouraged some of the Introverts in our sample to
develop some extraverted behaviors, or perhaps they
had already developed those and community leader-
ship was a place to demonstrate them. 

More Sensing community leaders seemed to be
using their Conceptual and Original sides. Community
leaders often look for new ideas (i.e. reflected by a pref-
erence for the Conceptual facet) rather than relying on
the status quo. They do not necessarily rely on what is
traditional to do but look for new ways of doing things
(reflecting an Original approach). The Intuitive com-
munity leaders, with the exception of the small sample
of Hispanics who preferred an Experiential Intuitive
approach, did not reach the cut score to appear in this
table. Community leadership may encourage those with
a Sensing preference to widen their perspectives a bit,
look for new ideas, and try new things. 

Thinking types who were community leaders often
used their Accommodating and Accepting sides, per-
haps indicating a desire for harmony and openness to

different ideas. About a third of Feeling community
leaders were out-of-preference toward Questioning, per-
haps where they could clarify differences. These results
are consistent with the out-of-preference scores of the
national sample as well, although there are even more
Accepting Thinking and Questioning Feeling types
among community leaders. In addition, Caucasians
were out of-preference for Logical Feeling, whereas a
greater number of American Indians scored out-of-pref-
erence for Critical Feeling, and Tough Feeling. Perhaps
these skills were developed to help the Feeling types
navigate situations where Thinking skills were needed.

It appeared that many Judging types in commu-
nity work wait for their Pressure–Prompted preference
to move them to action, perhaps juggling many tasks
and waiting for the adrenalin rush that comes from the
approaching deadline. Some Judging types, particularly
the Caucasian sample, also seem to let the project they
are working on unfold, rather than planning out the
steps and following those steps (Emergent Judging).
Many Perceiving types seem to have developed some
Methodical ways of handling their projects, such as
putting the steps in order to complete the task,
although this was even more prevalent in the national
sample than among the community leaders. Also, some
Perceiving types prefer Early Starting, that is, beginning
a project in advance of the deadline to avoid the last
minute rush. However, the percentage of Early Starting
Perceiving types is larger in the national sample than in
the leadership sample. Perhaps community leadership
is a chance for both preferences to utilize other aspects
of themselves—the Judging types developing more
habits of going with the flow, and the Perceiving types
developing more habits of coming to conclusion more
quickly.

Ethnicity and Decision-Making Styles. TABLE 6
indicates the decision-making styles of the various
groups. For a point of comparison, data from the U.S.
national sample were included. The community leader-
ship groups were more similar to one another in the
Logical–Reasonable (using the Thinking process in
both the ideal and actual decision-making processes)
and Empathetic–Compassionate styles (using the
Feeling process in both the ideal and actual decision-
making processes) than they were to the US national
sample. There were more community leaders who used
the Thinking processes to make decisions than the
Feeling processes; the national sample showed the
reverse pattern. The other four styles were similar
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Table 5. Out-of-Preference Facets Held by Over 12% of the National Sample, the Community
Leadership Sample, the Caucasian Sample, the American Indian Sample, and the Hispanic Sample.

Facet National Leadership Caucasian Am. Indian Hispanic
Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample

Extraversion–Introversion Facets

Quiet E 12.4

Initiating I 13.6

Expressive I 15.7 16.2 13.6 16.7

Gregarious I 15.8 15.8 18.4

Active I 16.5 14.3 23.3 33.3

Enthusiastic I 12.5

Sensing–Intuition Facets

Conceptual S 12.3 14.8 17.6

Original S 12.2 12.4 12.3 17.6

Experiential N 12.1 20.0

Thinking–Feeling Facets

Accommodating T 32.3 22.6 22.9 19.6 31.3

Accepting T 26.0 38.4 38.7 41.1 18.8

Logical F 13.0

Questioning F 23.1 31.6 30.5 38.1 12.5

Critical F 13.3 15.0

Tough F 13.3

Judging–Perceiving Facets

Casual J 14.2 15.0

Open-Ended J 12.8

Pressure-Prompted J 21.0 22.2 19.5

Emergent J 17.6 18.6 15.0

Early Starting P 42.2 16.9 17.4 14.3

Methodical P 26.2 20.1 18.9 25.0 16.7

Percentage of Out-of-Preference Facet Scores
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across the national sample and the leadership samples.
They use a mix of Thinking and Feeling processes
depending on the particular style. No significant rela-
tionship was found between ethnicity and decision-
making styles.

Step II™ Facets and Gender. Step I data indicate
differences between men and women, especially on the
Thinking–Feeling dichotomy. Van Velson and Fleenor
(1994) in a study of type and leadership reported 
results on a 360-degree feedback instrument called
Benchmarks®. In their study, managers with a preference
for Feeling were rated higher, regardless of their gender,
and women were rated higher regardless of their prefer-
ence for Thinking or Feeling on the following scales:
Leading Employees; Setting a Developmental Climate;
Compassion and Sensitivity; Self-Awareness; Hiring
Talented Staff; and Acting with Flexibility. To our knowl -
edge, this is the first published paper on Step II data
focusing on gender differences in a leadership sample. 

The Step II national sample indicated that 13 facets
have significant gender differences (Quenk et al., 2001,
p. 97). TABLE 7 provides Step II facet data on the statis-
tically significant differences between men and women
in both the national sample and in our sample of com-
munity leaders. Our sample of community leaders had
14 facets with significant differences, with 10 of them
on the same facets as the national sample. The direction
of those differences is, however, identical in only one of
those ten.   

On Extraversion–Introversion facets, women in
both the national and leadership samples scored more
towards the Initiating, Expressive, and Enthusiastic

poles than men, although in the national sample, men
scored toward the opposite facet poles. In our leader-
ship sample, both men and women scored toward all
five of the Extraverted poles with the women having
higher facet scores. Apparently, community leaders,
regardless of gender, are more likely to initiate social
contacts, express their thoughts and feelings outwardly,
and show outward excitement about what they do (i.e.,
they prefer the Initiating, Expressive and Enthusiastic
facets). Male-female differences on the other two E–I
facets did not achieve statistical significance at the .05 or
better level.

On the Sensing–Intuition facets, in the national
sample, males scored significantly more toward the
Concrete (the literal facts) and Practical (applications 
of ideas) poles, and women scored more toward the
Traditional facet (valuing traditions), although both
genders scored toward the Sensing poles. In the com-
munity leadership sample, men scored slightly more
toward Concrete (the literal facts), and women scored
more toward Abstract (reading between the lines) poles.
Both genders scored toward the Imaginative pole (com-
ing up with new ways of using information), although
the average mean for women was greater than that for
men. Women scored significantly more toward the
Conceptual pole, searching for more ideas, whereas
men scored toward the Practical pole, focusing more on
the applications of the ideas. 

On the Thinking–Feeling facets in the national
sample, women scored significantly more toward
Empathetic, Compassionate, Accommodating, Accepting,
and Tender poles than did the men. In the community

Table 6. Decision-Making Styles of the National Sample and the Leadership Sample Including Three
Ethnic Groups.

National Leadership Caucasian Am. Indian Hispanic
Decision-Making Category Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample

Logical and Reasonable 26.9 44.9 46.0 39.6 43.8

Empathetic and Compassionate 36.1 20.8 20.7 21.3 18.8

Logical and Compassionate 3.2 2.9 3.2 1.3 3.1

Empathetic and Reasonable 4.9 4.4 3.8 7.1 3.1

Midzone Thinking 9.2 7.5 7.2 10.2 6.3

Midzone Feeling 19.6 19.6 19.1 20.4 25.0

Percentage in Decision Making Categories
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Note: * p <. 05.  National Sample Males N = 587; National Sample Females N = 778; Leadership Sample Males N = 783; Leadership Sample Females N = 884.
Comparisons are within the same sample group, e.g., National Sample Males compared to National Sample Females and Leadership Sample Males compared to
Leadership Sample Females. 

Table 7. Mean Facet Score Comparisons of National Sample and Community Leadership Sample by
Gender.

National Sample Leadership Sample

Facet Male Female Male Female

Extraversion–Introversion Facets

Initiating (-)  Receiving (+) 0.15* -0.27* -1.12* -1.93*

Expressive (-)  Contained (+) 0.32* -0.24* -0.87* -1.87*

Gregarious (-)  Intimate (+) 0.15 0.38 -0.81 -0.99

Active (-)  Reflective (+) -0.20 -0.12 -1.36 -1.54

Enthusiastic (-)  Quiet (+) 0.38* -0.05* -0.69* -1.48*

Sensing–Intuition Facets

Concrete (-)  Abstract (+) -1.01* -0.60* -0.12* 0.51*

Realistic (-)  Imaginative (+) -1.22 -0.95 0.22* 0.60*

Practical (-)  Conceptual (+) -1.18* -0.58* -0.28* 0.50*

Experiential (-)  Theoretical (+) -1.54 -1.64 -0.20 -0.20

Traditional (-)  Original (+) -0.83* -1.22* 0.14 0.37

Thinking–Feeling Facets

Logical (-)  Empathetic (+) -0.95* 1.21* -1.82* -0.01*

Reasonable (-)  Compassionate (+) -0.95* 1.22* -1.32* -0.15*

Questioning (-)  Accommodating (+) 0.36* 1.18* -0.06* 0.42*

Critical (-)  Accepting (+) -0.13* 2.04* 0.50* 2.33*

Tough (-)  Tender (+) -0.49* 1.44* -0.99* 0.16*

Judging–Perceiving Facets

Systematic (-)  Casual (+) -0.85* -0.25* -0.43 -0.19

Planful (-)  Open-Ended (+) 0.05 -0.28 -0.57* -1.01*

Early Starting (-)  Pressure Prompted (+) -1.41* -1.79* 0.30 0.01

Scheduled (-)  Spontaneous (+) -1.20 -1.22 -0.91* -1.25*

Methodical (-)  Emergent (+) -0.95 -0.96 -0.15* -0.69*
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leadership sample, although both genders scored
toward the Thinking poles on Logical and Reasonable
(making decisions based on objective analysis), men
scored significantly more in that direction than women.
Women community leaders scored more toward
Accommodating (let’s find where we agree) than men,
who were at the Questioning pole (let’s ask questions to
highlight differences). Women scored significantly more
toward the Accepting pole than men, although both
were on the side of “Let’s find what’s right about this.”
Women community leaders scored significantly toward
the Tender pole, delaying implementation of the decision
while taking care of those adversely affected, whereas
men scored toward the Tough pole, moving ahead with
the decision. It is only on this last facet that the national
sample and the community leadership sample had sim-
ilar patterns of gender differences—they were toward
opposite facet poles. 

On the Judging–Perceiving facets, female com-
munity leaders scored significantly more Planful,
Scheduled, and Methodical than did men, although
both were toward the same poles. Both plan their leisure
pursuits (Planful) as well as the steps in completing
tasks (Methodical), and have routines (Scheduled) for
how they get the work done. In the national sample,
there was a different pattern of significant differences on
the J–P facets. Men scored significantly more Systematic
(a “superstructure” of organization), and women scored
significantly more Early Starting (starting in advance of
the deadline), although both genders scored on the
same side of the facet pole. Thus the J–P facets showed
quite different patterns for men and women in the
national sam   ple versus the leadership sample.

These facet patterns suggest that there are differ-
ences between men and women on a number of
behavioral preferences. Furthermore male and female
community leaders are also different from one another,
but in ways that are dissimilar to the gender differences
found in the general population.

Decision-Making Styles and Gender. TABLE 8
indicates the percentages of the men and women in
community leadership in each decision-making style,
along with the combined-gender national sample for
comparison. A chi-square calculation comparing the
decision-making styles of men and women indicated 
a significant relationship. As shown in TABLE 8, there
were greater percentages of females in the “Empathetic
(F) and Compassionate (F)” and “Empathetic (F) and
Reasonable (T)” decision-making categories. This was

consistent with the percentage of women who indicated
a preference for Feeling (57.1%) over Thinking (41.9%)
on Step I (Kummerow & Herk, 2011). Similarly, there
were greater percentages of males in the “Logical (T) and
Reasonable (T)” and “Logical (T) and Compassionate
(F)” decision-making categories, consistent with the
percentage of males who indicated a preference for
Thinking (64%) over Feeling (36%). Essentially, there
were greater percentages of females in both decision-
making categories, including “Empathetic,” whereas
there were greater percentages of males in both deci-
sion-making categories, including “Logical”. There were
also greater percentages of women in “Midzone
Feeling”, again consistent with indicated preferences.
“Midzone Thinking”, however, was fairly evenly distrib-
uted between males and females. We do not have com-
parable data by gender for the national sample. Overall,
compared to the national sample, there were more com-
munity leaders who were “Logical (T) and Reasonable
(T),” regardless of gender, and fewer who were in the
“Empathetic (F) and Compassionate (F)” category.
Community leadership still seems to favor a style that
includes some elements of the Thinking process.

Step II™ Facets and Age. Much has been made 
of generational differences, personality characteristics
associated with each generation, and the effects of the
differences on work and lifestyle (Lancaster & Stillman,
2002; Stover & Schumacher, 2006), although little
research is available documenting these differences
(Sessa, et al., 2007). Generational characteristics are a
collective persona resulting from a common location in
history (Stover & Schumacher, 2006); they reflect the
times in which these generations were “formed” and
thus predisposed to certain common characteristics that
are stable over time. Thus studying generational cohorts
and the differences between them is one way of docu-
menting the effects of age. Another competing way is
looking upon aging as a maturational process; this
method views the process as a linear one, not a categor-
ical variable (Sessa et al., 2007). TABLE 9 presents an
overview of some of the key features of the three gener-
ations participating in the Blandin Community
Leadership Program. Keep in mind that there is not
exact agreement on dates and descriptions of each
cohort in the literature. Sessa et al. (2007) did identify
some generational differences in reported values and
behavioral differences, but the differences they found
supported more of a maturational approach than a cat-
egorical one. Older managers were perceived to utilize a
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more consensual leadership style, whereas younger
leaders, a more individual leadership style, with those in
the middle years in between those styles. In this study,
the overlay of the generational groups with the age
group data on community leaders was not perfect,
although it is close enough for meaningful comparisons.
Only the Traditionalists (1925–45), Baby Boomers
(1946–64), and Generation X (1965–1980) were
included in these analyses. It is unlikely that this sample
has many Millennials/Generation Y (1981–2003) par-
ticipants, although this age group is now beginning to
participate in the program, and perhaps in a few years
they can form the basis of additional analyses.

A larger issue is that many of the generational char-
acteristics do not translate into preference and facet
characteristics. TABLE 10 presents hypotheses regarding
possible preferences and facet poles that might relate to
the generational groupings. Barger (2007) offered the

Step I hypotheses with data from workshop presenta-
tions where participants hypothesized the Step I pref-
erences reflected in each generation’s values. These
hypotheses were not based on the results of people
actually in those age groups. The Step II facet poles
identified as related to generational differences were
chosen by the senior author based on the descriptions
of the scales in the MBTI® Step II™ Manual (Quenk et al.,
2001). For the most part, the facets the senior author
identified as potentially related to the generational char-
acteristics fit with Barger’s Step I preferences. The facets
have a much narrower focus than the preferences and
may be better descriptors of potential generational
characteristics because of their greater specificity. Thus
TABLE 10 is based on a theoretical, not an actual, view
of the overlap between type and the generations. In
devising TABLE 10, it became clear that many character-
istics of the generations are not included in the type and

Table 8. Percentage of Step II™ Decision-Making Styles by the Community Leader’s Gender and of
the Overall National Sample.

Percentage in Decision-Making Categories

Community

Leader Logical and Empathetic and Logical and Empathetic and Midzone Midzone

Gender Reasonable Compassionate Compassionate Reasonable Thinking Feeling

Female 33.6 26.5 2.1 6.2 7.0 24.5

Male 57.7 14.4 3.8 2.3 7.7 14.0

National

Sample 26.9 36.1 3.2 4.9 9.2 19.6

Note: Female N = 884; Male N = 783.

Table 9. Key Features and Characteristics of Three Generations.*

Name Generation X Baby Boomers Traditionalists

Years Born 1965–1980 1946–1964 1925–1945

Key events MTV, Computers, Civil Rights, Woman’s Liberation, Depression, 
Latchkey Kids, AIDS Cold War, Viet Nam War World War II

Professional Self-reliant, global thinkers, Optimistic, team oriented, Hard working, practical,
Characteristics reluctant to commit, want it now, competitive, seek personal dedicated, loyal,

skeptical, value change, gratification and growth, resist conforming, respect 
diversity, life balance and fun, authority, materialistic,  authority, adhere to rules,

informal ambitious, driven workaholic self-sacrifice

*Adapted from Lancaster & Stillman, 2002; Sessa et al., 2007; Stover & Schumacher, 2006 
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facet descriptions. As Barger pointed out, research data
from both the U.S. and U.K. national representative
samples suggest that each generation has about the
same type distributions overall. It appears from this that
type seems to offer a different framework than genera-
tional differences for describing personality. 

TABLE 11 presents the statistically significant age
group differences on the facets in both the national
sample and our community leadership sample. The
facet pole named in the national sample column indi-
cates the facet pole most associated with the older
groups as opposed to the younger groups. See Table 6.3
(Quenk et al., 2001, p. 102) for these data. For the
most part, the results from the age groups in the
national sample indicate incremental changes in mean
scores, thus supporting a linear model for the effects of
aging. Eight facets showed significant age group differ-
ences in the community leadership sample, as com-
pared to eleven on the national sample. 

■ Active-Reflective (E–I). Although both the younger
Gen X group (< 35) group and the Baby Boomer
group (55 –64) scored toward Active, the younger
group did so significantly more. Communicating
and learning in a face-to-face manner appealed
especially to the younger Gen X group. The
national sample did not show statistically signifi-
cant age differences on this facet.

■ Enthusiastic–Quiet (E–I). Although all community
leader groups scored toward Enthusiastic, the Gen
X groups (<35 & 35–44) scored more toward
Enthusiastic than did the Boomer groups (45–54

& 55–64). Enthusiastic people show their energy
and excitement in an outward fashion. The
national sample indicated a significant trend
toward the Quiet facet pole. 

■ Concrete–Abstract (S–N). The Gen X (35–44) group
scored slightly to the Concrete side, but the two
Boomer groups (45–54 and 55–64) scored toward
the Abstract side. Thus the older Gen X group
favored more of a literal focus on facts, whereas the
Boomer groups used those facts as a starting point,
looking for their conceptual meaning. The
National sample had a trend toward Concrete, a
result opposite to our findings.

■ Traditional-Original (S–N). The Baby Boomer
groups scored more toward Original than the Gen
X groups, which we had expected to score more
toward Original. Original people are looking for
ways to be unique and do things in a different way
than the mainstream. The national sample showed
significant trends with increasing age toward all
the Sensing facet poles, including Traditional. Our
findings were in the opposite direction, toward
Original. 

■ Questioning–Accommodating (T–F). The younger
Baby Boomer group scored more toward
Accommodating, and the younger Gen X group,
scored more toward Questioning. This facet is
about dealing with differences, with Questioning
people asking questions to identify differences,
and Accommodating people searching for harmony
and smoothing over differences. The national

Table 10. Hypotheses of Theoretical Type Relationships with Three Generations.

Name Generation X Baby Boomers Traditionalists

Years Born 1965–1980 1946–1964 1925–1945
(in 2009, age range (in 2009, age range (in 2009, age range
would be 29–44) would be 45–63) would be 64–84)

Step II™ Research Under 35 years 45–54 years 65 years
Comparison Age Groups 35–44 years 55–64 years or older

Step I™ Hypotheses* N, T, P E, N, T S, J

Facet Pole Hypotheses Original (N), Questioning (T) Gregarious (E), Active (E) Practical (S),
Casual (P), Open-Ended (P) Questioning (T) Traditional (S), 

Accommodating (F) 
Systematic (J)

*From N. Barger (2007). 
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sample scored to the Accommodating side at all
age groups, and significantly more so with the
older groups. Our community leaders had a simi-
lar trend, although it began on the Questioning
pole of the facet. We had hypothesized that both
Boomers and Gen Xers would be Questioning, but
the data indicate that to be so only for the Gen Xers.

■ Critical–Accepting (T–F). The Gen X and Baby
Boomer groups all scored in the Accepting direc-
tion, with the older groups significantly more so.
Accepting is about finding the good in ideas and/
or people. The national sample scored to the
Accepting pole in all age groups and significantly
more toward Accepting with the older age groups.
Thus the results from both samples are similar. As
Irwin Federman, CEO of Monolithic Memories, a
successful high-tech business, put it, “The business
of making another person feel good in the unspec-
tacular course of his daily comings and goings is,
in my view, the very essence of leadership” (quoted
in Bennis & Nanus, 1985, pp. 64–65).

■ Tough–Tender. Both Gen Xer groups scored more
toward Tough, in contrast with the two Baby
Boomer groups, which were moving toward the
Tender pole, and the Traditionalist group (>65)
even more so. Tough people prefer to move to
action after a decision is made, whereas Tender
people want to take care of those negatively
impacted by the decision before implementing it.
The national sample showed no significant age
group differences on this facet, with all groups
scoring toward the Tender pole.

■ Systematic–Casual (J–P). The Baby Boomer group
scored more toward Systematic than did the Gen
X, 35–44 group. Systematic people tend to have a
superstructure of organization. The national sam-
ple scored Casual in its youngest age groups, but
significantly toward Systematic in the older age
groups. Perhaps if we had an even younger group
of community leaders, the trend would match that
of the national sample, from Casual to Systematic
in the older groups. 

In the national sample, individuals in the older age
groups scored more toward Quiet (I), Concrete (S),
Realistic (S), Practical (S), Experiential (S), Traditional
(S), Empathetic (F), Accommodating (F), Accepting (F),
Systematic (J), Early Starting (J), and Scheduled (J)
poles. Community leaders, with age as the variable,

exhibited many differences in comparison to the
national sample. Community leaders scored toward
Enthusiastic, not Quiet, although the older groups
slightly less so than the younger ones. The two facets in
Sensing–Intuition that had significant differences
within both the national sample and the community
leaders groups went in the opposite directions. Older
community leaders scored toward the Abstract (N) and
Original (N) poles, whereas the older national sample
members scored toward the Concrete (S) and
Traditional (S) poles. On the Thinking–Feeling facets,
Boomer community leaders had higher mean scores
toward the Feeling facet poles of Accommodating,
Accepting and Tender than Gen Xers. Gen Xers had
higher mean scores toward the Questioning and Tough
poles. Only one age-related facet was significant in dif-
ferentiating the Traditionalist group from the others:
Tender (F). The older Boomer group had a higher mean
score on Systematic than the older Gen X Group. The
age-related facet differences reported in the community
leadership sample related to differences between the
Gen Xers and the Boomers with the older group tend-
ing toward less Active (E), less Enthusiastic (E), more
Abstract (N), more Original (N), more Accommodating
(F), more Accepting (F), more Tender (F), and more
Systematic (J). It appears that the age-related differences
found in these data do not agree with the hypothesized
generational facets and preferences in TABLE 10. If any-
thing, these data support the linear view of the effects of
aging and the findings of Sessa et al. (2007) that older
leaders may tend more toward more consensual leader-
ship style, if one assumes that those utilizing the facets
as listed above, especially those related to the Feeling
function, would lead to that leadership style.  

There are several possible explanations as to why
the hypothesized generational differences did not
match well with our age group and type data. Perhaps
because these community leaders all had similar values
concerning the importance of participating in commu-
nity life, other generational differences (and values)
were mitigated. Or perhaps type characteristics and
generational characteristics focus on different aspects of
personality, and both are useful ways of understanding
people. Or perhaps we can endorse the linear matura-
tional theory of the effect of aging and focus on type
development as an explanation. Routamaa (2008) also
offered this possibility in his study of a Finnish sample:
The needs of people change with the life cycle. For
community leaders who are early in their leadership 
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Note: * p < .05.  Age group comparisons for the National Sample are based on F tests across all age groups listed above and are in the direction of the facet pole in the
column.

Table 11. Statistically Significant Differences on Mean Facet Scores of National Sample and
Community Leadership Sample by Age Group.

Natl Sample Community Leader Age Groups

Direction of < 35 35–44 45–54 55–64 > = 65
Facet Facet Result (N = 325) (N = 493) (N = 543) (N = 243) (N = 50)

Extraversion–Introversion Facets

Initiating (-)  Receiving (+) 

Expressive (-)  Contained (+) 

Gregarious (-)  Intimate (+)

Active (-)  Reflective (+) -1.74* -0.99*

Enthusiastic (-)  Quiet (+) * Quiet -1.58* -1.33* -0.92* -0.49*

Sensing–Intuition Facets

Concrete (-)  Abstract (+) *Concrete -0.06* 0.46* 0.60*

Realistic (-)  Imaginative (+) *Realistic

Practical (-)  Conceptual (+) *Practical

Experiential (-)  Theoretical (+) *Experiential

Traditional (-)  Original (+) *Traditional -0.14* 0.03* 0.48* 0.85*

Thinking–Feeling Facets

Logical (-)  Empathetic (+) *Empathetic

Reasonable (-)  Compassionate (+)

Questioning (-)  Accommodating (+) *Accommodating -0.24* 0.50*

Critical (-)  Accepting (+) *Accepting 0.57* 1.42* 1.92* 1.67*

Tough (-)  Tender (+) -0.96* -0.75* 0.00* 0.07* 0.48*

Judging–Perceiving Facets

Systematic (-)  Casual (+) *Systematic -0.11* -0.80*

Planful (-)  Open-Ended (+) 

Early Starting (-)  Pressure Prompted (+) *Early Starting

Scheduled (-)  Spontaneous (+) *Scheduled

Methodical (-)  Emergent (+) 
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life cycle, it may be more necessary to be Active (E),
Enthusiastic (E), Concrete (S), Traditional (S),
Questioning (T), and Tough (T). Younger people often
tend to be ignored or overlooked as community leaders,
but if they exhibit the aforementioned characteristics,
they are more likely to be noticed. Furthermore, these
characteristics are probably more a part of a more indi-
vidual leadership style. After midlife (the Baby Boomer
group fits here), these characteristics may be less
needed to make an impact as a community leader, and
some of their Step II facet results may lend themselves
to more of a consensual leadership style. These results
may also fit those of Sessa et al. (2007) that younger
leaders have a more individual leadership style and
older leaders a more consensual style. Each of those
three possible explanations may be partially true. 

Decision-making Styles and Age. An examina-
tion of the decision-making styles of each of the age
groups is presented in TABLE 12. As shown, the styles
were remarkably similar, usually within a few percent-
age points of one another. If there were “larger” differ-
ences, they tended to occur with the over 65-age group,
although that was the smallest sample, and the differ-
ences were perhaps affected by inadequate sample sizes.
We do not have comparable data for the national sample.

STUDY lImITATIONS

The limitations of the study include a narrow sample.
The participants were all community leaders in the state

Table 12. Step II™ Decision-Making Styles by Age Group.

Percentage in Decision-Making Categories

Logical and Empathetic and Logical and Empathetic and Midzone Midzone

Age Group Reasonable Compassionate Compassionate Reasonable Thinking Feeling

< 35 (n = 325) 45.8 20.0 2.8 4.3 8.6 18.5

35–44 (n = 493) 42.8 19.1 3.4 4.9 9.3 20.5

45–54 (n = 543) 46.0 22.5 3.7 3.7 5.5 18.6

55–64 (n = 243) 47.7 21.0 0.8 4.5 6.6 19.3

> = 65 (n = 50) 38.0 20.0 0.0 4.0 8.0 30.0

of Minnesota. However, there were nearly 1700 persons
in the sample, and they did come from a wide variety of
occupations and educational levels, so in that sense, the
sample is not as narrow as one might believe. It would
be interesting to compare the Step II facets of these
community leaders with leaders in organizational set-
tings, but only Step I data were available for such a
comparison as shown in our companion article
(Kummerow & Herk, 2011). Furthermore, for the age
comparisons, there was only a small sample (N = 50)
who were 65 and older. This study is based on a cross-
section of leaders; it would be interesting to have longi-
tudinal data, as well, to test the maturational aspects of
aging. The Hispanic sample (N = 32) was also a small
one, and larger numbers would have been preferable. 

In analyzing and interpreting facet results, we have
been using scores as continuous data rather than cate-
gorical data; to say that one sample has “more” of any
one facet pole than another actually violates the spirit of
psychological type, in which we are interested in cate-
gories. We must also consider “practical” significance,
as well as statistical significance. In actuality, differences
in scores may not make any difference in interpretation;
for example, differences between a score of -0.74 toward
Initiating and 0.74 toward Receiving may be statistically
significant, but both are in the Midzone category for
interpretation purposes, and we are unlikely to see any
real differences between how people with those two
scores actually act. Thus while many of the differences
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between groups may be statistically significant, the dif-
ferences are not always large enough to warrant different
interpretations between the groups. 

CONClUSIONS

This study serves as a validation of Step II facets in
describing community leaders. It shows some clear dif-
ferences on Step II facets compared to the national 
sample, and these differences often reflect the nature 
of community leadership. The results of the study sug-
gest that individuals who participate in the Blandin
Community Leadership Program are similar to each
other both in more frequent facet results and patterns of
facet responses. 

Significant differences were found between ethnic
groups on only five of the 20 facets. Caucasian leaders
scored more toward Expressive, Enthusiastic and
Logical than American Indians, although both scored 
in the same direction. American Indians scored more
toward Casual in their life styles. These differences are
not surprising in terms of what is known about the 
particular cultures. American Indians also scored more
toward Questioning than Caucasians or Hispanics, 
a difference not easily explained by culture. Overall,
regardless of ethnicity, community leaders were more
like one another in terms of their facet results than they
were different. 

Gender differences within community leaders,
while often on the same facets as those in the national
sample, nonetheless showed some different patterns.
Only on Tough–Tender, did the results mirror those of
the general population, with men scoring toward Tough
and women scoring toward Tender. Often, the differ-
ences between genders of the community leaders were
a matter of degree as they both scored toward the same
facet poles, rather than on opposite sides. Thus, even
when gender differences are significant among commu-
nity leaders, the variations are distinct from those of 
the national sample. Men and women in the national

 representative sample were often different on many of
the facets, and male community leaders were often 
different than female community leaders on the facets
as well.  

The few significant age differences in the commu-
nity leaders do not seem to be explained by the 
standard descriptions of the generational groups. With
almost every facet, the various age groups in the com-
munity leadership sample scored toward the same pole.
As a generalization, it appeared that when there were
differences, the younger groups seemed to be “more”
Active, Enthusiastic, Questioning, and Tough, whereas
the older groups were “more” Original, Accommo -
dating, Accepting, Tender, and Systematic. 

Differences in the decision-making categories
between community leaders and a general population
sample were more noticeable. Although the differences
were not statistically tested, it was apparent that there
were greater differences among the general population,
as represented by the U.S. national sample and the
community leaders, than found among the ethnic sub-
groups. Gender differences showed more women scor-
ing Empathetic (F) and more men scoring Logical (T).
Ethnic differences and age differences were not apparent
in the six decision-making styles.

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 make decisions may be differ-
ent from the general population. Community leaders
do come in all shapes and sizes and all types and facets,
and they all value participating in community life and
building better communities. In the words of Lao Tzu
(as quoted on thinkexist.com): “Fail to honor people,
they fail to honor you. But of a good leader, who talks
little, when his work is done, his aim fulfilled, they will
all say, ‘We did it ourselves.’” These community leaders
are doing it themselves and helping to build and main-
tain healthy communities.
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