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An Analysis of Personality Types in Agricultural Leadership Program Participants
Introduction/need for research

Agricultural leadership programs are designed to broaden the horizons of young leaders involved in the agricultural industry though experiences and programs of study. These programs expose participants to leadership skills that cannot be gained though day-to-day operations. Agricultural leadership programs develop leaders who understand the growing changes in society, politics, and cultures (Bolton, 1991). As a result, leadership program participants are better able to lead their organizations and stay competitive in a changing 

Personality types are used in agricultural leadership programs to better understand participants’ strengths and weaknesses. Assessing personality types helps program directors better tailor programs of study to meet the needs of participants. More tailored programs can mean participants are able to take more away from the experience.  In addition to understanding participants personality types in regards to tailoring leadership programming experiences, many of these programs have specific program objectives in regards to increasing a participant’s understanding of people to make them more effective as they work with people who have diverse personality styles (Carter & Rudd, 2000).
Concept or theoretical framework


To analyze personality types of agricultural leadership program participants, the Myer-Briggs Type Indicator® (MBTI®) was used. The purpose of this indicator is to C.G. Jung’s theory of psychological types applicable to individual’s everyday lives (The Myers & Briggs Foundation, n.d.). Under the Myers-Brigg typology, there are four areas which personality types address – favorite world, information, decisions, and structure. Favorite world focuses on preference of the outer or inner world and is called Extraversion (E) or Introversion (I). Information focuses on accepting basic information or adding and interpreting that basic information. This process can be described as Sensing(S) or Intuition (N). Decisions focuses on using logic and consistency or people and special circumstances when making decisions. This is known as Thinking (T) or Feeling (F). Structure focuses on making quick decisions or staying open to new opinions and information to make the decision. This is known as Judging (J) or Perceiving (P). 

Under Myers-Briggs, there are 16 different personality combinations: ISTJ, ISTP, ESTP, ESTJ, ISFJ, ISFP, ESFP, ESFJ, INFJ, INFP, ENFP, ENFJ, INTJ, INTP, ENTP, and ENTJ. 
Methodology


The population of this study included participants from six classes of an adult agricultural leadership program.  A complete census of participants was obtained.  Participants were given the MBTI® instrument in person during their first leadership program session by a trained MBTI® facilitator.  The instruments were analyzed by the Center for Applied Psychological Type (CAPT) to determine the MBTI® type for each participant.  
Results
A total of 137 participants were analyzed. The most common personality type of participants was Extraversion, Sensing, Thinking, and Judging (ESTJ). ESTJ personality types comprised 28% (n=39) of participants. The individuals categorized under this personality type are considered practical, realistic and matter-of-fact. ESTJ personality types organize projects and people, in an efficient manner in order to complete a task.

The second most common personality type identified in participants was Introversion, Sensing, Thinking, and Judging (ISTJ) which comprised 15% (n=21) of participants. These individuals are practical, realistic and responsible. ISTJ personality types decide logically what should be done and work steadily toward that goal. 
The third most common personality type identified was Extraversion, Sensing, Thinking, and Perceiving (ESTP) which compromised 9% (n=13) of participants. These individuals are flexible  

The least common personality types were ISFP, INTP, INFP, and ENFJ. These personality types represented only 5% (n=9) of participants. 

Overall, all 16 personality types were identified by at least one participant. 
Conclusions

Forty-three percent (n=60) of participants in this agricultural leadership program can be categorized as practical and realistic. These individuals work in a logical and organized manner in order to complete a task. This is a reasonable conclusion in that most farmers are practical and realistic and these leadership programs target individuals who are directly involved with agriculture.

The results of this study also show that this particular leadership program does not have a diverse array of participants regarding personality types. This is important in that agricultural leadership programs strive for diversity in age, gender, ethnicity, industry representation and geography, but the results of this study show that over 40% of participants share similar characteristics.
Implications/recommendations/impact on profession


Implications of this research include an evaluation of agricultural leadership programs’ application processes. While these programs claim to recruit diverse participants, program directors may need to re-evaluate their screening processes. More emphasis may need to be put on recruiting participants from non-traditional agricultural backgrounds who may have different backgrounds and personality types.

The results of this research can also help program directors better understand personality types of leadership program participants and therefore tailor programs to meet the personality types of participants. For example, for this particular agricultural leadership program has a large percentage of participants who are practical, realistic, and work in an organized and logical manner to complete a task.  While this research has shown that participants prefer to work in a certain way, it may be beneficial for educators who are constructing the program’s learning opportunities to address the four areas that comprise these personality types, so participants will gain exposure to experiences that are outside their preferred style.

Recommendations for future research in this area should address whether personality types are important in agricultural leadership programs. While many programs use personality tests to better understand participants, how effective are they in this particular field. Do personality tests (i.e. Myers-Briggs) accurately describe individuals and should they continue to be used? Michael (2009) suggests this instrument; in the field of leadership development is not being used in the way in which it was designed. As a result, the validity of personality tests in relation to leadership development may be brought into question.
References

Bolton, E.B. (1991). Developing local leaders: results of a structured learning experience. 
Journal of Community Development, 22(1), 119-143. doi: 10.1080/15575339109489954
Carter, H. S. & Rudd, R. D.  (2000).  Evaluation of the Florida leadership program for agriculture and natural resources.  Journal of Southern Agricultural Education Research, 50 (1), 193-199.
Michaels, J. (2009). Using the Myers-Briggs type indicator as a tool for leadership development? Apply with caution. Journal of Leadership and Organizational Studies. Retrieved from: http://www.allbusiness.com/educational-services/business-schools-computer/620590-1.html
The Myers & Briggs Foundation (n.d.). My MBTI Personality Type – MBTI Basics. Retrieved 
from: http://www.myersbriggs.org/my-mbti-personality-type/mbti-basics/
