


CHAPTER ONE

PEOPLE’S HISTORY (OF TYPING)


FOUR

In the very loosely paraphrased words of George Santayana ([1905] 2013), if you don’t know your history, you’re bound to fuck up again. Likewise, any understanding of the present and future of personality typing would not be replete without knowledge of the past. Now, I know we didn’t travel all this way down the highway of ideas to hear me regurgitate someone else’s theories—especially after Good Will Hunting showed how asinine that is—but a crash course on the history of personality theory is vital to comprehending how The Power of Personality is influenced by and, most importantly, how it has evolved from the work that came before. It’ll also be a way of paying our respects to all the personality typing forefathers, kind of like those “In Memoriam” segments during the Oscars: still filled with notable omissions and random sound editors but not as depressing. And you don’t have to feel pressured to clap if you’ve never heard of any of these people.

The idea of a world constituted by four distinct elements has been around as early as sixth century BCE. In the beginning, these elements were earth, fire, water, and air. The belief was that each of these four substances carries their own unique qualities and characteristics, the combination of which gives our world balance and synergy. Yes, I know, this is sounding eerily similar to Avatar: The Last Airbender, but I promise you, these old farts came up with the idea first.


Ancient Persia

Old fart #1 was a Persian philosopher by the name of Zarathustra, also known by his rapper name Zoroaster. Zoroaster described the four mentioned elements as “essential for the survival of all living beings” (Habashi, 2000).




Ancient Greece

Ancient Greek discussions of the importance of the elements date back to seventh century BCE, with such philosophers as Thales and Anaximenes determining that individual elements like water (Thales) and air (Anaximenes) were the source of our existence. It wasn’t until Empedocles came around in the fourth century BCE that a cosmogonic theory [a fancy way of saying “An idea that explains where the hell all of this (i.e., the universe) came from”] that included all four elements would be introduced to the Greek thinking palate (Russell, 1991).




India

Pancha Maha-Bhuta lists five great elements: earth, fire, water, air, and the aether (space), which I guess adds that extra special element, kind of like the ayurvedic version of Captain Planet, though I’m pretty sure it’s argued in the Vedas that Captain Planet is the Saturday-morning-cartoon version of Hinduism (Venkatesan, 2013). A version of this 4 + 1 element theory can also be found in Bön, an ancient Tibetan philosophy that predates the arrival of Buddhism. Buddhism itself lists four great properties among its tenets: solidity (earth), energy (fire), cohesion (water), and expansion (air; Bodhi, 1995).

Over time, the four elements began to be replaced by symbolic incarnations, each one representing the characteristics long associated with earth (steady and grounded), fire (excitable and kinetic), water (emotional and em-pathetic), and air (detached and abstract).




The Bible

This symbolism is found in both the Old and New Testaments. Take, for instance, Ezekiel 1:10, where Ezekiel describes his vision of a cherubim with four faces as the “face of a man, and the face of a lion, on the right side: and they four had the face of an ox on the left side; they four also had the face of an eagle.” These same four animals can be found in the apocalyptic vision described in Revelations 4:7: “And the first beast was like a lion, and the second beast like a calf, and the third beast had a face as a man, and the fourth beast was like a flying eagle.” The representations seem clear: the fiery lion; the industrious, salt-of-the-earth ox; the emotional human; and the haughty, lighter-than-air eagle.

These archetypes can even be seen in the writing styles of the four gospels themselves. The quick pace and now-ness of Mark’s action-driven gospel is as kinetically powered by fire as the stoic, serious, and detailed gospel of Matthew is grounded by earth. Luke’s gospel is written in the style of a well-researched historian, almost ambivalent in its academic nature, a head-iness often associated with air. And anyone who knows the New Testament is familiar with the words of John, practically overflowing with emotion, like a spiritual cup runneth over.




Hippocrates

This four-group classification found its way into the “sciences” courtesy of Hippocrates (a.k.a. the father of medicine, a.k.a. that guy with an oath named after him—to be honest, “do no harm” sounds great on a bumper sticker, but let’s be real: getting your blood slowly sucked out of your body by leeches sure sounds like a whole lot of harm). Aside from the aforementioned CV material, Hippocrates was known for his theory of humorism, the belief that our health and behavior is regulated by chemical systems within our body connected to one of four fluids, or humors. Any disease or affliction we might contract is due to an imbalance of one, two, or maybe all four humors (black bile, blood, phlegm—not the spitting kind—and yellow bile; Kalachanis and Michailidis, 2015).

I know what you’re thinking: What the hell is black bile? I mean, with the exception of blood, who knows what any of these fluids are? French physiologist and Nobel laureate Charles Richet (1910) once sarcastically tried to describe phlegm as “this strange liquid, which is the cause of tumours, of chlorosis, of rheumatism, and cacochymia—where is it? Who will ever see it? Who has ever seen it? What can we say of this fanciful classification of humours into four groups, of which two are absolutely imaginary?” That being said, for the purpose of our discussion here, humorism doesn’t have to be medically accurate to be historical. Just like the systems before it, it’s built on a group of four, with each humor representing a distinct personality trait:


	Blood: hyperactive

	Black Bile: sadness

	Yellow Bile: moody

	Phlegm: passive






Plato

Quite possibly the most pivotal figure in Western philosophy and a hay-maker name-drop in any intellectually pretentious, tuition-justifying discussion about ideas. It’s like talking to old heads about anything; inevitably they bring up some old cat and throw the name down like a trump card. I see your Tupac and Biggie and raise you a Grandmaster Caz. LeBron is great. Jordan was better. But you know who could really hoop? Bill “Eleven Rings” Russell.

Plato believed in four kinds of knowledge, which he laid out in his divided-line analogy. (I won’t explain it here, but feel free to wiki it. You’ll be very unimpressed with the pictures.) The four kinds of knowledge are pistis (certainty), eikasia (instinct), noesis (intuition), and dianoia (intellect). The first two derive information on a concrete level and together are known as Doxa, or the visceral. The latter two combined are known as Episteme, or the intelligible, and pertain to information on an abstract level. This distinction between the concrete and abstract is incredibly relevant for reading about Keirsey later in this chapter (Plato, [360 BCE] 2009).




Galen

Greek physician, surgeon, and philosopher—an old-school version of a triple threat and another reminder that, back in the day, doctors used to think about things other than tee times. Of course, I guess there’s more time to contemplate the meaning of life when you don’t have to worry about malpractice suits every time you maim or kill one of your patients, which I’m surmising happened quite a lot back in Galen’s time. The beauty of low expectations.

Galen came up with the idea of four distinct personality temperaments directly based on the four humors: melancholic (conscientious and reserved), sanguine (active and excitable), choleric (independent and irritable), and phlegmatic (unemotional and calm). This was one of the first, well-known instances where people were explicitly divided by a set of four personality traits (Jouanna, 2012).




Paracelsus

Another triple threat, Paracelsus was an influential member of the Renaissance’s medical revolution and a noted alchemist. He took the idea of the four elements and paired it with an elemental, a mythic being described in occult literature around the time of the European Renaissance. Gnomes were his gatherers of the earth; salamanders, his denizens of the fire. Undines (water nymphs) and sylphs (fairies of the air) drew on the mystical nature of their element counterparts (Silver, 1999).




Carl Jung

If psychology had its version of the Recording Industry Association of America (RIAA), Jung would be a multi-diamond-certified artist. He pumped out top-forty psych concepts like archetypal phenomena, dream analysis, synchronicity, the psychological complex, the collective unconscious, and extraversion versus introversion. The latter led to him introducing a dichotomy of three preferences: extraversion versus introversion, sensing versus intuition, and thinking versus feeling (Jung, [1921] 1971). He called them function types. Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) fanatics call them gospel. I call them a bit outdated.




Isabel Briggs Myers

Otherwise known as the mother of all MBTI-based personality theory, co-creator—along with her mother, Katherine Cook Briggs—of the MBTI, and a person I name-drop in the preface. Myers authored Gifts Differing (Myers and Myers, 1980), a seminal work that many people consider to be the personality bible. And much like the Bible, no one’s actually read it, and yet it still manages to inspire bad take after bad take, each one expressed with more certainty than the last. Myers took Jung’s work and added a fourth function type: judging versus perceiving, which translates to something akin to organized versus flexible.

The MBTI assesses our preferences based on the four function types (E vs. I, S vs. N, T vs. F, J vs. P), with the final result giving us a four-letter designation (e.g., ESTJ), sixteen different possible combinations, and thus personality types. This is personality theory in probably its most familiar form. Just ask anyone, and they’ll vaguely recall taking it in high school or college, followed by a halfhearted stab at remembering the letters—basically, the same reaction if you ask them to recall anything they learned in high school or college.




David Keirsey

For me, Keirsey’s Please Understand Me II (1998) is the real personality bible. Granted, the title is terrible—it sounds like the battle cry of the millennial, simultaneously pleading and entitled. Self-esteem-generation book titles aside, what Keirsey did was ingenious. He took the four-group classification model, as seen by many pre-Jung philosophers, and blended it with the work of Jung and Myers. Instead of sixteen individual types, Keirsey restructured it to feature four groups (Guardians, Artisans, Idealists, and Rationals), or temperaments, and four subgroups within each temperament.

This system has the benefit of maintaining sixteen distinct personalities while acknowledging that strong similarities exist between different types. It even addresses the division that Plato had previously observed between concrete knowledge (the visceral) and abstract knowledge (the intelligible). Out of the four temperaments, Keirsey believed that Guardians and Artisans prefer to understand the world concretely, collecting information mainly from their senses. Idealists and Rationals, however, naturally perceive the world abstractly, choosing to trust their intuition as they navigate the invisible world of feelings and ideas (Keirsey, 1998). And yes, it’s true that all people can do a little bit of everything—let’s just keep figure 1.1 pinned so I don’t have to write it for the millionth time. But like in all things dealing with personality type, it’s about what comes naturally. For all you visual learners out there, see figure 1.2.
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Figure 1.1 Big Ass Reminder
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Figure 1.2 Keirsey’s Four Temperaments



I am not exaggerating when I say I love Keirsey’s system. I love it more than Robert Horry hitting a game winner against the Sacramento Kings. I love it more than the first time I heard Horace Andy singing on Massive Attack’s “Angel” and said, “Damn this girl can sing!” There is a certain elegance to its construction, a clarity of concept, where information and distillation flow seamlessly as if it were always meant to be. Keirsey’s four-temperament structure makes so much sense that it causes a visceral, doxa-powered anger to build up inside of me knowing that most MBTI “experts” have absolutely no familiarity with his work, like a professed music lover who’s never heard Eva Cassidy sing. But as nature has proven, evolution is a powerful force. And as much as I respect and admire Keirsey’s obscure yet groundbreaking work, the natural selection of ideas inevitably takes place, and just like the theories of the ancient Persians and Greeks before him, Keirsey’s concepts can give way to better, modified forms of viewing personality.






“THE TIMES THEY ARE A-CHANGIN’” (DYLAN, 1964)

Before accusations of presumption come raining down on me like hellfire, let me remind all the readers that Keirsey’s concepts are almost fifty years old. Myers started formulating the ideas that would become the MBTI assessment in the early to midtwentieth century. Jung was alive when most people still got around by riding something with a mind of its own. These are old theories. Even still, MBTI purists tend to cling to them religiously, as if it’s perfectly believable that, in 150 years, we can go from performing surgery with just a bottle of moonshine and a bite rag to having access to centuries of human knowledge in the palm of our hands, and yet advancements in the way we understand people are impossible.

Now, I didn’t rappel down the tree of our personality ancestors branch by branch just so I could trash their theories once I got to the bottom. It’s unfair and, quite frankly, kind of an asshole move to criticize ideas for being antiquated just to prop up your own, especially those that have benefited from the luxury of time and hindsight. The advent of the iPhone doesn’t make the wheel any less ingenious. Instead, I do my best to politely list the main ways that the PoP method deviates from the theories before it, with the tacit understanding that the former would not exist without the latter.


First Deviation

The Power of Personality uses animals to represent the sixteen different personality types.

Why: As symbolic representations, animals are far easier to remember than a four-letter combination. Plus, it’s more fun telling people you’re a Fox.




Second Deviation

The Power of Personality places its animal personality types into four major groups (packs), represented by roles rooted in ancient civilizations: Gatherers, Hunters, Shamans, and Smiths.

Why: These roles remind us of both the historical and practical nature of personality typing. Whether you grew up in the Mongolian Empire at its height or in a tiny Proto-Indo-European fishing village on the shores of the Black Sea, chances are you relied on similar things to survive (food, shelter, community). While these needs have evolved over the centuries, much of their essence remains the same. How the coexistence of these four groups has enabled our species to survive is examined in the next chapter.




Third Deviation

The Power of Personality eschews the letter dichotomy first introduced by Jung.

Why: Differences in types don’t always manifest themselves according to letter designation. For example, the difference, theoretically, between an ENTP and INTP (MBTI designation; in the PoP system, they would be a Chimpanzee and Owl, respectively) is that one is extroverted and the other is introverted. However, the types often don’t present themselves in that way. Chimpanzees, like Elon Musk, are much more likely to hole up in their workshop smoking weed and dreaming up new ways to revolutionize the energy sector or screw over cryptophiles with a single tweet (still going to use that word) than hit the social scene. They prefer trolling Twitter (okay, X) to trolling clubs. And the seemingly quiet Owls can be quite loquacious and energetic when discussing a topic they find fascinating. Trust me, I have an Owl friend who’s a theoretical chemistry professor. I once asked him about string theory, and he still hasn’t shut up.

Thankfully, having knowledge of both MBTI and Keirsey helps to elucidate the reasons for the blind spot. Keirsey reintroduced us to the idea of four distinct groups of people, and among those groups, Gatherers (related to Keirsey’s Guardians) make up close to half of the population. They are also much more willing than the other temperaments to volunteer as subjects for observation, testing, and other forms of personality-based research, as they feel contributing to public knowledge is part of their civic duty.

So if we accept that Gatherers make up the largest sample size of test subjects, then it would also be reasonable to accept that their traits and behavior are probably overrepresented in personality theory. When you compare Gatherers, such as an ESTJ and an ISTJ, the extroverted and introverted traits are much more pronounced and consistent, confirming the E-versus-I dichotomy as accurate, especially after repeated observation. That’s how the letters became gospel. Of course, it’s a revelation that only ministers to half the population. For Hunters, Shamans, and Smiths, the letter distinctions don’t just lead to mistyping and confusion, but they also give ammunition to skeptics. A Smith friend (a Killer Whale, to be specific) complained to me once about personality typing being inaccurate because he was technically extroverted, but his outgoingness depended on the context. I could only agree. Nuance was sorely needed.




Fourth Deviation

The Power of Personality defines people by their core desires and needs (security, excitement, identity, and information), thus replacing the binary choices found in most MBTI-based personality assessments.

Why: The way an individual prioritizes those foundational values is the best determinant of their decision making. That doesn’t mean that someone who prioritizes security over excitement is going to make that choice 100 percent of the time. A cautious person can take risks to have fun, just like a thrill seeker can decide to settle down and have a family. It’s just harder. Kind of like a lefty using their right hand. It may be unfamiliar and most likely uncomfortable but not impossible—I know, I know, ambidextrous people screw up my whole metaphor. Perhaps my editor can think of a better one (if you’re reading this, you’ll know how that went).






WHAT DID WE LEARN?

So, a quick recap:


	Humans from various cultures have been dividing the world into four entities for a long, long time (see figure 1.3).

	In the last 150 years, it’s become vogue to categorize humans into sixteen different types. Personality theory also became quite science-y, with actual tests and things that can be assessed by experts with authority.

	Keirsey was awesome and underappreciated.

	The Power of Personality uses animal types because they’re fun and easy to remember, and it veers away from the letter dichotomy of function types and MBTI because they’re inaccurate and not as precise as the “science” would have us believe.

	Individuals can be defined by what they value most, as best observed through the priorities they choose naturally.

	I use a lot of metaphors, some of which don’t always work perfectly.
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Figure 1.3 The World in Fours











CHAPTER TWO

THE FOUR PACKS


WE’RE ALL PLAY-DOH (NOT THAT PLATO)

Now comes the CYA (as in cover your ass) portion of the book. At its surface, this chapter might seem like one long disclaimer, an elaborate expounding on the imperfect nature of personality typing as a means of excusing all the times I screw the pooch when typing people—all of which is true. But upon closer inspection, I hope you’ll come to understand that, when trying to understand people, it’s the nuances and imperfections, the mistakes and recalculations (especially when assessing ourselves), that make it such a worthwhile process in the first place.


Individual = Personality Type + Life Experience

Remember this equation. Always. Every time you think you know a person’s type, then they go and do something completely unexpected, and you immediately want to retype them. Remember. Personality type and life experience are two separate things. The first is, for the most part, consistent. Whether you’re a Fox, a Spider, or a Humpback Whale, you are going to share a great number of similarities to other Foxes, Spiders, or Humpback Whales. What separates us as individuals is always the life experience we have accrued.

Let’s imagine our personality type as a brightly colored ball of Play-doh and life experience as the sometimes gentle, sometimes brutal hands that mold and shape it. The resulting sculpture is who we are: a manifestation of our individual self. Occasionally, life takes that initial clay and turns it into Michelangelo’s David. Other times, it becomes so twisted and distorted it ends up looking like that Bob’s Big Boy statue of Donald Trump they displayed at CPAC in 2021. But regardless of the result, the initial matter remains the same.

A question I get asked all the time is, Can a person change? It’s a fair question. On its own, it sounds well meaning enough. Growing up, we’re always taught that the best thing about making mistakes is that they’re the impetus for growth. But growth and change are not the same thing. We can grow and mature, and as we do, our behavior changes and evolves, but that first ball of Play-doh, our personality type, cannot change, even if we want it to, at least not in any genuine and true way. Can an individual’s behavior deviate from the expectations of their personality type? Of course. But it’s not healthy. Things come naturally to us for a reason, and to force ourselves to do the opposite, aside from not making a whole lot of intuitive sense, will invariably tie our psyche into knots. What’s worse is that the likely cause for any deviation is usually an outside influence that, while well meaning, is often self-serving.

Case in point: The question of whether a person can change usually comes up in one specific scenario. Someone wants to know if their romantic partner can change to better fit their needs. It’s only natural for someone to want their significant other to be their perfect match—as if such a thing even existed. It’s not uncommon for someone to project their own traits onto their partner to confirm the solidarity of their love. But of course, these are illusions, as fantastical as a lucid dream where all desires are met and relationships are animosity-free. There most certainly is conflict between all personalities, and that conflict is generally consistent according to the types involved. The question I always ask is, Can you accept that about your partner? Because if you can’t, then wishfully thinking that he or she is going to change or that they’re actually something they’re not is detrimental to the maturation of both you and your partner.

Nietzsche ([1886] 1998) once wrote that true maturity “consists in having found again the seriousness one had as a child, at play.” It means reconnecting with who we truly are, that initial Play-doh, and letting it guide us toward who we’re meant to be. So to answer the initial question, Can a person change? No. But they can grow. And in the best of scenarios, they grow into better versions of themselves. After all, puppies mature into dogs, not cats.

Which brings me to the reason I bring all this up in the first place: When typing a person, don’t forget to consider their life experiences and how those might affect their behavior. For example, we might expect a Peacock (one of the Hunters) to be naturally gregarious and spontaneous—I know I haven’t gone over the specific types yet, but trust me, they are. But what if the Peacock’s parents were extremely rigid Gatherers, so much so that the stringent restrictions they placed on their Peacock child sapped away any natural charisma? Or let’s say a Beaver (one of the Gatherers) appears nothing like the organized, responsible, stickler for details they’re destined to be because they were raised by immature Hunter parents who, while searching for self-gratification, left the Beaver bereft of good role models. In cases like these, appearances can be deceiving.

That’s why it’s important to remember, a Peacock without charisma is still a Peacock. An irresponsible Beaver is still a Beaver. Even though a person has lacked the requisite life experience to reach the full potential of their personality type, the situation can be easily rectified once they’ve been typed accurately. Put that same Peacock in a scenario away from their strict parents where they’re encouraged to perform, and watch them become a star. Give that same Beaver just a taste of structure, and see the life that they can build—which might include literally building structures. The affinity was always there.






A HIERARCHY OF DESIRES

The first step to typing anyone is to ascertain which of four major groups they belong to—I call them packs, as it seems apropos with animal types. As briefly alluded to in chapter 1, these four roles (Gatherers, Hunters, Shamans, and Smiths) have been prevalent for centuries of human existence. Civilization has always needed people who can


	grow, gather, and store the harvest;

	scout unexplored terrain and hunt for food;

	coalesce individuals around a single, communal identity; and

	create new tools and improve old ones.



Each role has been essential to the evolution of our society, and like evolution, it can be theorized that a particular pack’s percentage in the population is dictated by survival, or, more specifically, how many from each pack society needs to evolve. It makes sense that a larger number of Gatherers and Hunters would be needed. And while Hunters appear in smaller numbers than Gatherers (I don’t know this from personal experience, but I’m assuming that hunting wildebeests with wooden spears comes with a less-than-stellar survival rate), they’re still far more plentiful than Shamans and Smiths. In a rural hamlet, it takes several villagers to sow the fields but only one to sense when it’s about to rain and many to join the hunt but only one to create the weapons.

As societies have evolved, so have the four packs. Whereas Gatherers in the past might have concentrated solely on agrarian needs, their present-day requirements, though similarly logistics focused, have expanded to such tasks as coordinating supply chains and supervising complex organizations. Hunters may have given up their spears but for no less risky occupations like firefighting, deep-sea fishing, and financial speculation. Shamans still heal the sick and tend to their flock, generally in counseling or advocacy roles, and Smiths still look to the future to innovate the tools at our disposal like they always have (though I highly doubt any Iron Age blacksmith foresaw the advent of the cloud). So, the present shows itself to be very much like the past and, in all likelihood, the future, but the question remains: How do we know which pack someone belongs to?

In the film The Silence of the Lambs, the incarcerated serial killer Dr. Hannibal “The Cannibal” Lecter counsels an ambitious FBI agent in training, Clarice Starling, as she attempts to apprehend a mysterious killer who has been murdering and skinning young women:


HANNIBAL: First principles, Clarice, simplicity. Read Marcus Aurelius, “of each particular thing ask, ‘What is it in itself? What is its nature?’” What does he do, this man you seek?

CLARICE: He kills women.

HANNIBAL: No! That is incidental. What is the first and principal thing he does? What needs does he serve by killing? (Demme, 1991)



Determining an individual’s pack follows the exact same principle: simplicity. We must strip away a person’s actions and delve deep into their core intent. We must ask ourselves, “What desire does this person seek to satisfy?”

There are four core desires: security, excitement, self-identity, and information. Now, regarding matters of desire and instinct, we can go back into the annals of psychology and find disagreements between the likes of Freud, Maslow, Skinner, and so on, and from a purely observational perspective, it’s easy to see that human wants are varied and plentiful (fast cars, a house with a pool, a yoga studio in walking distance of a Trader Joe’s). However, their essence can be boiled down to these four principal desires, as they dictate to all the others. As cinema’s most famous, liver- and fava-bean-eating, chianti-drinking serial killer would attest, that is our nature.


Four Packs


	Gatherers = Security: The need for safety benefits all who fall under the blanket of their protection and care.

	Hunters = Excitement: The need for speed fuels their ability to engage in risky but often necessary behavior.

	Shamans = Self-Identity: The need to connect with themselves extends to the rest of humanity’s global village.

	Smiths = Information: The need for data enables them to further stretch the boundaries of innovation.



This is the point in the conversation when everyone and their mother barges in to tell me, “All these things are important!” Yes, this is true. Desiring one does not preclude us from desiring any of the others. What it comes down to is, when push comes to shove, which one does a person choose first? Of course, the process is not infallible. Many Gatherers, if you ask them, will tell you they value information above all else. In fact, years ago, I used to use the term knowledge instead of information, and people from every pack would find the word too irresistible to pass up. Even information can be tempting for non-Smiths to claim atop their hierarchy. That is why, when typing, the choice needs to be presented as clearly as possible, with no wiggle room for rationalization.

When a Gatherer tells me that they prize information above all else, this is how the conversation usually goes:


ME: Would you risk your life for information?

GATHERER: Risk? What do you mean?

ME: Like, if you were researching the cure for cancer, would you be willing to experiment on yourself to get your answers?

GATHERER: Of course not! That’s insane!



And like that, I have my answer. Notice how the thought of risking their life or security for knowledge had never even occurred to the Gatherer. The idea is so foreign, so unnatural, that it doesn’t even register as a possibility. And I don’t mean to make fun of Gatherers (well, at least not exclusively) because we’re all susceptible to this insularity of values. Our core desires are powerful things, so much so that they can leave us with the subconscious assumption that everyone else prioritizes them just as much as we do. And it’s not to say that a Smith, because they treasure information, would automatically risk their life in pursuit of it—but they would consider it.

I am aware that I’ve been throwing around these terms like you know them intimately, as if I’m already on chapter 2 of this book, and I have yet to describe them in any sort of detail. This is a fact I now rectify. Gatherer, Smith, a menagerie of animals—what do they all mean? We can’t begin to start typing people into distinct personalities until we actually understand the complexities of those personalities first. Figures 2.1 and 2.2 are visual guides.
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Figure 2.1 Pack Percentage




[image: chpt_fig_005.jpg]
Figure 2.2 Animal Type Percentage



Pay careful attention to those approximate population percentages, as they’re extremely vital to comprehending the dynamics between the packs. Conflict between differing types is inevitable, but that conflict takes on a new dimension when one pack (Gatherers) makes up almost half the population, not to mention that the two concrete packs make up around 85 percent of people in the world.




Gatherers

It’s not that Gatherers are the self-ordained sentinels of society as much as they are society. Civilization as we know it would not exist without the consistent, practical, organized strength of Stags, Beavers, Elephants, and Bears.

Past descriptions of the quadrant have not been particularly glamorous (news flash: this one isn’t either), as being told that you have a natural talent for managing goods and services isn’t exactly going to light up anyone’s amygdala on an fMRI. And when told of their prevalence in society (approximately 45–50 percent of the population), some Gatherers choose to identify with other, rarer types, as if scarcity were somehow synonymous with quality. This need to feel special is unfortunate, for it distracts from the very thing that makes Gatherers legitimately special to begin with: the ability to provide order and comfort in a world that seems to be increasingly bent on chaos.

Gatherers are generally unselfish, responsible individuals who hold themselves to high standards of right and wrong. Their desire for security manifests itself in two powerful ways: their dedication to fulfilling proper societal obligations and their wish to provide comfort and support to their loved ones. Just think of the last time you needed help with anything. Which friend or family member did you call? Chances are, you called a Stag, Beaver, Elephant, or Bear.

Another thing that Gatherers have in common is a genuine faith in the idea of the traditional community. This is not a blind faith; Gatherers are quick to point out possible improvements that can be made to their respective organizations. It is more a belief that, as flawed as the current system might be, there is no better way to ensure the continued providence of human-kind than trusting what has already been established, proven, and accepted. Traditions are to be revered, if only out of respect for the fact that they have endured for so long—endurance being a trait that every Gatherer values.

Categorization is a skill that Gatherers are predisposed to, as it gives them a greater sense of certainty, which in turn makes them feel more secure. This, along with their keen understanding of societal norms, helps them do extremely well in school as the stereotypical perfect student and citizen of the month. Gatherers generally love being around people, though they can be choosy about the company they keep and the context in which they interact; they have work buddies, friends in the inner circle, and friends they’d have sex with if asked—remember, they love categories.

There is a trust that Gatherers have with their fellow humans that is fueled by fear and practicality. They view the world as a dangerous place rife with serious peril (war, natural disasters, unemployment, rising temperatures, etc.), so it only makes sense to tackle these problems as a group. There is safety in numbers but only if you trust your teammates. That’s why Gatherers work to create spaces where individuals can
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