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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this descriptive/causal-comparative study was to determine if relationships existed between individual personality types as determined by the Do What You Are (DWYA) on-line personality inventory and gender, ethnicity, area of academic study, entering and exiting grade point averages (GPA), and time to degree completion of undergraduate students at the case study institution. 
Data were collected over a six year period by the institution’s career development center. The student respondents were undergraduates and were self-selected to take the inventory. The sample included 2, 533 undergraduate students surveyed between 2003 and 2007.
Statistical analysis utilized scores on the four continuous dimension scales on the personality inventory and other student demographic variables. Student scores on the DWYA served as the chief independent or predictor variable for all of the outcome variables.
The first and second research questions examined the descriptive information of the majority types in each of the academic areas. The third and fourth questions examined the relationship between personality type and undergraduate grade point averages of the respondents. The fifth question examined the relationship between personality type and the student’s academic status (continuing, dropped, or graduated). The sixth question sought to find a correlation between personality type and the time to degree obtainment.

The four-way factorial ANOVA found one significant main effect interaction between the judging / perceiving dimension scale where judging types had a significantly higher mean GPA than perceiving types. ANOVA also discovered a significant two-way interaction between mean GPA’s of the respondents and the extroversion/introversion scale and the thinking/feeling scale. Introverted thinkers had a higher mean GPA than extroverted thinkers. The Chi square statistic was found to be significant for feeling perceiving (FP) personality types (ENFP, ESFP, INFP, ISFP) and the dropout status. 
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Introduction to the Study


College student retention and graduation are among the most dominant issues facing higher education institutions. Barely half of all four-year college students (51.8%) graduate within five years of their entry into higher education (American College Testing Services [ACT], 2007), and this downward trend has continued to prompt many institutions to explore mechanisms and tools that will help them increase retention and graduation rates. Institutions have implemented a variety of transitional programs to help students become acquainted with their new surroundings, they have structured student success courses designed to teach study and social skills, and institutions have employed a host of early warning signs that might signal when a student is at risk of not continuing (Dougherty, Reid, & Nienhusser, 2006).

Fremont (1998), for example, studied the relationship between personality type and dropout proneness, predicted academic difficulty, educational stress, receptivity to institutional help, and persistence when persistence is measured by the completion of the first two semesters by college freshmen and their registration for the second year, and found direct relationships. Similarly, Stewart (2002) linked personality type to student success in achieving a degree in engineering at Auburn University. 

Many institutions have also begun to explore the personal characteristics of their students, especially those characteristics of students who are successful at completing their degree in a timely manner and with high levels of academic achievement (Korth, 2004). One specific characteristic that has been alluded to is the disposition of the student’s personality, and whether the student’s tendency to be externally or internally focused, among other dispositions, has any relationship to student persistence. The current study was fashioned to explore personality characteristics, as measured by one prominent inventory, to degree selection, completion, and achievement. Although there is a number of personality profiling protocols, the current study made use of the Do What You Are (DWYA) program, an inventory based on the Myers-Briggs type indicator (MBTI) and developed in 1997. The program has been used on many campuses to help identify personality preferences that correlate with specific fields of work and study, and is frequently used in career development centers to help students begin to think about occupational choices and academic majors (Tieger, & Barron-Tieger, 1993). Like the MBTI, the DWYA uses the four dimensions of type developed by Isabel Briggs Myers and is based on the personality theory of Carl Jung.

Knowledge of personality type as it relates to academic persistence and graduation may be useful to higher education professionals for a number reasons and in a number of ways. If students with certain personality preferences find it difficult to persist in certain academic disciplines, then perhaps specifically tailored programming could be developed as an intervention to help students succeed (Miller, 2007a). 

The DWYA program differs from other personality inventories in several important ways. Perhaps most notable is that other programs are based on the belief that the best career decisions result from matching students’ values, skills, and interests with specific jobs. However, all three of these elements can be fluid in college-aged students, and can change often as they mature. The DWYA was designed and based on personality type, the innate way people naturally see the world and make decisions, a set of basic drives and motivations that remain constant throughout a person’s life, and may shift subtly, but do not change radically, thus allowing for a more accurate matching of interests and personality (Miller, 2007b).

Personality Testing

The DWYA profile is built on the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator with four dimensions of type (Extraversion/Introversion, E/I, Sensing/Intuition, S/N, Thinking/Feeling, T/F, and Judging/Perception, J/P) and a resulting 16 combinations or types. This inventory and resulting classifications scheme represents the lifelong work of Isabel Briggs Myers, and was published in 1962 by the Educational Testing Service with Katherine Briggs. The two developed the classification inventory over a 20 year period, and it was not widely utilized or well received until the mid-1970s when the Consulting Psychologists Press assumed responsibility for its publication. Lawrence (1984) noted that the MBTI was especially relevant in bringing Jungian’s theory of type into practical application, and that it was very well received by the scientific and popular communities. 

Jessup (2002) wrote that by definition, an individual tends to prefer one pole for each of the four dimensions to the other pole, and the intent is to sort individuals into types, rather than to measure traits. Jung and Myers believed that type did not change, although the self-report of it might change, as individuals focus on developing different mental processes at various stages in life. Preferences are viewed as inborn, but one's environment at any point throughout life can change, supporting or negating one's preference. 

In 1997 the Do What You Are inventory was developed based on the MBTI classification, correlating specific personality tendencies that do not change over time, with occupational and discipline related observations. These observations correlated personality characteristics with the characteristics of individuals in specific fields and occupations, therefore allowing for students at any age level to more accurately note and consider personality in regard to occupation. The instrument has become a common element in many college career development centers, but has not been linked to academic performance or used to begin to predict college success, and these are the issues that are central to the current study. 
Purpose of the Study 


The purpose for conducting the study was to describe personality types as predictors of collegiate success at one mid-western research university. Using a case study institution, Oklahoma State University, data were collected over a six year period by the institution’s career development center. The center housed DWYA data that were extracted for students who met certain criteria and drew additional data from the institution’s office of institutional research, including time to degree completion, academic grade point average, and selected demographic variables. 


Personality type referred to a system for understanding human behavior. It is based upon the belief that there are 16 distinctly different personality types, and every person has one type that most accurately describes him or her (Miller, 2007b). Research has revealed that extraverts find it more appealing to work actively with objects or other people. Introverts are more intrigued by work that involves ideas and in which much of their activity takes place inside their heads. Although everyone lives partly in the extravert’s world of people and things and partly in the introvert’s world of concepts and ideas, most people are consciously more at home in one of those worlds and do their best work in the preferred environments (Alig, 1994).


The model of personality type is non-judgmental. There are no better or worse, healthier or sicker types. Each type has its own inherent strengths and potential weaknesses. Personality Type does not predict intelligence; rather it identifies important natural pre-dispositions and tendencies (Miller, 2007b). Practical outcomes of the study include a better understanding of the types of students that persist with their coursework and/or graduate from Oklahoma State University. Such knowledge is useful for the development and improvement of new or current student affairs programming.

Research Questions

1. What were the majority of personality types of college students at one case study university in the mid-west as measured and reported by the Do What You Are personality inventory?  

2. What were the personality types, as measured by the Do What You Are personality inventory based on academic major area?

3. Did certain personality types, as measured by the Do What You Are personality inventory, have higher grade point averages than other personality types?

4. What were the entering and exiting grade point averages of college students by personality type as measured by the Do What You Are personality inventory?

5.  What personality types persisted and/or graduated from the university and what types dropped out or exited the university prior to graduation?
6. To what extent was there a correlation between personality type, as measured by the Do What You Are personality inventory, and time to degree obtainment?

Definition of Terms


The following terms were defined to give the reader an understanding of the variables employed in the study.

Extraversion: describes how someone lives in the world outside around themselves; these individuals focus their attention and energy on the world outside of themselves. They seek other people and enjoy frequent interaction, whether one-on-one or in groups. They are constantly and naturally pulled to the outer world of people and things (Tieger, & Barron-Tieger, 1995).

Defectors: students that took the DWYA assessment who are no longer enrolled in classes and who did not graduate from Oklahoma State University. At other universities these students might be called ‘stop-outs’ or ‘drop-outs.’
Dimensions: the aspects of human personality are called dimensions because each one can be placed as a continuum between opposite extremes (Tieger, & Barron-Tieger, 1995). 
Figure 1

Personality Dimensions

_______________________________________________________________________
(E) Extraversion-----------------I---------------------Introversion (I)

(S) Sensing-----------------------I------------------------iNtuition (N)

(T) Thinking----------------------I--------------------------Feeling (F)

(J) Judging------------------------I----------------------Perceiving (P)

_______________________________________________________________________
  Tieger, P. D. & Barron-Tieger, B., 1995
Feeling: is a term for a process of appreciation, making judgments in terms of a system of subjective, personal values. Feeling types (F) use thinking and feeling but prefer to reach judgments through feeling (Lawrence, 1984).

Function: describes two of the bipolar scales of the Myers Briggs 
Type Indicator (MBTI) and the DWYA. One scale relates to perception and information gathering (sensing and intuition); the other scale pertains to the subsequent judging process of coming to conclusion (thinking and feeling). Knowledge of the four functions, a small part of the results provided by the assessment, yields several applications in integrating type with organizational change (Jessup, 2002).

Graduates: students that took the DWYA assessment prior to graduation from a degree program who persisted and received an undergraduate degree from Oklahoma State University.

Introversion: describes how someone lives in the world inside themselves. Introverts focus their attention and energy on the world inside of themselves and enjoy spending time alone and feel that this type of time spent is a necessity to their mental well-being. Introverts try to understand the world before they experience it, which means they spend significant time in mental, thoughtful processing (Tieger, & Barron-Tieger, 1995).

Intuition: is the term used for perception of meanings, relationships and possibilities by way of insight. Intuitive types (N) are sensing and intuition, but prefer and therefore develop intuition. With good type development, intuition provides insight into complexity, an ability to see abstract, symbolic and theoretical relationships, and a capacity to see future possibilities, often creative ones (Lawrence, 1984).

Judgment: people who prefer to use their Judging process in the outer world tend to live in a planned, orderly way, wanting to regulate and control life. They make decisions, come to closure, and move on. Their lifestyle is structured and organized, and they like to have things settled. Sticking to a plan and schedule is very important to them, and they enjoy their ability to get things done (Myers, 1993).
Perception: people who prefer to use their Perceiving process in the outer world tend to live in a flexible, spontaneous way, seeking to experience and understand life, rather than control it. Plans and decisions feel confining to them; they prefer to stay open to experience and last-minute options. They enjoy and trust their resourcefulness and ability to adapt to the demands of a situation (Myers, 1993).

Persisters: students who took the DWYA assessment and who are currently enrolled in an undergraduate degree program beyond the semester the assessment was taken at Oklahoma State University.

Personality: is typically defined as the sum total of an individual’s beliefs, perceptions, emotions, and attitudes and may be related to behavior aspects of an individual as well (Isaacson, & Brown, 2000).

Personality Type: Four letter designations that describe preferences on each pole of the four indices of the MBTI (and the DWYA): (E) Extraversion or (I) Introversion, (S) Sensing or (N) Intuition, (T) Thinking or (F) Feeling, and (J) Judging or (P) Perceiving. The four indices yield 16 possible combinations called personality types (e.g., ESTJ, INFP) (Myers, 1993).

Preferences: an individual’s personality falls onto one side of the midpoint or the other on each of the four personality scales developed and reported in the MBTI. The opposite ends of the scales are called preferences (Tieger, & Barron-Tieger, 1995).
Sensing: is the term that is used for perception of the observable by way of the senses. Sensing types (S) are attracted to careers and settings where skillful application of well-learned knowledge is more important than developing new solutions; where working with tangibles is more important than using theory and insight; and where dealing with the immediate situation and using conventional wisdom is more important than making bold new breakthroughs (Lawrence, 1984).

Thinking: is a term used to define a logical decision-making process, aimed at an impersonal finding. Thinking types (T) use both thinking and feeling but prefer to use thinking for making judgments (Lawrence, 1984).
Limitations


The study accepted the following limitations:

1. The study was conducted at one, mid-western case study university. Study findings might be very different at other institutions and at different types of institutions, such as regional, non-research focused universities, community colleges, and private liberal arts colleges.

2. The study made use of the Do What You Are personality inventory. There are a variety of personality assessment inventories that are related to occupational preferences, and their use might have produced different results.

3. The study was limited to data collected in the early- and mid-2000s. Students of this collegiate generation might have had unique characteristics, particularly in the mid-west, that are not found at other points of time or in other geographic locations.

4. The data were collected as part of the Career Services Center at the case study institution. The voluntary participation might have resulted in certain types of students making use of the Career Center or voluntarily using the Do What You Are inventory.

5. The study was limited to the academic majors at the case study institution. Other institutions might have broader representations of academic interests, or more limited or focused interests, and study results should be generalized with caution at these institutions. 
Assumptions

The study accepted the following assumptions:

1.
That personality types can accurately be assessed and reported based on the taxonomy developed and reported in the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator.

2. That college students can accurately have a sense of self that allows them to be thoughtful and reflective in completing a self-report inventory on personality assessment.

3. That the Do What You Are inventory is accurately correlated with the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator.

4. That personality type and occupational sense of awareness can be correlated, reported, and linked to retention and academic performance.
Significance of the Study

Research revealed that there are no studies that look at the impact of personality type on academic success for students who defect or drop out of college, persist or graduate from college. There is a need for a study using personality preferences as indicated in the Do What You Are program to determine the relationship with persistence or graduation of students so as to alert interveners early in the students’ academic career in order to exert a positive influence on student’s persistence in college.


Practically speaking, students need to be made aware not only that work is important in their lives but also that ideally it should add fulfillment and meaning (in addition to salary, security, prestige, and status) to their lives. If students search for career fulfillment by seeking work that matches well with their own personality characteristics, then perhaps they will make better career choices (Antony, 1998). Awareness of personality preferences also serves to strengthen instructional procedures by assisting teachers in their knowledge of their students’ individual differences and can help the practitioner find a rationale for predicting some, but certainly not all, important behaviors (Alig, 1994).

Study findings will be of particular interest to college administrators in all areas, especially student affairs and enrollment management, as they seek creative and effective ways to keep students enrolled in college. Further, study findings hold tremendous relevance to those working in career planning and service programs who want to help students find the best-fit academic majors and career choices possible. This subsequently has relevance to those who are concerned with collegiate experience satisfaction.
CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

College student retention is an increasingly important consideration for those concerned with higher education and larger social issues. The ability to correlate variables, such as the alignment of academic major with the personality preferences of those working in those disciplines is an important consideration and the topic of the current study. The current chapter was designed to describe existing literature related to the broad areas of personality. Terms including the following were used to identify relevant literature using a variety of data bases made available through the University of Arkansas and Oklahoma State Universities libraries: personality, personality type, personality traits, psychological tests, the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, personality measures, career assessment, educational evaluation, academic performance, learning preferences, educational psychology, counseling, occupational psychology, academic guidance counseling, adult education, adult development, continuing education, school administration, vocational guidance, advancement, graduation, and higher education. 

For the purpose of clarity, the current chapter was divided into to primary sections, the first of which focused on the issue of personality theory and its related constructs. The second section focused on the interrelationship between personality and academic success and progress, including occupational choice, race, and persistence. The chapter was concluded with a chapter summary.

Overview of Personality Theory

The Swiss physician-psychologist Carl Gustav Jung developed one of the most comprehensive current theories to explain human personality. Where other observers saw people’s behavior as random, Jung saw patterns. What he called “psychological types” (Lawrence, 1984, p. 7) were patterns in the way people preferred to perceive and make judgments (Lawrence, 1984). Jung, an eclectic psychoanalyst and disciple of Sigmund Freund, realized that behavior that seemed unpredictable could be anticipated if the underlying mental functions and attitudes of an individual were understood (Tieger, & Barron-Tieger, 1995). 

Jung’s conceptions about human nature described individuals in terms of types. He developed his typology to find “some kind of order among the chaotic multiplicity of points of view” (Jessup, 2002, p. 502). He strongly believed that choices were determined by the individual’s preferences, and he explored the orientations of extraversion and introversion and the mental functions of thinking, feeling, intuition, and sensing. Attitudes were similarly explored in terms of judging and perception (Alig, 1994).
In Jung’s theory, all conscious mental activity could be classified into four mental process, two perception processes, sensing and intuition, and two judgment processes, thinking and feeling (Lawrence, 1984). This theory held that learning and finding things out were polarized around sensing and intuition, and opposite ways of deciding were stratified by thinking and feeling (Myers, & McCaulley, 1985). This means that data, information, and material that come into an individual’s consciousness, moment by moment, comes either through the senses or through intuition. To remain in consciousness, perceptions must be used, and they sorted, weighed, analyzed, and evaluated by the judgment processes, thinking and feeling (Lawrence, 2000). 

To understand Jung’s theory, it is essential to appreciate the uses of the terms perception and judgment (Peterson, & Gonzalez, 2005). Those with a disposition to judge  (relying on a judging process , whether thinking or feeling), live in a planned decided, orderly way, wanting to regulate life and control it. Those who perceive (relying on a perceptive process, through sensing or intuition) live in a flexible, spontaneous way, wanting to understand life and adapt to it (Lawrence, 2000). Perception includes the many ways of becoming aware of things, people, events, or ideas, and includes information gathering, the seeking of sensation or of inspiration, and the selection of the stimulus to be attended to. Judgment includes all the ways of coming to conclusions about what has been perceived, and it includes decision-making, evaluation, choice, and the selections of the response after perceiving the stimulus (Peterson, & Gonzalez, 2005). The core idea is that when a mind is active, it is involved in one of two mental activities: taking in information, e.g., perceiving; or organizing that information and coming to conclusions, e.g., judging. Jung observed that there are two opposite ways to perceive, which he called sensing and intuition, and two opposite ways to judge that he termed thinking and feeling (Myers, 1993).

These four essential processes are used daily in both the external world and the internal world. Jung called the external world of people, things, and experience extraversion and the internal world of inner processes and reflections introversion. These four basic processes used in both the external and internal world provided eight ways of using the mind (Myers, 1993).

In the early 20th century Katharine Briggs undertook the development of a typology instrument that furthered Jung’s theoretical formulation of psychological types. This work originated because of her desire to understand the young man that her only daughter, Isabel, had brought home from college who was unlike anyone in her family. During the 1940s, Brigg’s work was continued by her daughter, largely because Isabel desired to make sense of the conflict of the Second World War. Isabel desired a means for people to understand rather than destroy one another (Jessup, 2002).
As Jung conducted his work, Briggs, who had been intrigued with similarities and differences between human personalities, began to develop her own system for classifying or typing people. In 1921, Jung’s theory of personality was published as Psychological Types. When Briggs read the English translation published in 1923, she realized that Jung had already identified what she had been looking for, so she adopted his model and began a serious study of his work. She interested her daughter Isabel in her pursuit (Tieger, & Barron-Tieger, 1995), and the most popular instrument for the measurement of Jungian personality was developed by mother and daughter, Myers and Briggs (Arnau, Thompson, & Rosen, 1999). 

Isabel Briggs Myers believed that many problems might be addressed more successfully if approached in the light of Jung’s psychology types. She maintained that much seemingly chance variation in human behavior is the logical result of a few basic and observable distinctions in mental functions. These dissimilarities concern preferences, specifically the way a person perceives and makes judgments (Alig, 1994). 
As someone uses preferences in each of these areas they tend to develop behaviors and attitudes characteristic of other people with those preferences. There is not right or wrong to these preferences, as they simply produce different kinds of people, interested in different things, drawn to different fields (Myers, 1993). Type preferences are not traits, or even clusters of traits. They are preferred ways of being in the world, different mind-sets, different ways of experiencing life’s daily events and processing experiences (Lawrence, 2000). People with different preferences tend to be opposite in many ways, and each type has its own inherent strengths, as well as likely disadvantages (Myers, 1993).
Structural Model of Personality Assessment

The MBTI differs from typical trait approaches to personality that measure variation or strength of traits along a continuum. The MBTI test focuses instead on sorting respondents into one or the other of the four theoretical bipolar categories, and where measurement of the strength of preferences is subordinate to sorting into true type categories (Jessup, 2002). The ‘Type’ system of personality assessment has been based on four basic aspects of human personality: how someone interacts with the world and where energy is directed; the kind of information naturally noticed (taking in information); how decisions are made (making decisions); and whether one prefers to live in a more structured way  or in a more spontaneous way (how we prefer to interact). Aspects of human personality are called ‘dimensions’ because each one can be pictured as a continuum between opposite extremes (Tieger, & Barron-Tieger, 1995). 
Figure 2

Four Mental Processes for Personality Dimensions

_______________________________________________________________________

How energy is directed
(E) Extraversion------------------I---------------------Introversion (I)

How information is processed
(S) Sensing------------------------I------------------------iNtuition (N)

How decisions are made
(T) Thinking----------------------I--------------------------Feeling (F)

How one interacts with the world

(J) Judging------------------------I----------------------Perceiving (P)

_______________________________________________________________________
Tieger, P. D. & Barron-Tieger, B., 1995

According to Jung, each human has a preference or preferred way of acting and reacting in one of the four mental processes (Sensing, Intuition, Thinking, or Feeling) and in one attitude (Extroversion or Introversion). These natural preferences make up the primary description of type. Jung believed that people are born with a disposition for one type over another, but that environmental factors are still important as they can foster (or dissuade) type development (Lawrence, 1984). 

Orientations labeled Extraversion and Introversion (E and I) are found in individuals who are located on a scale between the breadth-of-knowledge approach with quick action and more depth-of-knowledge, or reflective action. Persons preferring the extraverted attitude give weight to events in the world around them. Those of an introverted attitude seek engagement with their inner world and give weight to concepts and ideas to understand events (Alig, 1994). Extrovert’s interest turns mostly outward to the world of action, people and things. Introvert’s interest turns more often to the inner world of ideas and private things. Everyone turns outward to act and inward to reflect; all individuals must do both, but, some are more comfortable doing one or the other (Lawrence, 1984).

The Jungian idea of information gathering by individuals is shown in the Do What You Are (DWYA) scale as Sensing and Intuition (S and N). Some people find it more comfortable to view events in a practical, concrete manner, finding interest in what is real, immediate, practical, and observable by the senses, known as the Sensing type. Others prefer to view occurrences by complex interactions, theoretical implications, or new possibilities, known as Intuitive types. When using intuitive perception, persons are interested in future possibilities and implicit meanings (Alig, 1994). Sensors give more attention to facts that come from personal experiences, and sensing people can more easily observe details. Intuitive (N) types, conversely, can more observe broad categories and inter-relationships, and give the most attention to not immediately observable when looking at the face-value of facts (Lawrence, 1984).
The two styles of decision making or judgment are called Thinking and Feeling (T and F). Individuals range from drawing conclusions or making judgments objectively to weighing human, subjective factors, and making judgments with personal conviction based on their value. People, who prefer to use thinking judgment, rationally decide through a process of logical analysis. Those who prefer to use feeling judgment rationally decide by weighing such values as warmth, understanding, or desire for harmony. They are often known as ‘people persons’ (Alig, 1994). Thinking types make decisions by examining data and staying impersonal. Feeling types make decisions by paying attention to personal values and feelings (Lawrence, 1984).

The fourth basic scale of attitudes is known as Judging and Perceptive (J and P). Judging attitudes are displayed by people who prefer to collect only enough data to make a decision before setting on a direct path. People who prefer the judging orientation enjoy moving quickly toward decisions and enjoy organizing, planning, and structuring. Typically, these individuals stay on that path, while others, those with perceptive attitudes, tend to adapt better to changing situations. Individuals holding perceptive attitudes are alert to developments which may require a change of strategy, or even a change of goals. These persons tend to be curious and open to changes, preferring to keep options open in case something better comes along (Alig, 1994). Judging types show others their thinking or feeling judgment more easily than they show their sensing and intuitive perception. The opposite is true for Perceiving types; they show their sensing or intuition rather than judgment in dealing with the world outside themselves.

The MBTI provides a vehicle for identifying and measuring eight mental or psychological preferences for living or performing certain tasks, as outlined by Hirsh and Kummerrow (1992)

There are two ways a person can be energized. Extroversion is the preference that relates to drawing energy from outside oneself in the external world or peers, activities, and things. Introversion is the preference that relates to drawing energy from one’s inner world of ideas, emotions, and impressions.

The two preferences for attending are Sensing and intuition. Sensing relates to the preference for paying attention to information that is perceived directly through the five senses and for focusing on what actually exists. Intuition refers to the preferences for paying attention to information that is taken in through a “sixth sense” and for noticing what might or could be, rather than what actually exists. The deciding preferences are Thinking and Feeling. Thinking is the preference that relates to organizing and structuring information to decide in a logical and objective way. Feeling is related to the preference for organizing and structuring information to decide in a personal, value-oriented way. Judgment and perception are the two preferences that relate to how one likes to live one’s life. Judgment is the preference that relates to living a planned and organized life. Perception refers to the preference for living in a more spontaneous and flexible way. (pp. 5-6)

According to the structure of the MBTI, everyone’s personality falls onto one side of the midpoint or the other in each of the four scales. The opposite ends of the scales are called preferences. If an individual scores closer to the extraverted side, then they are said to have a preference for Extraversion. If one scores closer to the introverted side, the preference is for introversion (Tieger, & Barron-Tieger, 1995). 
Jessup (2002) wrote 

that one of the four functions is dominant within an individual profile, revealing the individual’s favored process; the dominant function leads and the second preferred function (known as the auxiliary) helps out. Individuals enjoy using their dominant function, becoming experienced and developed in its use. Because of the polarity inherent in each dichotomy and the need for balance, the “helping” auxiliary is always formed in the dichotomy that the dominant is not in. For example, if the dominant process is a judging one (i.e. T or F), the auxiliary will be perceptive (i.e. S or N), as either sensing or intuition can supply sound material for judgment. If the dominant process is perceiving, the judging functions of thinking or feeling “give continuity of aim”. Consequently, the dominant and auxiliary functions allow perception and judgment to complement one another. Although Jung specified the role of the auxiliary, he showed the dominant and auxiliary processes only, with a sharp emphasis on extroverted and introverted forms, and he provided eight descriptions of theoretically pure types. Myers clarified that the dominant and auxiliary processes are used differently by introverts and extroverts, with the dominant function being used in the preferred world (for extroverts the preferred world is the outer, for introverts the preferred world is the inner). For extroverts, their dominant process is visible to the outside world; for introverts their dominant process is saved for the inner world. Accordingly, introverts are more likely underestimated in casual contact situations as they are exhibiting primarily their auxiliary function. Myers split each of Jung’s eight types into two, which yielded 16 types: instead of Jung’s introverted thinker, she proposed an introverted thinker with sensing and an introverted thinker with feeling. The auxiliary function provides the necessary balance enabling the individual to adapt to both inner and outer worlds. The two remaining functions are referred to as tertiary and inferior functions. (pp. 505-506)
Identifying Weaknesses in Personality Type

Jessup (2002) also wrote that Jung used the term shadow as an archetype that covered more than the inferior function, although he directly addressed the inferior function as the “Achilles’ heel of even the most heroic consciousness” (p. 506). The inferior function is the least used and trusted of the functions; it is largely unconscious, and is triggered by fatigue, illness, stress, and alcohol or mind-altering drugs. Each type has a different experience of stress: often stress is associated with lack of balance related to the overuse of the dominant preference (for example a dominant intuitive type so engrossed with possibilities to the detriment of handling their physical needs associated with their inferior sensing function). Because it is not developed, when the inferior function appears, it is typically immature or childish, and is reported to appear in important transitional periods in life, such as graduation or changes in marital status (Myers, & Myers, 1980).
The inferior function is attached to an individual’s less preferred attitude; i.e. for introverts, the inferior function is extroverted and vice versa. The inferior function is sometimes referred to as a blind spot for an individual, as the individual is unconscious of being under its influence. When this inferior function is coupled with the activation of the less preferred attitude, and individual can encounter any number of challenges, particularly impaired or irrational decision-making (Quenk, 1996). Being aware of the dominant and inferior mental process is especially important when working with students or employees whose types are different (Lawrence, 2000). Although the experience of being primarily influenced by the inferior function can be uncomfortable, it aids the psyche in achieving self-regulation; Jung saw it as a link to unconscious knowledge providing transformative capability (Quenk, 1996). Because the inferior function stays almost hidden from consciousness, it is hard to understand (Lawrence, 2000). People do not typically understand their personal or others’ inferior function episodes, and the alarm associated with the strangeness can force reexamination of the self in an attempt to return to equilibrium. The influence of inferior function episode can range from minutes to weeks, but when it has run its course, a process of self-regulation utilizes the other functions in attempting to achieve balance (Quenk, 1993). By acknowledging personal innate weak points, a person can avoid the types of circumstances or the kind of work that regularly places them at the mercy of their lesser functions (Tieger, & Barron-Tieger, 1995). As individuals mature and learn from such powerful experiences, they are more likely in daily life to strive for balance in all functions (Quenk, 1993).
Kennedy and Kennedy (2004) wrote

Knowledge obtained from MBTI research provides a type of empowerment in that individuals can (a) achieve insight into their sources of energy, information gathering, decision making, and personal lifestyle or orientation; (b) strengthen interpersonal relationships based on an objective view of individuals’ underlying rationales for their reactions to highly charged emotional issues; (c) gain opportunity to consider different ways of meeting objectives; and (d) find encouragement toward more constructive and complementary uses of their preferences and differences. (p. 39)

Type theory helps people discover what best motivates and energizes them as individuals, and this in turn empowers them to seek these elements in the work they choose to do and in the relationships they seek to have (Tieger, & Barron-Tieger, 1995). In terms of distribution of type preferences in the US population, research has indicated that in adults, introverts slightly outnumber extraverts. About 68% of the population prefers sensing; about 58% prefers thinking; and 58% prefers judging. However, the T-F continuum is influenced by gender, with about 68% of men preferring thinking and 61% of women preferring feeling (Opt, & Loffredo, 2000).

Many things go into the makeup of a personality, including genetics, family life, life circumstances outside the family, society’s expectations and requirements, and learned traits; psychological type is just one aspect of personality (Lawrence, 2000). Each four-letter type represents a unique and positive personality style. As a person cannot use both poles of a pair at the same time (such as turning outward in Extraversion and turning inward in Introversion), an assessment such as the MBTI scale can suggests which pole is naturally preferred (Grutter, & Kummerow, 2003).

Having a preference does not mean that one uses the preferred pole exclusively. In healthy functioning, one has access to all eight poles and can consciously choose to override a natural preference, should the situation require it. For example, writing may require the use of introversion to focus inward and put ideas on paper. Extraverts have to suspend their natural desire to talk things through with others when they are writing; thus they are using Introversion even when it is not their preference (Grutter, & Kummerow, 2003). Jung, along with Myers, viewed type development as a life-long process. During youth, dominant and auxiliary processes are developed naturally. As individuals mature, they may begin to explore and develop lesser preferred processes (Opt, & Loffredo, 2000).

The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator and related measures have brought Jung’s typology to a high level of practical application. Each of the measures has its own idiosyncratic characteristics, and Jungian measures have proven to be popular in a variety of counseling situations (Arnau, Thompson, & Rosen, 1999). Personality research is not an exact science, but the theories do attempt to explain a myriad of complex behaviors that occur within a variety of equally complex situations (Schurr, & Ruble, 1986).
Personality Type and Career Choice

Jessup (2002) found that individuals typically self-select occupations that correspond with their psychological types. Type was not found to have a relationship with competence or capability in a chosen career path, but, it was found to be useful in examining career interest tendencies (Jessup, 2002). Tieger and Barron-Tieger (1995) argued that individuals should correlate their personality dispositions with work expectations, basically suggesting that individuals operate from a position of strength while at work, thus allowing them to rely on their skills and preferences that are most natural, and subsequently can lead to the greatest success. 
College students and administrators have a need to understand that type preferences can have an effect on career choice and learning. Type should not be used to exclude career choices, but rather, can provide a non-threatening language for exploring how individuals differ from others in their chosen fields (Kennedy, & Kennedy, 2004).

Although it is generally considered inappropriate and unethical to use personality assessment results for hiring or for promotion, type theory does have job design implications. Individuals with increased awareness of preferences may choose to restructure schedules, tasks, methods of communication, and work interactions in meaningful ways. For example, if an introverted individual has an upcoming speech before a large audience, the individual knows in advance the energy this will take and can plan accordingly (Jessup, 2002).
Many personality tests have been used for career counseling purposes, attempting to help individuals align their personality with types of tasks and expectations of different careers and career types. MBTI career research has covered a variety of areas, including questions about personality type in choice of careers, choice of specialties, career satisfaction, and career success (McCaulley, & Martin, 1995). An understanding of personality type can provide confidence for an individual in making career choices, and can help to identify the areas in which an individual might have a tendency to do better. Finding a proper level of calibration between an individual’s ability and preferences and occupational challenges can also reduce the guilt an individual might feel at not being able to do everything in life equally well (Kennedy, & Kennedy, 2004). The advantages to knowing ones natural strengths include allowing individuals to seek situations that allow personality to be used to its fullest advantage (Tieger, & Barron-Tieger, 1995) and opening the possibility of finding constructive values instead of conflicts in the differences that might be encountered with someone with different preferences (Kennedy, & Kennedy, 2004).

Jung and the MBTI made reference to the first half of an individual’s life as specializing in the dominant and auxiliary functions, referred to at different times in the career development literature as identity formation, exploration, commitment, career entry and progression, and identifying career congruence (Grutter, & Kummerow, 2003). In this developmental stage, an individual’s greatest strengths are reflected in their dominant and auxiliary functions (Tieger, & Barron-Tieger, 1995). In the second half of life, individual’s tend to generalize Jung beyond the core functions to the other side of their type, incorporating tertiary and least preferred functions for career refinement and career/life enrichment (Grutter, & Kummerow, 2003). 

Personality Type and Academic Success

Tinto (2006) found that student retention is one of the most widely studied areas in higher education, but substantial gains in student retention have been limited. Though some institutions have been able to make substantial improvements in the rate at which their students graduate, many have not. Indeed, the national rate of student persistence and graduation has shown little change over the past decade. Persistence during the fist year and the first semester in particular have been found to be important to scholars and practitioners as approximately three-fourths of all dropouts leave at some time during the first year (Tinto, 1988). Elkins, Braxton, and James (2000) wrote that a student’s sense of congruence with the social system of a college or university may be dependent upon the successful passage through the stages of separation, transition, and incorporation. Holland noted that congruence is supposed to reflect the degree to which an individual’s personal qualities match environmental demands (Osipow, & Fitzgerald, 1996).

Jung argued that two basic differences exist among humans in how they prefer to use their minds and how their core personality develops (Opt, & Loffredo, 2003). Strengths and weaknesses in people, as shown by type theory, come in patterns. By analyzing students in terms of type concepts, an individual can gain insights into personal strengths and weaknesses and get clues for planning ways to help students develop (Lawrence, 1984). 

Holland (1973) found that individuals choose careers because their personality characteristics are similar to those displayed by individuals working in that career area. Those who leave a field usually have a different personality from that which is typically displayed in that field. Brown (1970) studied the personality type of changers (those who changed majors) versus persisters (those who stayed in their initially identified major) in the collegiate majors in the sciences and humanities using the omnibus personality inventory. The measurements were taken at the beginning and at the end of the school year. The differences between the sciences and the humanities were consistent with previous studies, as no significant differences were identified between changers and persisters, however, there were significant differences identified between majors. 

Studies of college students consistently support the self-selection proposition; results have shown that choice of major is generally congruent with personality type (Pike, 2006a). Congruence is one of the principle dependent outcomes associated with Holland’s theory. Congruence is supposed to reflect the degree to which an individual’s personal qualities match the environmental demands of the occupational area chosen. This has been assessed by comparing scores on the Holland Self-Directed Search inventory to personality assessment scores (Osipow, & Fitzgerald, 1996). Occupations have been correlated to personality types based on how satisfied people of a certain personality type would be doing a particular job. Miller (2007b), however, noted that career counselors should use extreme caution and use a variety of data to help college students find occupational areas that match their personality.
Although, Jung and Myers both assumed an inborn predisposition for the pathways of personality type, career and occupational development have not always been found to be tightly correlated. Families and cultures can support the development of a personality type or discourage it, and can offer conflicting pressures about type and occupation or lifestyle choices. Jung studied this notion of falsification of type, which in extreme cases was found to lead to neurosis or exhaustion (McCaulley, & Martin, 1995). 

Academic Grade Point Average (GPA) and Student Persistence

College student retention is an important variable in determining higher education accountability and for working for the welfare of college students. Tinto (2006) wrote that it is one thing to understand why students leave; it is another to know what institutions can do to help students stay and succeed. The rising costs of education, as well as the high costs of program administration mean retaining students can be a matter of economic survival. Attrition costs vary across campuses and the longer a student stays at a particular college, the more significant the costs associated with losing the student become (Mayo, Helms, & Codjoe, 2004). Although a large number of students enroll in higher education immediately following their high school graduation and live on campus, increasingly college students do not fit this traditional stereotype (Niles, & Harris-Bowlsbey, 2005). 
Data have indicated that retention rates of all U.S. colleges for first and second-year students is so poor that the US Department of Education is studying ways to use federal money to reward successful retention programs. As concerns escalate over student retention, attention is being focused on methods of increasing retention among the college student population and frequently on what factors will influence successful retention, including the use of pre-college programs (Mayo, Helms, & Codjoe, 2004). 

Retention has become an organizational activity designed to facilitate the dependency-binding of students with the larger student collective (Waggoner, & Goldman, 2005). Institutions have designed a broad spectrum of programs and strategies to keep students enrolled in college, ranging from peer mentoring, early-warning detection monitoring for drop-out, faculty and staff mentoring, orientation and student success classes, and even long-term required study and involvement programs. This relationship management approach to student retention in higher education lifts the focus from key decision points to longer term relationships (Rowley, 2003).
There are two dominant areas of exploration that are emerging in the existing literature related to persistence and personality types, including the effects of classroom practice upon student learning, and persistence and the impact of institutional investment in faculty and staff development programs (Tinto, 2006). Holt, Denny, Capps, and De Vore (2005) wrote that curriculum and instructional strategy integration may be beneficial if teachers learn more about their students at the beginning of the school year. If teachers can obtain reliable assessments of student learning preferences early in the year, they may be able to better develop instructional methods that best meet the varied characteristics of the students in their class.
Higher education institutions are not alone in worrying about retaining their students, also referred to as their customer base (Rowley, 2003). McCaulley and Martin (1995) wrote that the MBTI can be helpful in advising students about the tasks of passing the courses needed for their fields of study. The value of understanding a student’s learning style is first to develop natural approaches to learning and then to develop the capacity to learn in ways that may require more attention and effort. Learning how to learn in different ways has the potential to assist students to be life long learners who are capable of learning in various settings and situations. And if students can be successful by learning in ways that are not natural to them, then they are more likely to undertake the challenge of moving toward Jung’s concept of completion (McClanaghan, 2000).

Research has suggested that knowing one’s preferred learning style enhances a student’s ability to achieve academic success. The knowledge that there are different styles for achieving success is unusual for many students (McClanaghan, 2000). The three components of Holland’s theory give rise to three propositions about college students and their academic majors: students actively select academic majors that are compatible with their personality types; academic majors differentially reinforce and reward student abilities and interests; and students are more likely to flourish in environments that are congruent with their personality types (Pike, 2006b).

Some studies have indicated that academically successful students have fewer strong learning style preferences than do low achievers (McClanaghan, 2000), and that student success has been affected by the degree to which a student engages in the college experience (Mayo, Helms, & Codjoe, 2004). Engaging in the process of learning how to learn must include awareness of how self-learning styles and how material is processed. Instructors, then, can enhance a students’ awareness by calling their attention to different ways to approach a given subject (McClanaghan, 2000). A significant challenge, then, is to assist students in perfecting their natural learning style while providing the incentive to develop less dominant styles they will need in the workforce and other areas of their lives.
Race and Academic Persistence

The increase in cultural diversity over the past decade is partially the result of immigration from non-European countries, resulting from the Immigration Act of 1965 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, Economics and Statistics Administration, 1991). According to the Population Reference Bureau (1999), the number of school-age immigrant children in America has risen to between 2.5 and 2.9 million, with the largest numbers of immigrants coming from Mexico, Asia, Central and South America, and the Caribbean (Lunenburg, 2000). 
Tinto (2006) wrote that much of the research on students of color is in fact research on low-income students. Given that low-income students are disproportionately academically under prepared, there is a need to connect the research on developmental education, inappropriately referred by some as remedial education, to that on the retention of low-income students. In particular, more information is needed on the critical linkage between institutional actions to enhance the education of academically under-prepared low-income student to that of their persistence and subsequent program completion. Students who are members of racial/ethnic minority groups receive less support for college attendance (Elkins, Braxton & James, 2000).
Freeman (1999) reported that the expectations of African American students often influenced their decisions to attend college and the selection of academic disciplines. Other studies have found that when expectations are not met, students change academic majors and may even elect to leave an institution altogether.

Academic performance also impacts the occupational achievement of multi-cultural populations. Research on cognitive development and learning shows that across all subject areas (reading, writing, math, science, and social studies), White students perform substantially better than both African-American and Hispanic students, and Hispanic perform slightly better than African-American students (Peterson, & Gonzalez, 2005). 

Considerable research has examined the ways in which race variables influence the process and outcome of career development. Sometimes known as the special groups’ literature, this body of research consists mainly of studies comparing the vocational outcomes of racial groups (generally Blacks and Whites) and consistently demonstrates marked differences between the two in educational attainment and occupational distribution. Although most studies have compared Black and White samples, a considerable body of data now exists documenting the vocational outcomes of other groups (Hispanic, Asian Americans, Native Americans). With the exception of Asian Americans, each of these groups demonstrates considerably poorer educational and vocational out-comes than Whites, and the occupational distribution of the groups are dramatically different by both field and level (Osipow, & Fitzgerald, 1996).

Xavier University of Louisiana is a historically black university that has had success in producing students who gain entry into health professional schools at a greater rate than the national average for black students. Xavier’s comprehensive program design deals with the affective entry behavior, cognitive entry behavior, and the college curriculum and instruction. Their success has been attributed to addressing issue on several fronts: pre-college preparation through a series of science-related summer programs for students from eighth grade through high school graduation;   college instruction consisting of extensive modification of general biology, general chemistry, organic chemistry, non-calculus physics, and pre-calculus / calculus courses to provide assistance for the under prepared;  research by mathematics and science faculty devoted to finding better ways to promote a student’s ability to master scientific concepts and problem solving; and special advising system designed specifically for the program the students are pursuing (Loftin, 1993). Successful schools also look at the achievement and comfort of their students of color (Laurel, 2002).
Social class, or socioeconomic status (SES), has been acknowledged as a powerful determinant of vocational behavior. The relationship between occupation and social class is so strong that the former is generally considered to be the single best indicator of the latter. Although studies of occupational attainment and mobility are generally the domain of occupational sociologists, the correlation of SES with important psychological variables such as ability, values, and aspirations is generally acknowledged, although the meaning and causal direction of such relationships are hotly debated (Osipow, & Fitzgerald, 1996).


Student integration into the college experience is a frequent retention study topic. Academic and social integration were found to be the major factors affecting student retention with financial factors playing a lesser role. Student integration is a crucial factor in student retention, along with external commitments, emotional commitments to the university, and quality of teaching. Student attribute variables have been studied so as to their ability to predict retention. These include personality and concerns over adjustment and what to expect (Mayo, Helms & Codjoe, 2004).


Mayo, Helms, and Codjoe (2004) wrote that students who withdrew from college had more adjustment difficulties, less development of creative potential, an inability to cope well with exams, poor study habits, and were more involved in social relationships and their personal enhancement. These individuals also had more financial difficulty and expected greater than realized academic performance.

Gender and Academic Persistence

Female career development is currently the most active area of study in vocational psychology. Traditional theories of choice and adjustment have been criticized as andocentric and ignoring the realities of women’s lives; more recently, new theories have been proposed that are either based explicitly on women’s experiences or that are designed to be applicable to both sexes (Osipow, & Fitzgerald, 1996).

Academic performance cannot be artificially separated from future occupational considerations for adolescents, especially for young women. Research in cognitive development and learning shows that as early as the first grade females perform better than males on reading comprehension and writing tests; by adolescence, males perform better on math, science and most social studies tests (Peterson, & Gonzalez, 2005). Role relationships, however, are changing, with men filling many of the roles that women have filled when women enter the work force out of choice and necessity. Just as women must plan for multiple roles, so too must men, even though there is some evidence that men are still planning careers without consideration of their family role (Isaacson, & Brown, 2000).

Personality Assessment and Academic Persistence

The literature on student retention in higher education reflects a relatively narrow focus. Research in this area is defined by a collection of quantitative studies designed to identify and model those variables that predict retention success. While the existence and effectiveness of student affairs programs are included as factors in these models, studies examining the impact of retention activities on the larger organization are virtually non-existent (Waggoner, & Goldman, 2005).

Tuel and Betz (1998) wrote that many researchers are now focusing on the importance of linking career assessment with personality theory; the objective would be to make both increasingly useful in counseling. Recognizing the conceptual appeal of the MBTI to users, researchers have increasingly focused on examining the psychometric qualities of the MBTI, especially when continuous scores are used. Indeed, most research on the MBTI, including reliability and validity data cited in the manual, has used continuous scoring techniques. Examples of exemplary recent research include Cummings’s (1995) study of the assumption of age invariance of the MBTI, Carson, Stalikas, and Bizot’s (1997) research examining the relationships between MBTI scores and aptitudes; and Harvey, Murray, and Stamoulis’s (1995) and Jackson, Parker, and Dipboye’s (1996) factor analyses.
As a group, personality measures have demonstrated excellent stability and validity, as they may be useful in clarifying personal style, even though they have not been found to have predictive validity for career choice. 
Student success is largely affected by the degree to which the student engages in the college experience. Structural features (e.g. disinterested advisors) tend to isolate students, promote anonymity and produce poor student outcomes. Colleges with a strong sense of direction (i.e. program completion plans at the point of initial enrollment) or that including high student involvement (i.e. appropriate instructional methods) tend to promote retention. Thus, student-to-faculty and student-to-peer relations are important and the quality of effort a student expends in interactions with peers and faculty is an important determinant in student outcomes and is supported by the retention literature. If a student is unable to create a strong student peers group, frequent student-faculty contact was found to counter feelings of isolation (Mayo, Helms, & Codjoe, 2004).
Chapter Summary


Because personality type theory focuses heavily on the Jungian concepts of perceiving (taking in information) and judging (making decisions) much research has concentrated on trying to determine possible links between personality type and academic achievement (Stewart, 2002). Lawrence (2000) suggested that motivation is the key element that makes the difference in student success or failure and that motivation is highly related to type. Knowledge of temperament theory has value to both the educator and the student. Temperament theory focuses on core needs and natural skills of an individual (Fairhurst, 1990). The chapter included a comprehensive discussion of the evolution of the study of personality type and the role personality type identification can have on academic achievement and retention.
CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

The purpose for conducting the study was to examine the role of personality type on undergraduate college student success at Oklahoma State University from 2003 to 2007. The student’s personality type was identified by the Internet based personality assessment Do What You Are® (DWYA), which is an optional assessment available to all students. Students were self-selected to take the assessment. The age, gender, first semester Grade Point Average (GPA), and final GPA of graduates were also analyzed. 
Instrument

The Internet based personality assessment Do What You Are (DWYA) was used to assess the personality types of the student participants. Do What You Are® differs from other programs in several important ways. Perhaps most notable is that other programs are based on the belief that the best career decisions result from matching students’ values, skills, and interests with specific jobs. But in reality, all three of these are quite fluid in young people and often change significantly as they grow older. This program is based on personality type, the innate way people naturally see the world and make decisions, a set of basic drives and motivations that remain constant throughout a person’s life (Miller, 2007b).

A type is really more than just a four letter code that describes difference preferences. Each type preference reveals something important about the individual. But no one is “just” an Introvert. A person is an INTJ, an ISFP or one of six other introverted types. In other words, while all Introverts share certain characteristics, it is the other letters in their type, the combination of the letters, which makes Type so rich and its insights so valuable (Miller, 2007b).

The DWYA and MBTI are forced-choice questionnaires. The choices are between equally valuable opposites, not right or wrong or good or bad. Some questions provide choices between key words; other questions provide choices between phrases. Omissions are permitted, because the best estimate of type is between clear preferences, not random guesses (McCaulley, & Martin, 1995).


Learning about their Personality Types provides students with accurate and invaluable insights about themselves and their career-related needs. This enables them to make the most informed, satisfying, and college and career decisions (Miller, 2007b).
The Sample and Population


The subjects for the survey were undergraduate students at Oklahoma State University, Stillwater, Oklahoma. The students are undergraduates and are self-selected to take the survey. The sample includes 2,533 undergraduate students who were surveyed between 2003 and 2007.

Prior to conducting the study, permission was received from Oklahoma State University’s Institutional Review Board (Appendix B). The entire research protocol was also approved by the University of Arkansas’ Institutional Review Board (Appendix A).
Data Collection


A report was generated from the Do What You Are (DWYA) program which identified every student participant by name and Campus Wide Identification (CWID). The report also identified each student’s personality type and the date the assessment was taken by the participant. Initially, the student data were analyzed to determine missing information or incorrectly recorded information. Participants who had incomplete data were eliminated from the study. All data were void of any personal identifiable information. Data collected was analyzed for student participants who persisted at the university with their coursework (continuing) beyond the semester the assessment was taken, those that dropped out or left the university (dropped), and the students who graduated from the university (graduates) beyond the semester the assessment was taken. Data collected included the grade point average (GPA), academic college, academic major, minority status, gender and age of each student participant. All student participants were assigned an unidentifiable number for research purposes. After the data were processed, and all personally identifiable information was removed, it was ready for analysis.

Data Analysis


Statistical analysis utilized scores on the factors of the student rating items, the four continuous scores on the DWYA, gender, age, undergraduate GPA, and minority status.


Student scores on the DWYA served as the chief independent or predictor variable for all of the outcome variables. The authors of the MBTI recommended interpreting each of the four bipolar scales by the dominant pole (Healy, & Woodward, 1998). In the study, the bipolar scores were presented as dichotomous scores (E or I, S or N, T or F, and J or P). The following strategies were developed and implemented to answer the research questions presented in Chapter 1:

1. The relationship between the three status categories (continuing, dropped and graduated) and the four dichotomous DWYA scores was determined by a chi-square test of the contingency coefficient. 
2. The relationship between the GPA, minority status, gender and age of the student and the four dichotomous DWYA scores was determined by a distribution table. 
3. The relationship between the first semester college GPA and the four dichotomous DWYA scores was analyzed using a four-way (2 x 2 x 2 x 2) factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA). A Tukey post-hoc test was performed.

4. The relationship between the final semester college GPA and the four dichotomous DWYA scores was analyzed using a four-way (2 x 2 x 2 x 2) factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA). A Tukey post-hoc test was performed.

5. The distribution of whole four-letter DWYA personality type scores to the three status categories (continuing, dropped and graduated) was determined.

6. The distribution of whole four-letter personality type scores to the four status categories (GPA, minority status, academic college, and gender) was determined.

7. The distribution of whole four-letter personality type scores to the first college semester GPA and the final semester (graduation) GPA was determined.
Chapter Summary
The chapter provided a discussion of the sample, population, data collection, and analysis strategies that were to be used in the current study. Additionally, the nature of the Do What You Are inventory was presented to clarify the inventory as a 

statistical measurement.

CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

Results presented in the chapter were arranged in five sections to follow the research questions of the study. Data presented described the personality types and preferences of the Do What You Are (DWYA) inventory participants. The first two sections present descriptive data that answer the first two research questions:

1. What were the majority personality types of college students at one case study university in the mid-west as measured and reported by the Do What You Are personality inventory?

2. What were the personality types, as measured by the Do What You Are personality inventory based on academic major area?

The second section the chapter provided answers to the third and fourth questions of the study and presented the relationship between personality type and undergraduate grade point averages of the participants. A four-way factorial ANOVA statistic was used to analyze data and a Tukey post-hoc test was also implemented. This section addressed the following research questions:

3. Did certain personality types, as measured by the Do What You Are personality inventory, have higher grade point averages than other personality types?

4. What were the entering and exiting grade point averages of college students by personality type as measured by the Do What You Are personality inventory?

The third section presented the findings regarding the relationship between personality type of the student respondent and one of three categories regarding academic status (continuing, dropped, or graduated). A Chi square (
[image: image1.wmf]2
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) was used to analyze the following research question:

5. What personality types persisted and/or graduated from the university and what personality types dropped out or exited the university prior to graduation?

The fourth section of the chapter presented the findings of the last research question which identified the relationship between personality type of the participants and the amount of time it took them to graduate and complete their course of study at the university. The Eta (η) correlation ratio was used to answer the final research question:

6. To what extent was there a correlation between personality type, as measured by the Do What You Are personality inventory, and time to degree obtainment?

Descriptive Data

The population studied began with 2,333 undergraduate students who voluntarily participated to take the Do What You Are personality on-line assessment from 2003 to 2007. Of these students, 688 were deleted because of incomplete information or were never enrolled at the case study institution. The age range of the student participants was from 19 to 46 with both the oldest and the youngest participants of the female gender. Data collected on each student participant included the following: personality type as assessed by the DWYA, gender, birthdates, ethnicity, date of first term of enrollment, grade point average after completion of the first term, grade point average at graduation (if graduated), current status (graduated, dropped or continuing coursework), last term of enrollment if dropped, current classification if continuing, college or area of study, degree sought, and academic major.

The first set of analyses dealt with the personality types of students who took the assessment between 2003 and 2007. Of the 1,654 individuals, ISTJ (introverted sensing thinking judging) represented the largest overall personality type assessed with 191 students or 11.6 % of the respondents and ENTJ (extroverted intuitive thinking judging) represented the overall lowest number of personality type of the respondents with 38 students or 2.3 %.

Throughout the statistical computations, student totals may vary from the total of 1,645 due to other missing data.

Table 1

Frequency and Percentage Table of DWYA Respondents
________________________________________________________________________
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	
	ENFJ
	73
	4.4%
	4.4%
	     4.4%

	 
	ENFP
	145
	8.8
	8.8
	13.3

	 
	ENTJ
	38
	2.3
	2.3
	15.6

	 
	ENTP
	44
	2.7
	2.7
	18.2

	 
	ESFJ
	126
	7.7
	7.7
	25.9

	 
	ESFP
	102
	6.2
	6.2
	32.1

	 
	ESTJ
	169
	10.3
	10.3
	42.4

	 
	ESTP
	61
	3.7
	3.7
	46.1

	 
	INFJ
	60
	3.6
	3.6
	49.7

	 
	INFP
	116
	7.1
	7.1
	56.8

	 
	INTJ
	44
	2.7
	2.7
	59.5

	 
	INTP
	80
	4.9
	4.9
	64.3

	 
	ISFJ
	188
	11.4
	11.4
	75.7

	 
	ISFP
	109
	6.6
	6.6
	82.4

	 
	ISTJ
	191
	11.6
	11.6
	94.0

	 
	ISTP
	99
	6.0
	6.0
	                  100.0

	 
	Total
	1645
	100.0
	100.0
	 


________________________________________________________________________
Personality Type and Gender


A total of 1,035 females or 62.9 % and 610 males or 37.0 % took the DWYA assessment. The ISTJ (introverted sensing thinking judging) personality type represented the largest number of males with 91 students or 14.9 %. The ISFJ (introverted sensing feeling judging) personality type represented the largest number of females with 136 students or 13.1 %. The ENTJ (extroverted intuitive thinking judging) personality type represented the lowest number of females with 18 students or 1.7 % taking the assessment. The ENFJ (extroverted intuitive feeling judging) personality type represented the lowest number of males taking the assessment with 11 students or 1.8 %. 

Table 2

Numbers and Percentages of Personality Types by Gender

_____________________________________________________________________
	
	Female
	Male
	

	Personality Type
	n
	%
	n
	%
	Total
	%

	ENFJ


	62
	  6.0%
	11
	  1.8%
	73
	  4.4%

	ENFP


	101
	9.8
	44
	7.2
	145
	8.8

	ENTJ


	18
	1.7
	20
	3.3
	38
	2.3

	ENTP


	21
	2.0
	23
	3.8
	44
	2.7

	ESFJ


	106
	 10.2
	20
	3.3
	126
	7.6

	ESFP


	66
	6.4
	36
	5.9
	102
	6.2

	ESTJ


	96
	9.3
	73
	 12.0
	169
	        10.3

	ESTP


	26
	2.5
	35
	5.7
	61
	3.7

	INFJ


	47
	4.5
	13
	2.1
	60
	3.6

	INFP


	77
	7.4
	39
	6.4
	116
	7.0

	INTJ


	26
	2.5
	18
	3.0
	44
	2.7

	INTP


	41
	4.0
	39
	6.4
	80
	4.8

	ISFJ


	136
	  13.1
	52
	8.5
	188
	         11.4

	ISFP


	78
	7.5
	31
	5.1
	109
	6.2

	ISTJ


	100
	9.4
	91
	 14.9
	191
	        11.6

	ISTP


	34
	3.3
	65
	10.7
	99
	6.0

	Total
	1035
	 62.9
	610
	  37.0
	1645
	       100.0


_____________________________________________________________________
Personality Type and Ethnicity


The case study university collected data on diverse groups enrolled at the institution. The individuals who responded to the DWYA inventory represented the following ethnic groups: American Indian/Alaskan Native, Asian or Pacific Islander, Black, not of Hispanic origin, Hispanic Americans, Nonresident Alien or International, and Multi-Racial. The largest ethnic groups who took the DWYA inventory were American Indian/Alaskan Native with 170 respondents or 50.1 %. The second largest ethnic group who took the assessment were Black, not of Hispanic origin with 81 respondents reporting or 23.9 %. Asian or Pacific Islander ethnicity was third with 22 respondents or 6.5 %. Fourth were Hispanic Americans with 40 respondents or 11.8 %. The Nonresident Alien or International students who had 25 respondents or 7.4 % were fifth. The lowest respondent group was the Multi-racial student group with one respondent or .3 %.


The personality type representing the largest group of students across all ethnic groups was the ISTJ (introverted sensing thinking judging) type with 53 respondents or 15.6 %. The personality type representing the smallest group of students across all ethnic groups was tied with 8 respondents or 2.4 % in both the ENTP (extroverted intuitive thinking perceiving) type and the ENTJ (extroverted intuitive thinking judging) type. The largest percentage ethnic group type found were Nonresident Alien or International with 8 students or 32.0 % in the ISFJ (introverted sensing feeling judging) personality type.

Table 3 

Numbers and Percentages Table of Respondent Ethnicity

________________________________________________________________________
	
	Asian or Pacific Islander
	Black
	Hispan Amer
	Amer Indian
	Multiracial
	Nonres Alien or
Intl
	Totals

	 Type
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%

	ENFJ


	0
	0%
	4
	4.9%
	1
	2.5%
	4
	2.4%
	0
	0%
	1
	4.0%
	10
	2.9%

	ENFP


	2
	9.1
	5
	6.2
	4
	10.0
	8
	4.7
	0
	0
	0
	0
	19
	5.6

	ENTJ


	1
	4.5
	2
	2.5
	1
	2.5
	4
	2.4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	8
	2.4

	ENTP


	0
	0
	2
	2.5
	1
	2.5
	5
	2.9
	0
	0
	0
	0
	8
	2.4

	ESFJ


	3
	13.6
	4
	4.9
	2
	5.0
	11
	6.5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	20
	5.9

	ESFP


	3
	13.6
	9
	11.1
	3
	7.5
	11
	6.5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	26
	7.7

	ESTJ


	3
	13.6
	4
	4.9
	3
	7.5
	24
	14.1
	0
	0
	1
	4.0
	35
	10.3

	ESTP


	0
	0
	2
	2.5
	0
	0
	8
	4.7
	0
	0
	1
	4.0
	11
	3.2

	INFJ


	0
	0
	3
	3.7
	2
	5.0
	6
	3.5
	0
	0
	1
	4.0
	12
	3.5

	INFP


	1
	4.5
	6
	7.4
	1
	2.5
	19
	11.2
	0
	0
	1
	4.0
	28
	8.3

	INTJ


	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	7
	4.1
	0
	0
	2
	8.0
	9
	2.7

	INTP


	0
	0
	6
	7.4
	6
	15.0
	10
	5.9
	0
	0
	0
	0
	22
	6.5

	ISFJ


	3
	13.6
	5
	6.2
	5
	12.5
	12
	7.1
	1
	100
	8
	32.0
	34
	10.0

	ISFP


	1
	4.5
	8
	9.9
	3
	7.5
	10
	5.9
	0
	0
	1
	4.0
	23
	6.8

	ISTJ


	3
	13.6
	15
	18.5
	5
	12.5
	23
	13.5
	0
	0
	7
	28.0
	53
	15.6

	ISTP


	2
	9.1
	6
	7.4
	3
	7.5
	8
	4.7
	0
	0
	2
	8.0
	21
	6.2

	Total
	22
	6.5
	81
	23.9
	40
	11.8
	170
	50.1
	1
	.3
	25
	7.4
	339
	100


________________________________________________________________________
Individual Personality Types of Undergraduate Students


All students were enrolled full-time in one of six colleges or areas of study at the case study institution. The six colleges included: Agriculture, Arts & Sciences, Business, Education, Human Environmental Sciences, and Engineering. There were 114 part-time students who took the assessment that were not assigned to a college and therefore were not included in the individual college count. 


The College of Business had the largest number of student participants with 352 respondents or 21.4 %. Arts and Sciences had the largest number of enrolled students at the case study institution. The College of Engineering reported the lowest number of student participants with 74 or 4.3 %.


Within the College of Agriculture, the highest personality type reported was ESTJ (extroverted sensing thinking judging) with 14 students or 11.1 %, and there were zero INTJ (introverted intuitive thinking judging) personality types reporting in the college of Agriculture. 

The personality types of students assessed in the College of Arts & Sciences were more evenly distributed with 37 INFP (introverted intuitive feeling perceiving) personality types reporting or 10.5 %. The lowest personality type in the College of Arts & Sciences reported was ENTJ (extroverted intuitive thinking judging) with 6 students or 1.7 %. 

Within the College of Business, the highest personality type reported was ISTJ (introverted sensing thinking judging) with 75 students reported and the lowest personality type reported was ENTP with 12 students or 2.4 % reported. 

The ENFP (extroverted intuitive feeling perceiving) personality type was the highest type reporting for College of Education participants and there were no INTJ (introverted intuitive thinking judging) types reported in the college.

Within the College of Engineering the ISTJ (introverted sensing thinking judging) personality type was the largest group reporting with 20 students or 27 % of the participants and there were no ENTP (extroverted intuitive thinking perceiving) personality types.

The largest group of personality type reporting in the College of Human Environmental Sciences was ESFJ (extroverted sensing feeling judging) types with 46 participants or 14.4 %. The lowest group reporting was ENTP (extroverted intuitive thinking perceiving) personality type with 6 participants or 1.9 %.
Table 4

Numbers and Percentages of Personality Types by Area of Study or Academic College

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
	
	Agriculture
	Arts and Sciences
	Business
	Education
	Engineering
	Human Environmental Sciences
	
	

	Personality Type
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	Total


	%

	ENFJ


	6
	 4.8%
	16
	  4.5%
	23
	  4.5%
	9
	 4.6%
	1
	 1.4%
	17
	  5.3%
	73
	 4.4%

	ENFP


	11
	8.7
	36
	10.2
	38
	7.5
	25
	12.8
	2
	2.7
	25
	7.8
	145
	8.8

	ENTJ


	3
	2.4
	6
	1.7
	14
	2.8
	5
	2.6
	1
	1.4
	8
	2.5
	38
	2.3

	ENTP


	3
	2.4
	18
	5.1
	12
	2.4
	2
	1.0
	0
	0
	6
	1.9
	44
	2.7

	ESFJ


	9
	7.1
	15
	4.3
	31
	6.1
	18
	9.2
	3
	4.1
	46
	  14.4
	126
	7.6

	ESFP


	4
	3.2
	21
	6.0
	21
	4.1
	17
	8.7
	2
	2.7
	29
	9.1
	102
	6.2

	ESTJ


	14
	11.1
	25
	7.1
	64
	12.6
	21
	10.7
	9
	12.2
	29
	9.1
	169
	10.3

	ESTP


	6
	4.8
	9
	2.6
	17
	3.3
	12
	6.1
	2
	2.7
	9
	2.8
	61
	3.7

	INFJ


	8
	6.3
	14
	4.0
	15
	3.0
	4
	2.0
	2
	2.7
	15
	4.7
	60
	3.6

	INFP


	9
	7.1
	37
	10.5
	25
	4.9
	9
	4.6
	3
	4.1
	24
	7.5
	116
	7.0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Table 4 (continued)


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Agriculture
	Arts and Sciences
	Business
	Education
	Engineering
	Human Environmental Sciences
	Total
	%

	INTJ


	0
	0%
	11
	  3.1%
	19
	  3.7%
	0
	0%
	3
	  4.1%
	9
	  2.8%
	44
	 2.7%

	INTP


	2
	1.6
	32
	9.1
	25
	4.9
	3
	1.5
	9
	12.2
	8
	2.5
	80
	4.9

	ISFJ


	17
	13.5
	34
	9.7
	66
	13.0
	19
	9.7
	4
	5.4
	44
	13.8
	188
	11.4

	ISFP


	10
	7.9
	20
	5.7
	28
	5.5
	23
	11.7
	3
	4.1
	22
	6.9
	109
	6.3

	ISTJ


	14
	 11.1
	35
	9.9
	75
	14.8
	18
	9.2
	20
	27
	21
	6.6
	191
	 11.6

	ISTP


	10
	7.9
	23
	6.5
	35
	6.9
	11
	5.6
	10
	13.5
	8
	2.5
	99
	6.0

	Total
	126


	7.7
	352
	21.3
	508
	30.9
	196
	11.9
	74
	4.3
	320
	19.5
	1645
	 99.5


__________________________________________________________________________________________________
Personality Type by Academic Classification When Assessed


The classification of the DWYA inventory participants at the time they took the inventory at the case study institution resulted in a total of 1,632 respondents or 99.5 %. Freshman students accounted for 436 respondents or 26.7 %. Sophomore students accounted for 306 respondents or 16.8 %, students classified as juniors represented 476 respondents or 29.2 %, and seniors accounted for 414 respondents or 25.4 %. 


The personality type with the largest number of freshman students continuing their education was ESTJ (extroverted sensing thinking judging) with 50 student participants or 11.5 %. The lowest number of student personality types reported for freshmen was INTJ (introverted intuitive thinking judging) with only nine student participants or 2.1 % of continuing freshman.


The ISFJ (introverted sensing feeling judging) personality type accounted for the largest number of sophomore students with 36 continuing students or 11.8 %. The lowest reported personality type for sophomore students was INTJ (introverted intuitive thinking judging) with five student participants or 1.6 %.


The largest number of continuing junior students reported that ISTJ (introverted sensing thinking judging) was the dominant personality type with 65 students or 13.7 %. The ENTP (extroverted intuitive thinking perceiving) personality type was the lowest type found with seven participants or 1.5 %.


The ISTJ (introverted sensing thinking judging) personality type was the largest group of participants for continuing students was 63 or 15.2 %. The lowest number of senior participants was the ENTJ (extroverted intuitive thinking judging) personality type with 9 students or 2.2 %.
Table 5 
Numbers and Percentages of Personality Types by Academic Classification

________________________________________________________________________

	
	Freshman
	Sophomore
	Junior
	Senior
	

	Personality Type
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	Total
	%

	ENFJ


	18
	  4.1%
	15
	  4.9%
	29
	  5.9%
	11
	2.7%
	73
	  4.5%

	ENFP


	41
	9.4
	34
	11.1
	40
	8.4
	30
	7.2
	145
	8.9

	ENTJ


	10
	2.3
	8
	2.6
	10
	2.1
	9
	2.2
	37
	2.3

	ENTP


	14
	3.2
	8
	2.6
	7
	1.5
	15
	3.6
	44
	2.7

	ESFJ


	35
	8.0
	32
	10.5
	40
	8.4
	19
	4.6
	126
	7.7

	ESFP


	45
	10.3
	20
	6.5
	24
	5.1
	12
	2.9
	101
	6.2

	ESTJ


	50
	11.5
	33
	10.8
	40
	8.4
	43
	10.4
	166
	10.2

	ESTP


	21
	4.8
	11
	3.6
	15
	3.2
	14
	3.4
	61
	3.7

	INFJ


	12
	2.8
	11
	3.6
	19
	4.0
	17
	4.1
	59
	3.6

	INFP


	37
	8.5
	20
	6.5
	26
	5.5
	31
	7.5
	114
	6.9

	INTJ


	9
	2.1
	5
	1.6
	9
	1.9
	20
	4.8
	43
	2.6

	INTP


	16
	3.7
	8
	2.6
	28
	5.9
	27
	6.5
	79
	4.8

	ISFJ


	47
	10.8
	36
	11.8
	55
	11.6
	48
	11.6
	186
	11.4

	ISFP


	26
	6.0
	21
	6.9
	36
	7.6
	26
	6.3
	109
	6.7

	ISTJ


	36
	8.3
	27
	8.8
	65
	13.7
	63
	15.2
	191
	11.7

	ISTP


	19
	4.4
	17
	5.6
	33
	6.9
	29
	7.0
	98
	6

	Total
	436
	26.7
	306
	16.8
	476
	29.2
	414
	25.4
	1632
	99.5


________________________________________________________________________
Personality Types and Grade Point Averages (GPA)

To determine if one personality type had a significantly higher grade point average (GPA) than other personality types, a 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 (four-way) factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA) was computed. The four-way factorial ANOVA has four independent variables which are completely crossed with each other, where all combinations of the variables yielded 16 cells. This statistic compares the means of student GPA’s among these groups. This study is causal-comparative in design, and prior to the ANOVA a Levine’s Test confirmed homogeneity of the variances (p=.159).

The main effects A = (E/I scale), B = (N/S scale), C = (F/T scale) and D = (J/P scale), were all fixed, between-subjects dimensions, and each dimension had two levels (a=2, b=2, c=2, d=2).
Table 6
Between-Subjects Factors Table

________________________________________________________________________

	MAIN EFFECT                                         TYPE
	N

	A
	                  E
	758

	 
	                  I
	887

	B
	                  N
	600

	 
	                  S
	1045

	C
	                   F
	919

	 
	                  T
	726

	D
	                 J
	889

	 
	                 P
	756


A= Extroverted/Introverted scale; B=Sensing/Intuitive scale; C=Thinking/Feeling scale; D=Judging/Perceiving scale
______________________________________________________________________________________
Personality Type and GPA Significant Effects

The ANOVA design identified one significant main effect in the D dimension (J/P type scale). The mean GPA for the Judging type preference was significantly higher at a mean of 3.079 than the Perceiving type preference mean GPA of 2.836, the among cells effect (corrected model) was also found to be significant.


Table 7

ANOVA Tests of Between Subjects Effects

________________________________________________________________________
     Dependent Variable: Graduation GPA 
	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	          df
	Mean                                                          Square
	                F
	                 p

	Corrected Model
	     37.84
	15
	2.523
	6.681
	.000

	Intercept
	11192.398
	1
	11192.398
	29639.714
	.000

	A
	5.090
	1
	5.090
	13.480
	.000

	B
	.122
	1
	.122
	.323
	.570

	C
	.100
	1
	.100
	.265
	.607

	D
	18.974
	1
	18.974
	50.246
	.000

	A * B
	.240
	1
	.240
	.636
	.425

	A * C
	3.293
	1
	3.293
	8.719
	.003

	A * D
	.001
	1
	.001
	.001
	.969

	B * C
	.403
	1
	.403
	1.067
	.302

	B * D
	.053
	1
	.053
	.141
	.707

	C * D
	.755
	1
	.755
	1.999
	.158

	A * B * C
	.404
	1
	.404
	1.069
	.301

	A * B * D
	.001
	1
	.001
	.002
	.963

	A * C * D
	.729
	1
	.729
	1.931
	.165

	B * C * D
	.025
	1
	.025
	.067
	.795

	A * B * C * D
	.001
	1
	.001
	.002
	.966

	Error
	615.135
	1629
	.378
	 
	 

	Total
	15141.387
	1645
	 
	 
	 

	Corrected Total
	652.976
	1644
	 
	 
	 


 a  R Squared = .058 (Adjusted R Squared = .049)
________________________________________________________________________________________________
The four-way factorial ANOVA design identified no significant four-way or three-way interactions, and only one significant two-way interaction. The significant two-way interaction was between the A and C dimensions (E/I scale and the T/F scale). If an individual was a Feeling type preference, then it did not matter whether the individual was an extrovert or an introvert with respect to GPA. However, if the individual was a thinking type preference then the Introverted mean GPA will be higher than the extroverted mean GPA.

Table 8

A x C Two-way Significant Interaction Table

________________________________________________________________________

	
	
	[C]

	
	
	F
	T

	[A]
	E
	2.936
	2.852

	
	I
	2.961
	3.080


________________________________________________________________________
A Tukey adjustment was used in the post-hoc analysis concerning the A (E/I dimension) by C (T/F dimension) interaction. The contrast of the extroverts and introverts that were feelers was shown not to be significant (p = .940). However, a significant difference did exist between the introverts and extroverts that were thinkers (p < .001).
Figure 3
Two-way Interaction between the E/I dimension and the T/F dimension

________________________________________________________________________
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_______________________________________________________________________
Personality Type and Entering and Exiting GPA

The mean GPA’s of student respondents to the DWYA were determined on a scale range from 0.0 to 4.0 from the first semester the student entered the case study institution to the semester graduated. The sample for these data included 374 graduated respondents.


The highest mean GPA for first semester enrollees was the INTJ (introverted intuitive thinking judging) personality type with a 3.18616. The lowest first semester mean GPA was for the ENFP (extroverted intuitive feeling perceiving) personality type with a 2.66273. The highest exiting or final mean GPA was for the ISTJ (introverted sensing thinking judging) personality type with an overall mean GPA of 3.16202. The lowest exiting GPA was the ENFP (extroverted intuitive feeling perceiving) personality type with an overall mean GPA of 2.73242. 
Of the 16 different personality types, three had a negative difference between their first semester GPA and their GPA at graduation. ENTP (extrovert intuitive thinking perceiving), ESTJ (extroverted sensing thinking judging), and ISFP (introverted sensing feeling perceiving) personality types experienced a drop in their overall GPA from their first semester of enrollment to their final mean GPA upon graduation. The ENTP (extroverted intuitive thinking perceiving) personality types had the largest negative difference with a negative .12373 drop in overall mean GPA.


The type with the largest positive increase in overall mean GPA was the INFJ (introverted intuitive feeling judging) personality types. The student with this type increased their overall mean GPA .14335 points over their academic career.

Table 9

Entering and Exiting Mean GPA

________________________________________________________________________

 Mean GPAs by personality type; n = 374

	Type
	GPA

	
	First
	Final
	Difference*

	ENFJ
	3.01289
	3.09286
	.08442

	ENFP
	2.66273
	2.73242
	.06911

	ENTJ
	2.85518
	2.90532
	.05013

	ENTP
	2.87611
	2.75239
	                                 -.12373

	ESFJ
	3.11784
	3.11785
	.00217

	ESFP
	2.73646
	2.80126
	.06480

	ESTJ
	2.96748
	2.94526
	                                 -.02222

	ESTP
	2.78392
	2.80639
	.02248

	INFJ
	2.91957
	3.06292
	.14335

	INFP
	2.75935
	2.79553
	.03618

	INTJ
	3.18616
	3.24182
	.05566

	INTP
	2.91388
	2.99689
	.08301

	ISFJ
	2.98434
	3.10434
	.11999

	ISFP
	2.91675
	2.88038
	                                 -.03638

	ISTJ
	3.11666
	3.16202
	.04744

	ISTP
	2.87097
	2.91895
	.04798

	Total
	2.92475
	2.96775
	.04341


*Difference = Final – First
________________________________________________________________________
Personality Types and Academic Success


A contingency table with frequency data was used to investigate the relationship between personality type and academic success, and in particular the independence of those two factors. A Chi square (
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) was used to investigate whether distributions of categorical variables differed from one another. The statistic showed whether the percentages of continuing, dropped, or graduated students were the same for each personality type. 

Personality Type and Graduation Status Results


The Chi square (
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c

) was found to be significant (
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, p = .006), the data did not support the idea of independence of the two factors (personality type and status), and the 16 personality types as determined by the DWYA assessment and status (continuing, dropped, or graduated), were dependent. This means that the proportions of status will not be the same for all personality types, and this warranted further investigation into the data.
Further investigation illustrated that all four FP auxiliaries (ENFP, ESFP, INFP, and ISFP) had the total highest dropout percentage across all personality types. The four FP auxiliaries for the dropout status were: ENFP = 24.1 %; ESFP = 27.5 %; INFP = 29.3 %; ISFP = 29.4 %.

Table 10
Chi Square (
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) Table of Significance
________________________________________________________________________
	Type
	
	Status
	Total

	
	
	C
	D
	G
	

	ENFJ
	
	44
	9
	20
	73

	
	
	60.3%
	12.3%
	27.4%
	100.0%

	ENFP
	
	72
	35
	38
	145

	
	
	49.7
	24.1
	26.2
	100.0

	ENTJ
	
	20
	6
	12
	38

	
	
	52.6
	15.8
	31.6
	100.0

	ENTP
	
	19
	10
	15
	44

	
	
	43.2
	22.7
	34.1
	100.0

	ESFJ
	
	75
	19
	32
	126

	
	
	59.5
	15.1
	25.4
	100.0

	ESFP
	
	55
	28
	19
	102

	
	
	53.9
	27.5
	18.6
	100.0

	ESTJ
	
	88
	33
	48
	169

	
	
	52.1
	19.5
	28.4
	100.0

	ESTP
	
	35
	10
	16
	61

	
	
	57.4
	16.4
	26.2
	100.0

	INFJ
	
	26
	13
	21
	60

	
	
	43.3
	21.7
	35.0
	100.0

	INFP
	
	44
	34
	38
	116

	
	
	37.9
	29.3
	32.8
	100.0

	INTJ
	
	20
	5
	19
	44

	
	
	45.5
	11.4
	43.2
	100.0

	INTP
	
	36
	12
	32
	80

	
	
	45.0
	15.0
	40.0
	100.0

	ISFJ
	
	87
	38
	63
	188

	
	
	46.3
	20.2
	33.5
	100.0

	ISFP
	
	46
	32
	31
	109

	
	
	42.2
	29.4
	28.4
	100.0

	ISTJ
	
	95
	28
	68
	191

	
	
	49.7
	14.7
	35.6
	100.0

	ISTP
	
	55
	16
	28
	99

	
	
	55.6
	16.2
	28.3
	100.0

	Total
	
	817
	328
	500
	1645

	
	
	49.7
	19.9
	30.4
	100.0


________________________________________________________________________
 
Testing for the independence of the FP auxiliary classification (FP, non-FP) and academic status (continuing, dropout, and graduated), the chi-square statistic was found to be significant (
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22.934, p < .001).
Table 11
FP Auxiliary and Non-FP Auxiliary Status Table

________________________________________________________________________
Frequency counts (and row percentages) for FP class by academic status

	 
	 
	Status
	Total

	 
	 
	Continuing
	Dropout
	Graduated
	

	FP type

Auxiliary
	Non-FP
	
	600
	199
	374
	1173

	
	
	
	51.2%
	17.0%
	31.9%
	100.0%

	
	FP 
	
	217
	129
	126
	472

	
	
	
	46.0
	27.3
	26.7
	100.0

	Total
	
	817
	328
	500
	1645

	
	
	49.7
	19.9
	30.4
	100.0


________________________________________________________________________

Of the female inventory respondents, the ISFJ (introverted sensing feeling judging) personality type had the highest number of dropouts at 27 and the INFP (introverted intuitive feeling perceiving) type was close with 25 female dropouts and the ENFP (extroverted intuitive feeling perceiving) type was third with 22 dropouts. The personality type with the largest number of male dropouts was the ISTJ (introverted sensing thinking judging) and the ESTJ (extroverted sensing thinking judging) both with 14 dropouts.

Table 12
Personality Type by Academic Status by Gender

_______________________________________________________________________

Frequency counts for personality type by academic status by gender
	Personality Type 
	Gender

	
	Female
	Male

	
	Status

	
	C
	D
	G
	Total
	C
	D
	G
	Total

	ENFJ
	36
	7
	19
	62
	8
	2
	1
	11

	ENFP
	50
	22
	29
	101
	22
	13
	9
	44

	ENTJ
	9
	4
	5
	18
	11
	2
	7
	20

	ENTP
	10
	7
	4
	21
	9
	3
	11
	23

	ESFJ
	65
	14
	27
	106
	10
	5
	5
	20

	ESFP
	37
	16
	13
	66
	18
	12
	6
	36

	ESTJ
	50
	19
	27
	96
	38
	14
	21
	73

	ESTP
	17
	4
	5
	26
	18
	6
	11
	35

	INFJ
	18
	12
	17
	47
	8
	1
	4
	13

	INFP
	34
	21
	22
	77
	10
	13
	16
	39

	INTJ
	13
	3
	10
	26
	7
	2
	9
	18

	INTP
	20
	8
	13
	41
	16
	4
	19
	39

	ISFJ
	64
	27
	45
	136
	23
	11
	18
	52

	ISFP
	31
	25
	22
	78
	15
	7
	9
	31

	ISTJ
	52
	14
	34
	100
	43
	14
	34
	91

	ISTP
	16
	4
	14
	34
	39
	12
	14
	65

	Total
	522
	207
	306
	1035
	295
	121
	194
	610


________________________________________________________________
Personality Type and Time to Graduation

Correlation is a bi-variant measure of association or strength of the relationship between two variables. Before analyzing the data, the number of semesters to degree obtainment was determined. Fall and spring semesters were always counted as one semester between the date of enrollment and the date of graduation. The summer semester was only counted with the same calendar year if the student enrolled or graduated during the summer.

Personality Type and Time to Degree Obtainment

Eta (η), the correlation ratio, is a coefficient of nonlinear association. This statistic is a nominal-by-interval association. In this research, it was the association between the number of semesters to graduate (nsdo), and personality type. Eta (η) is computed as the square root of between-groups sum of squares divided by total sum of squares. Correlation between type and number of semesters to degree obtainment (nsdo) was not significant because of the large amount of non-systemic variance associated with the determination method for the number of semesters to degree obtainment. Η = .207, p = .121. Some DWYA respondents were as many as 20 or more semesters and the error in the computation of the statistic was too large. Η
[image: image8.wmf]2

= .043; only 4.3 % of variance in number of semesters to degree obtainment can be attributed to type.

Table 13
Correlation between Personality Type and Number of Semesters to Degree Obtainment

________________________________________________________________________
	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	          df
	Mean Square
	     F
	     p
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	457.863(a)
	15
	30.524
	1.447
	.121
	.043


________________________________________________________________________

The relationship between type and nsdo is modest η = .207, p = .121 and difficult if not impossible to establish any associations.
Summary of Findings


The purpose of this descriptive / causal-comparative study was to determine if relationships existed between individual personality type as determined by the Do What You Are personality inventory and gender, ethnicity, area of academic study, entering and exiting grade point averages, and time to degree completion of undergraduate students at the case study institution.
The ISTJ (introverted sensing thinking judging) personality type represented the largest type reported by the Do What You Are (DWYA) inventory. The largest ethnic group taking the assessment was American Indian /Alaskan Native. The largest number of students who took the inventory by academic classification was juniors, and the largest area of study for the respondents was business. The INTJ (introverted, intuitive, thinking judging) personality type reported the highest GPA mean of 3.242 / 4.0 of all personality types and the lowest mean GPA upon graduation was the ENFP personality type with a 2.73242 / 4.0. This type also reflected the lowest first semester mean GPA with a 2.66273 / 4.0. All four FP types have the highest combined dropout percentage of all the personality types. The correlation between personality type and number of semesters to degree obtainment was so modest that it was difficult to infer any kind of relationship between the nominal and categorical data.

CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS

As the environment for higher education has moved to increased accountability there has been a heightened focus on the part of institutions to increase the rate at which students persist and graduate (Tinto, 2006). Much research has investigated demographic, age, life stage, ethnicity, and other variables that influence retention (Mayo, Helms, & Codjoe, 2004). Despite this, substantial gains in student retention have been minimal. Hirsh and Kummerow (1992) believed that to perform well at work and school individuals need to use all of the eight preferences in Jung’s personality theory at the appropriate time and when required by a situation. 

The premise of the type model is that only one of the 16 personality types best describe each person. Faculty and administrators working with students could use personality type theory to help identify students who may have dominant processes that do not lend themselves to the academic environment. Psychological assessment, and in particular personality inventories such as the Do What You Are, can help administrators uncover predispositions that might not surface or even be recognized by the respondents themselves prior to taking the inventory (Harmon, Hansen, Borgen, & Hammer, 1985). This, in turn, can lead to program development that encourages and aids in retention.

The current chapter provides a summary of the research, conclusions from the study, and recommendations for research.

Summary of the Study

An objective of the research was to gain insight to the personality types of students at the case study institution and examine the relationship between type and academic success. Woodard, Mallory and Deluca (2001) wrote that universities need to “develop a retention strategy that is specific to their environment,” (p. 69). Identifying student personality types that struggle in coursework and eventually drop out or leave the university prior to graduation may help administrators in future retention efforts. 

Data for the study were collected via the Do What You Are (DWYA) Internet-based personality inventory over a six year period by the Oklahoma State University career center. The center housed DWYA data collected from 2003 to 2007 and were extracted for students who met certain criteria. Additional data were collected from the institution’s office of institutional research, including time to degree completion, academic grade point average, and selected demographic variables.

The six research questions for the study were designed to better understand the personality types of the student population. The first and second questions examined the descriptive information of the majority types in each of the academic major areas of the university. The third and fourth questions examined the relationship between personality type and undergraduate grade point averages of the DWYA respondents. The fifth question examined the relationship between personality type and the student’s academic status (continuing, dropped, or graduated). The sixth question correlated personality type and the time to degree obtainment.

Research question one asked what were the majority personality types of college students at one case study university in the mid-west as measured and reported by the Do What you Are personality inventory. Based on the descriptive data collected by the DWYA assessment and the office of institutional research, the majority type was ISTJ (introverted sensing thinking judging) with 191 inventory respondents or 11.6 % of the population. The majority male type was also ISTJ with 91 respondents or 14.9 %, and the majority female type was ISFJ (introverted sensing feeling judging) with 136 respondents or 13.1 % of the population. Of the 339 ethnic group data sets, the American Indian / Alaskan Native group was the largest and the majority personality type was ESTJ (extroverted sensing thinking judging). 

The second research question asked about the personality types in academic major areas as measured by the DWYA personality inventory. The college of business had the largest number of students participates with 508 respondents or 30.9 % of the population. Junior students were the majority classification reported at the time of assessment with 476 respondents or 29.2 % of the total population. Of the junior class students the largest number of continuing students was the ISTJ (introverted sensing thinking judging) personality type.

Research question three examined whether certain personality types measured by the Do What You Are had higher grade point averages (GPA) than other personality types using a causal-comparative design. The four-way factorial ANOVA using four independent variables were completely crossed with each other. Every combination of the variables levels yielded 16 cells. This statistic compared the means of student GPA’s among these groups. The main effects were the four personality type scales (A = Extrovert/Introvert scale; B = Sensing / Judging scale; C = Thinking / Feeling scale; and D = Judging / Perceiving scale). The ANOVA design found one significant main effect in the D dimension (J / P scale). The mean GPA for the Judging type preference was significantly higher at a mean of 3.079 than the Perceiving type preference mean GPA of 2.836. 

Research question four examined the entering and exiting grade point averages of college students by personality type. The entering GPA was the one earned during the first semester of the student’s enrollment at the case study institution and the exiting GPA was the one earned upon graduation. The four-way factorial ANOVA identified one two-way significant interaction between the A and C dimensions (Extrovert/Introvert scale and the Thinking/Feeling scale). If an individual was a feeling type preference, then it did not matter whether the individual was an extrovert or an introvert with respect to GPA. However, if the individual was a thinking type preference, then the introverted mean GPA was higher than the extroverted mean GPA. 

The fifth research question asked what personality types persisted and/or graduated from the case study institution and which personality types dropped out or left the institution prior to graduation. A Chi square (
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) was used to investigate whether the percentages of continuing, dropped or graduated students were the same for or different for each personality type. All four FP auxiliaries (ENFP, ESFP, INFP, ISFP) had the total highest dropout percentage across all personality types. The four FP auxiliaries for the drop status was: ENFP = 24.1 %; ESFP = 27.5 %; INFP = 29.3 %; ISFP = 29.4 %.

The final research question examined the relationship between personality type and time to degree obtainment. Determining time to degree obtainment was difficult because some students enrolled in the case-study institution then dropped out for a number of years, and then re-enrolled. A formula had to be determined to calculate the number of semesters to graduation. Fall and spring semesters were always counted as one semester between the date of enrollment and the date of graduation. The summer semester was only counted with the same calendar year if the student enrolled or graduated during the summer. The sample used to calculate this statistic dropped from 1, 644 respondents to 374 graduated students. Some DWYA respondents were as many as 20 or more semesters to graduate and the error in the computation of the statistic was large. The Eta (η) correlation ratio of nonlinear association between type and number of semesters to degree obtainment was not significant because of the large amount of non-systemic variance associated with the determination method for the number of semesters to degree obtainment. Η = .207, p = .121. η
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= .043; only 4.3 % of variance in number of semesters to degree obtainment could be attributed to type.
Conclusions 

1. Based on the findings, the overall majority personality type of respondents were sensing judger (SJ) types. Sensing judging types are the most traditional of the four temperaments. They are bound by their sense of duty and always try to do the right thing, which makes them reliable, dependable, and above all else responsible (Tieger, & Barron-Tieger, 1995). The DWYA inventory was a voluntary inventory and it lends to reason that the sensing judgers were drawn to take the assessment in large numbers.

2. Significantly more females took the assessment than males and the majority female personality type was ESFJ (extroverted sensing feeling judging). The majority male personality type was ISTJ (introverted sensing thinking judging).

3. The personality type representing the largest group of students across all ethnic groups was the ISTJ (introverted sensing thinking judging). The largest ethnic groups assessed were the American Indian / Alaskan Native. This finding was not surprising since the case study institution is located in the State of Oklahoma.
4. Junior class students were the largest classification to take the assessment and the majority college was business. Business students typically start taking major related courses at the beginning of the junior year. Many junior students probably start to question their college major and seek help or answers through self exploration.

5. The four-way factorial ANOVA research design identified one main effect in the Judging / Perceiving scale with judging types having a significantly higher GPA than Perceiving types. Hirsh and Kummerow (1992) wrote that judgment and perception were the two preferences that related to how one prefers live one’s life. The judging preference is associated with a cognitive style that favors having a clear structure in a learning situation (Lawrence, 2002). Judgers aimed at completion and getting closure and they had life organized into an orderly plan. The perceiving preference is associated with a cognitive style that favors open exploration without a planned structure. Perceivers study when the surges of impulsive energy come to them and they find novel ways to do routine assignments so as to spark enough interest to do the assignments (Lawrence, 2000). 

6. The four-way factorial ANOVA also identified a significant two-way interaction between mean grade point averages (GPA) of the respondents and the Extroversion / Introversion scale and the Thinking / Feeling scale. Introverted thinkers will had a higher mean GPA than extroverted thinkers, extroverted feelers, and introverted feelers. Tieger and Barron-Tieger (1995) wrote that Introverts think things through inside their heads, they listen more than talk and they are energized by spending time alone. Thinkers make decisions by analyzing and weighing evidence, even if that means coming to unpleasant conclusions. This dominant preference is more conducive to an academic setting where schedules and studying are important to academic success.

7. Some personality types dropped out or exited the university in greater numbers than other personality types. The Chi square (
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) statistic identified significance for feeling perceiving (FP) personality types and the dropout status. All four FP auxiliaries (ENFP, ESFP, INFP, ISFP) had the total highest dropout percentage across all personality types. The four FP auxiliaries for the drop status were: ENFP = 24.1 %; ESFP = 27.5 %; INFP = 29.3 %; ISFP = 29.4 %. Testing for the independence of the FP auxiliary classification (FP, non-FP) and academic status (continuing, dropout, and graduated), the Chi-square (
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) statistic was found to be significant (
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22.934, p < .001).
8. The number of years to degree obtainment could not be correlated with a personality type determined by the Do What You Are personality inventory. Some DWYA respondents were as many as 20 or more semesters and the error in the computation of the statistic was too large. Η
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= .043; only 4.3 % of variance in number of semesters to degree obtainment can be attributed to type.
Recommendations


Future research with the Do What You Are inventory data would be more meaningful if every first-year student at the university were required to take the assessment during orientation courses. Tracking students over their academic career according to personality type could give the university valuable information regarding students who drop out or exit the institution prior to graduation. A larger sample was needed for a correlation ratio to determine the relationship between personality type and time to degree obtainment.

Junior class students were found to be the largest classification of students to take the Do What You Are inventory. The College of Business at the case study institution had the largest number of inventory respondents. Recommendations included adding the DWYA inventory in the business orientation course requirements for all students in the college prior to the junior year or the business major declaration.

ANOVA found judging types had a significantly higher mean GPA than perceiving types. Students with perceiving personality types could be recommended to voluntarily participate in increased study skill instruction within the orientation courses at the case study institution. Because introverted thinking types have significantly higher GPA’s than other types, they could be paired as mentors to other students within the orientation courses.

The Chi square (
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) statistic found a higher percentage of feeling perceiving types dropout or exit the university prior to graduation. These personality types could be targeted by the career center staff for volunteer participation in time management and study skill instruction. Feeling types need approval and personal support more than they need to achieve (Lawrence, 200). Perceptive types dislike schedules and feel constrained by too many deadlines (Hirsh, & Kummerow, 1992). The feeling perceiving student may benefit from learning more about the importance of time management and studying in order to succeed in higher education.


Future researchers should try to determine a better way to calculate time to degree obtainment. Given that the research data only included first semester of enrollment dates, and the date of graduation, the time in-between these two variables was not accounted for by the data collected. This was the variable that created an error in the Eta (η) correlation ratio. 
Chapter Summary


This descriptive causal – comparative study about the relationship between academic success and the 16 personality types assessed by the Do What You Are inventory had several significant findings. First, on the fourth dimension Judging/Perceiving scale the mean GPA for judging type preferences was significantly higher than perceiving type preferences. Second, was a significant interaction between the Extrovert/Introvert scale and the Thinking/Feeling scale and mean GPA of the respondents. Introverted Thinking types had a higher mean GPA than introverted feeling types, extroverted thinking types, and extroverted feeling types. Third, feeling perceiving (FP) types (ENFP, ESFP, INFP, ISFP) had a higher dropout percentage across all personality types at the case study institution.
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