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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to examine whether
personality influences the choice of work environment.
Personality was assessed using the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator® (MBTI®) instrument, and career expectations
of business students were studied in Holland’s work
environment framework. The most frequent types of
Finnish business students were ESTJ (15%), ISTJ
(12%), and ENTJ (13%). The Finnish business students’
data were compared with the data of U.S. MBA
students. In the Finnish sample, E (p < .001), N (p <
.001, and F (p < .001) were overrepresented. The
Enterprising (38%), Social (17%), and Conventional
(14%) work environments were mostly preferred. In
addition to the whole type level (p < .0001), the
Extraversion–Introversion (p < .0001), Sensing–
Intuition (p < .0002), and Thinking–Feeling (p < .0001)
dichotomies of the MBTI tool were statistically related 

to Holland’s work environments. There were no statisti-
cally significant findings between the Judging–
Perceiving dichotomy and work environments.

INTRODUCTION
For decades, theorists and researchers have postulated a
convergence between career interest and personality.
(See Borgen & Harmon, 1996, for a review.) Several
studies have shown that young people want their work
to be interesting (e.g., Grootings, 1989; Hartman, 1987)
and that responsibility, challenge, and upward mobility
are important criteria for graduates (e.g., Arnold &
Davey, 1994; Keenan & Newton, 1985). According to
Tuohinen (1990), young people want their work to be
independent and visible, and they would like to have
the possibility of self-fulfillment.

However, what is interesting for one can be boring
for another. Although the previous results are interest-
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ing, they do not identify explicit career expectations.
Furthermore, in most studies of the career expectations
of students, the main predictor has been gender (e.g.,
Nordgren, 1985), even though personality and career
choice have been closely connected (e.g., Holland,
1985; Myers & McCaulley, 1985; Myers, McCaulley,
Quenk, & Hammer, 1998). In business, there is a 
wide variety of occupations but not many identified
specifically with men or women. Thus, a personality
approach might explain better than gender the possible
differences in career orientation of business students. 

For a review of career theories, see Arthur, Hall,
and Lawrence (1989) and Sonnenfeld and Kotter
(1982). Two theories with particular potential for
predicting career orientation among business students
have been provided by Holland (1973, 1985, 1992)
and by Jung (1921) and further developed by Myers
(e.g., Myers & McCaulley, 1985; Myers et al., 1998).

MBTI AND CAREER ORIENTATION
The preferred combination of perception (Sensing or
Intuition) and judgment (Thinking or Feeling) has
much to do with career choice (Myers et al., 1998).
Naturally, people like the possibility of using their best-
developed processes or functions (Myers, 1979).
Sensing types prefer work situations in which they 
can deal with facts, and Intuitive types prefer work
situations in which they can weigh possibilities. Sensing
types are also attracted to work settings in which prior
knowledge is important, work is tangible, and the work
concerns the immediate situation. Intuitive types are
attracted to work settings in which it is important to
find the pattern in complex systems, to create new
knowledge, to work with theory and imagination, and
to have some intellectual challenge (Lawrence, 1993;
Myers).

The preference on T–F determines the kind of
judgment that is easier and more agreeable to use.
People who prefer Thinking may focus more on dealing
with objects, machinery, principles, or theories than
with matters involving people, what they value, and
how they can be helped or persuaded. People who pre-
fer Feeling are likely to be interested in matters that
involve people and their values. The E–I preference
seems to be most important in terms of finding an
appropriate work setting within a particular occupa-
tion. The J–P preference is more related to working style
than to the tasks themselves (Hammer & Macdaid,
1992; Myers & McCaulley, 1985; Myers et al., 1998).

HOLLAND’S APPROACH
Holland’s (1985) theory views career interests as
expressions of personality and argues that individuals
make career choices that will place them in environ-
ments compatible with their predominant personality
characteristics. Holland asserted that individuals are
more successful when they operate in environments
that are compatible with their personality types because
such environments provide opportunities and rewards
that are more congruent with their needs. (See
Gottfredson & Holland, 1996.) Holland (1992) identi-
fied six personality orientations and six corresponding
work environments—Realistic (R), Investigative (I),
Artistic (A), Social (S), Enterprising (E), and
Conventional (C), hereafter referred to collectively as
RIASEC—that are typically differentiated on the basis
of career interests. Most people can be categorized as
conforming to one of these six orientations. 

The purpose of the present study was to further
current understanding of the relationship between
personality and career orientation. Thus, the main
research question concerned whether personality influ-
ences the choice of work environment. The present
study concentrated entirely on business students. Their
type preferences are reported along with a comparison
between Finnish and U.S. MBA students.

A career orientation is defined in terms of the
preferred self-perceived talents and abilities, motives
and needs, and attitudes and values that people have
(e.g., Schein, 1978). Career expectations means all the
long-range expectations that concern qualities of work;
they represent a subjective career view (e.g., Arthur,
1994). In this study, the career expectations give an idea
of the kind of work and career to which students aspire.
Work environments are defined according to Holland
(1985; SSEEEE TTAABBLLEE 11,, PPAAGGEE 4466).

EARLIER STUDIES
Several career instruments have been correlated with
the MBTI to validate the Indicator (Myers & McCaulley,
1985; Thorne & Gough, 1991). The MBTI research
literature contains a number of studies of the distribu-
tion of types in various occupations. (For more details,
see Hammer & Macdaid, 1992; Macdaid, McCaulley, &
Kainz, 1986; Myers & McCaulley, 1985; Myers et al.,
1998.)

One of the latest studies of the MBTI and career
orientation was provided by Järlström (2000), who
reported the relationship between MBTI dimensions

42



Relationship Between Type Profiles and Desired Work Environments of Business Students in Finland

and Schein’s (1985) career anchors. Mason and Mitroff
(1973) and Killman and Mitroff (1976) concluded that
one function pair, ST, was predominant in management,
whereas NT played a supporting role. In lower-level
managerial positions, the number of Sensing types is
expected to be greater, whereas in top management
Intuitive types are expected to
predominate (e.g., Hurst, Rush, &
White, 1989; Myers et al., 1998).
According to Carskadon (1992) and
Walck (1992), managers tend towards
Thinking (T) with Judging (J), the
preferences for making logical
decisions and for order. According to
Asikainen (1996), Finnish managers
were TJs, especially ESTJs, ISTJs, and
ENTJs. Myers and McCaulley have
characterized these TJs as tough-
minded, executive, analytical, and
instrumental leaders. According to
Bayne (1995), business students’ MBTI types were
predominantly TJ and NT. Myers et al. (1998) have
reported that even more NTJs are attracted to the
graduate program (MBA) than STJs, given their
numbers in the base population. This is partly because
higher education generally attracts more Ns (Walck). 

Most research based on Holland’s (1985) theory is
concerned with students and educational environ-
ments. A large body of research provides strong support
for the ability of Holland’s theory to distinguish among
individuals in various college majors and occupations
(Eberhardt & Muchinsky, 1984; Holland; Osipow,
1983; Tracey & Rounds, 1996). However, only a few
studies have focused on predicting career choices
among business students, including students pursuing
master’s degrees in business (e.g., Martin & Bartol,
1986; McNulty & Borgen, 1988; Nordgren, 1985).

During the past decades, a handful of studies have
explored the correspondence between the MBTI dimen-
sions and Holland’s RIASEC (e.g, Dillon & Weissman,
1987; Hammer, 1996; Hammer & Kummerow, 1996;
Myers & McCaulley, 1985; Myers et al., 1998; Nordvik,
1996). The J–P dichotomy has shown the smallest
correlations with Holland’s profiles (see Dillon &
Weissman; Hammer; Nordvik), whereas S–N and T–F
dichotomies have shown moderate correlations with
Holland’s model (Hammer). Hammer and Macdaid
(1992) suggested that the J–P dichotomy is the one least
likely to reflect an attraction to a particular occupational
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field. Nordvik indicated that work competence is also
related to the E–I dichotomy, contrary to the study of
Lowen (1982). 

The results have indicated a number of significant
relationships between the MBTI and Holland’s model,
the most consistent of which include positive associa-

tions of Sensing–Intuition with
Conventional and Artistic environ-
ments and Thinking–Feeling with
Realistic and Social environments.
These empirical findings support 
the theory, which proposes the
relation between Sensing–Intuition
and Thinking–Feeling with career
choice (Lowen, 1982; Myers et al.,
1998).

On the other hand, the relation
between Extraversion–Introversion
and Judging–Perceiving with the
RIASEC has been one-sided: Positive

associations have been found between Extraversion and
Enterprising and between Judging and Conventional.
The results concerning the relationship between
Introversion and Perceiving with RIASEC have not been
uniform. A hexagonal model of Holland’s work environ-
ments (1985) proposes that opposite environments
have the least similarity. Because Extraversion has
correlated with Enterprising environment, it is expected
that Introversion could be related to the opposite of
Enterprising environment, i.e., Investigative environ-
ment. Nordvik (1996) found empirical support for this
assumption. Correspondingly, the relation between
Judging and Conventional environment presupposes
the relation between Perceiving and Artistic environ-
ment. (See Dillon & Weissman, 1987.) In most of the
cases, the correlations between MBTI scales and
Holland’s profiles have been low or moderate, which
confirms that further studies are needed. 

Because business students were the subject of the
present study, it was expected that the Enterprising
environment would be preferred to the others
regardless of the MBTI dimensions. However, cases in
which some other work environment is preferred to
Enterprising are of particular interest. As earlier studies
have mostly reported the results in terms of the MBTI
dichotomies, this study also does so in order to make
comparison and generalization possible. This study
adds whole type analysis as well and provides a cross-
cultural view of the topic.

”
“The preferred 

combination of 
perception (Sensing 
or Intuition) and 

judgment (Thinking 
and Feeling) has much 

to do with career choice.



Journal of Psychological Type, Volume 64, May 2005

Based on previous research, it was expected that all
MBTI dichotomies would be related to work environ-
ments to some extent. In agreement with this, it was
predicted that whole type would be related to work
environments. To be precise, it was assumed that
Extraversion would be associated with the Enterprising
environment more than Introversion; Introversion with
the Investigative environment more than Extraversion;
Sensing with the Conventional environment more than
Intuition; Intuition with the Artistic environment 
more than Sensing; Thinking with the
Realistic environment more than
Feeling; Feeling with the Social
environment more than Thinking;
Judging with the Conventional
environment more than Perceiving;
and Perceiving with the Artistic
environment more than Judging. 

METHOD
Participants. The sample consisted
of 533 business students (292 males,
241 females) from the University of
Vaasa. Their branches of study were
mainly accounting (39%), marketing
(18%), and management and organi-
zation (18%). The mean age of the
subjects was 22, with a range from 18
to 47.

Instruments. The construct validity and reliabil-
ity of the MBTI instrument have been examined across
age groups, genders, occupations, and cultures and are
well established (Buros, 1978; Carlyn, 1977; Murray,
1990). Reliability studies of the Finnish MBTI (Form F)
also indicate relatively good internal consistency.

Based on split-half continuous scores, the internal
consistency of the Finnish MBTI measure was analyzed
using Pearson’s correlation coefficients (E–I, .73; S–N
.65; T–F, .71; J–P, .76) and Cronbach’s coefficient alpha
(E–I, .84; S–N, .79; T–F, .83; J–P, .86). Three scales (E–I,
T–F, J–P) show the best internal consistency. The lowest
value was on the S–N scale, although in American
samples the T–F scale has had the lowest internal
consistency. Also, on the S–N scale, students had more
values under the critical preference score of nine than in
the other scales. Because there was no retest in this
study, the test-retest analysis could not be performed.

For the validity of the MBTI, the continuous scores
derived for the split-half analysis were tested to find

whether the measured scales actually loaded on the
expected factors. Varimax rotated factor analysis was
chosen in order to see if the scales grouped as expected.
Accordingly, four factors arose from the eight scales. The
statistical results of the analysis are available from the
author on request.

Because both halves of the MBTI index scores
loaded on the same factors and not on the other factors,
the results suggest that the items in the questionnaire
consistently measure the same thing. Indirectly, this

supports the construct validity of the
measure as well. Communality was
strong in each variable (.83–.88).

The Career Orientation Ques-
tionnaire included external variables
(gender, age, major, father’s and
mother’s occupations) and an open-
ended question about career expecta-
tions: “Next, describe as accurately as
possible your future job. The job does
not have to be realistic or practical.
Write frankly about your dreams,
what you would like to do, when and
how.”

Procedure. The data were col-
lected in September 1996 and 1997
from a management and organization
course (5 credits) that is a basic
course for business students at the

University of Vaasa. Self-awareness (e.g., the MBTI tool)
and teamwork were included in the course.

Students were given 1.5 hours to fill in the MBTI
measure and the Career Orientation Questionnaire.
Because the questionnaires were a compulsory part of
the studies, students who did not attend the first lecture
filled in the questionnaires later on their own time in 
the Department of Management and Organization.
Students were told that the questionnaires would be
used to establish heterogeneous teams and for research
purposes. The theory was explained, and the results
were interpreted 1 week later. Some of the students
were excluded from this study because their psycholog-
ical preferences were unclear (i.e., less than the standard
9-point differential between preferences within each
dimension).

The answers about career expectations were read
carefully and classified to Holland’s (1992) work envi-
ronments according to their thematic similarity ((SSEEEE

TTAABBLLEE 11,, PPAAGGEE 4466)) by two raters: For example, if a
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student wanted to work in the future as a teacher or a
lecturer, the answer was classified to Holland’s Social
environment. The main rater and the second rater read
and analyzed all of the data. (This material is available
from the author.) Both raters had studied Holland’s
theory thoroughly. The analyses were done separately
without the raters’ knowing each other’s results. The
level of interrater agreement was .77, which means that
59% of the open answers were analyzed similarly by the
raters (e.g., Hennessey & Amabile,
1988). The main rater’s analysis is
reported.

In this study, chi-square analysis
was performed by cross-tabulation.
Each personality dimension was used
as an independent variable, with work
environments as dependent variables.
For categorical variables, cross-tabula-
tion is one commonly used method of
analysis. The cross-tabulation can be
interpreted by analyzing the pattern of
percentages across each row (Ghauri,
Gronhaug, & Kristianslund, 1995). 

RESULTS
Sample. TTAABBLLEE 22 ((SSEEEE PPAAGGEE 4477))
shows an SRTT (Granade & Myers,
1987) comparison of the type distribution of the
Finnish business students’ sample (N = 533) with work-
ing MBA students’ data (N = 1,925) found in the Journal
of Psychological Type (Power, Kummerow, & Lundsten,
1999; see Myers et al., 1998, p. 299). The majority of
the sample preferred E (67%), N (53%), T (67%), and J
(64%). Compared with the U.S. MBA students, E (p <
.001), N (p < .001), F (p < .001), EJ (p < .001), NF (p <
.001), NJ (p < .001), FP (p < .05), FJ (p < .001), EN (p
< .001), ENFP (p < .01), ENFJ (p < .001), and ENTJ (p
< .001) were significantly overrepresented. The gender
split of the working MBA students’ data was 42% female
and 58% male, with ages ranging from 25 to 56, and a
median age of 29. The population was 95% Caucasian.
In both samples, STs and NTs outnumbered SFs and
NFs as expected from business students’ data.

The Finnish sample consisted mainly of ESTJs
(15%), ISTJs (12%), and ENTJs (13%). The findings are
in line with business student data (Bayne, 1995) and
managerial data (e.g., Asikainen, 1996). The working
MBA student sample was based on Form G data,
whereas the Finnish sample completed Form F. This

may have created some differences besides ones
occurring because of cultural differences. Also, one
great difference between these two samples is that most
of the Finnish business students study full time,
whereas the vast majority of working MBA students
work full time. The main source of greater preference
for extraversion, intuition, and feeling in the Finnish
sample is less clear.

Career expectations. The Finnish business
students’ career expectations were
divided into Enterprising (38%),
Social (17%), and Conventional
(14%) environments. These environ-
ments were expected to be preferred
by business students (e.g., Johns,
1992). Enterprising environment
tasks typically require directing,
controlling, and planning the activi-
ties of others as well as selling,
persuading, and influencing. Some
students preferred political interests,
which are also involved in the
Enterprising environment. As most 
of the students aspired to some
managerial position, the relation to
Enterprising was obvious.

In the Social environment, help-
ing, teaching, consulting, training, developing, and
understanding others are expected. These students
aspired to developing, teaching, training, consulting,
and lecturing positions or to personnel duties from
which they could help other people.

Accounting and finance jobs, which require
precise organization and evaluation of numerical
information in a fairly stable work setting, are related 
to the Conventional environment. Many students 
found financial, accounting, or computer technology
professions most attractive. 

The least favored were Realistic (8%), Investigative
(11%), and Artistic (12%) environments, with the 
latter two environments almost equally preferred. In
business, some advertising and graphics duties may
relate to Artistic work environments. Perhaps students
with a marketing major were oriented to the Artistic
environment. The Investigative environment may be
preferred later when students have finished their
master’s thesis and know better what is required in the
Investigative work environment. However, these results
are in line with the positions in work life. There are
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Realistic environments

■ require technical, manual, and mechanical competencies and interactions with tools, machines, 
and objects

■ tend to involve practical, concrete activity
■ involve tasks that presuppose technological skills and physical movement, often outdoors

Investigative environments
■ require analytical, technical, scientific, and verbal competencies
■ also require intelligence, independence, curiosity, and originality
■ tend to involve problem solving, trouble shooting, or the creation or application of knowledge
■ involve research and development jobs that require complicated analysis

Artistic environments
■ require innovation or creativity
■ tasks also require imagination, originality, intuition, emotionality, articulateness, artistic talent,

impulsiveness
■ involve working “with one’s head,” innovating, imagining, creating
■ tend to involve unstructured, intellectual endeavors
■ comprise free and artistic jobs, e.g., in business graphic and advertising jobs

Social environments
■ require interpersonal competency and skill
■ tasks also presuppose understanding, consideration, femininity, socialness, morality, helpfulness, 

and cooperational ability
■ work together with other people: informing, instructing, helping, educating, developing, or improving

Enterprising environments
■ require skill in the persuasion and manipulation of people
■ advantages in performing tasks: persuasive skills, domination, energy, showing off, ambition, self-

confidence, and sociability
■ tend to involve working with people in supervisory or persuasive ways to achieve an organizational goal 
■ interest in group and team work
■ e.g., sales and management duties

Conventional environments
■ require skills in meeting precise standards of performance
■ advantages in performing work assignments: methodicalness, conscientiousness, adaptability
■ tend to involve working with things or numbers in an orderly way
■ tasks demanding systematic treatment/handling
■ among other things, tasks related to accounting and financing, which demand exact organization

and evaluation of numerical data in fairly permanent and stable working conditions using 
established operational methods

Maria Järlström, Relationship Between Type Profiles and Desired Work Environments of Business Students in Finland

Table 1. Classifying Criteria for Work Environments (e.g., Holland, 1985).
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The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ
n = 66 n = 12 n = 11 n = 30
(12.4%) (2.2%) (2.1%) (5.6%)
I = 0.72** I = 0.69 I = 1.17 I = 0.80
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + +  
+ + + + + +
+ +

ISTP ISFP INFP INTP
n = 15 n = 7 n = 9 n = 25
(2.8%) (1.3%) (1.7%) (4.7%)
I = 0.67 I = 1.05 I = 0.90 I = 0.77
+ + + + + + + + + + +

ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP
n = 22 n = 11 n = 51 n = 52
(4.1%) (2.1%) (9.6%) (9.8%)
I = 0.67 I = 1.02 I = 1.62** I = 0.96
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + + + + + + +

ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ
n = 80 n = 36 n = 37 n = 69
(15.0%) (6.8%) (6.9%) (12.9%)
I = 0.86 I = 1.43 I = 3.34*** I = 1.46**
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + + + +

Dichotomous Preferences

E 358 (67.2%) ***I = 1.17
I 175 (32.8%) ***I = 0.77

S 249 (46.7%) ***I = 0.83
N 284 (53.3%) ***I = 1.22

T 359 (67.3%) ***I = 0.87
F 174 (32.7%) ***I = 1.42

J 341 (64.0%) I = 1.03
P 192 (36.0%) I = 0.96

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ 119 (22.3%) **I = 0.76
IP 56 (10.5%) I = 0.78
EP 136 (25.5%) I = 1.05
EJ 222 (41.7%) **I = 1.26

ST 183 (34.3%) ***I = 0.76
SF 66 (12.4%) I = 1.10
NF 108 (20.3%) ***I = 1.74
NT 176 (33.0%) I = 1.03

SJ 194 (36.4%) *I = 0.86
SP 55 (10.3%) *I = 0.76
NP 137 (25.7%) I = 1.07
NJ 147 (27.6%) ***I = 1.39

TJ 245 (46.0%) I = 0.91
TP 114 (21.4%) *I = 0.80
FP 78 (14.6%) *I = 1.32
FJ 96 (18.0%) ***I = 1.52

IN 75 (14.0%) I = 0.84
EN 209 (39.2%) ***I = 1.45
IS 100 (18.8%) ***I = 0.73
ES 149 (28.0%) I = 0.92

ET 223 (41.8%) I = n.a.
EF 135 (25.3%) I = n.a.
IF 39 (07.3%) I = n.a.
IT 136 (25.6%) I = n.a.

Maria Järlström, Relationship Between Type Profiles and Desired Work Environments of Business Students in Finland

Table 2. Type Distribution of Finnish Business Students and SRTT Comparison With the Working
MBA Students (Power et al., 1999).

Jungian Types (E) Jungian Types (I) Dominant Types
n % Index n % Index n % Index

E–TJ 149 28.0 n.a I–TP 40 7.5 n.a Dt. T 189 35.5 n.a
E–FJ 73 13.7 n.a I–FP 16 3.0 n.a Dt. F 89 16.7 n.a
ES–P 33 6.2 n.a IS–J 78 14.6 n.a Dt. S 111 20.8 n.a
EN–P 103 19.3 n.a IN–J 41 7.7 n.a Dt. N 144 27.0 n.a

N = 533 + = 1% of N I = Selection Ratio Index *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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relatively more duties for MBAs in Enterprising, Social,
and Conventional work environments than in Realistic,
Investigative, or Artistic work environments. 

There were significant differences in work
environments for three of the MBTI dichotomies, i.e.,
Extraversion–Introversion (x2 [5, n = 399] = 26.54, 
p < .0001), Sensing–Intuition (x2 [5, n = 337] = 24.80,
p < .0002), and Thinking–Feeling (x2 [5, n = 384] =
36.05, p < .0001). The chi-square analysis compared
the frequencies of the work environments across the
two personality preferences in each MBTI dimension.

The Extraversion–Introversion Dichotomy.
TTAABBLLEE 33 ((SSEEEE PPAAGGEE 4499)) depicts the numbers and
percentage frequencies of work environments, both
overall and broken down according to preference for
Extraversion or Introversion. A chi-square test led to a
significant result (p < .0001), showing that frequencies
differed in work environments depending on the
Extraversion– Introversion dichotomy as was expected.
TTAABBLLEE 33 shows that 57% of Es preferred Enterprising
and Social environments, whereas 55% of Is preferred
Enterprising and Conventional environments. 

Interestingly, 24% of Is preferred the Conventional
environment compared with only 7% of Es. This was
the clearest difference between the preferences. It was
expected that Extraversion would be more related to
the Enterprising environment than Introversion and
Introversion more to the Investigative environment
than Extraversion. As illustrated in TTAABBLLEE 33, 42% of Es
preferred Enterprising, which exceeded the overall
frequency, whereas 33% of Is preferred Enterprising,
which was below the overall frequency. Eleven percent
of Is and Es preferred the Investigative environment, so
these findings do not support the expected relation.
However, our prediction was partly supported, as
Extraverts preferred Enterprising more than Introverts
did. In addition, Es (19%) preferred the Social environ-
ment slightly more than Is did (12%). 

In the Conventional environment, the tasks
include organizing written and numerical information
or analyzing this information with an unambiguous set
of procedures (e.g., computing financial ratios).
Introverts who prefer working alone with written
assignments seemed to be related to the Conventional
environment. Extraverts are people-oriented, some-
thing that is needed in the Enterprising environment
when leading and controlling others and in the 
Social environment when training and teaching other
people.

The Sensing–Intuition Dichotomy. A chi-
square test revealed a significant result (p < .0002),
showing that frequencies differed in work environments
depending on the Sensing–Intuition dichotomy as
expected. As can be seen from TTAABBLLEE 44 ((SSEEEE PPAAGGEE 4499)),
57% of Ss preferred Enterprising and Conventional
environments, whereas 55% of Ns preferred Enter-
prising and Artistic environments. It is noteworthy that
Sensing types preferred the Artistic environment least,
whereas the Realistic environment was the least
preferred in the whole sample. The clearest difference
between Ss and Ns appeared in Artistic and
Conventional environments as expected: 22% of Ss
compared with 8% of Ns preferred the Conventional
environment and correspondingly 18% of Ns compared
to 5% of Ss preferred the Artistic environment. Our
predictions were supported for this dichotomy. In other
work environments, the frequencies between the
preferences were about the same.

The Artistic environment is the most different from
the Conventional environment. As Sensing types prefer
established ways of doing things and are patient with
routine details, their desire for the Conventional
environment seems understandable. Because Intuitive
types like to solve new problems and are patient with
complicated situations, their desire for the Artistic
environment, in which ambiguous and unsystematic
activities are usual, seems appropriate.

The Thinking–Feeling Dichotomy. A chi-
square test revealed a significant result (p < .0001),
showing that frequencies differed in work environments
depending on the Thinking–Feeling dichotomy as
expected. Fifty-nine percent of Ts preferred Enterprising
and Conventional environments, whereas 62% of Fs
preferred Social and Enterprising environments. 
It was expected that Thinking would be more related to
the Realistic environment than Feeling and Feeling more
to the Social environment than Thinking. As expected,
Fs (32%) preferred the Social environment significantly
more than the Ts (11%) did. Fs (17%) also preferred the
Artistic environment more than Ts (8%) did. Forty-three
percent of Ts compared with 30% of Fs preferred the
Enterprising environment, whereas 9% of Ts compared
with 4% of Fs preferred the Realistic environment.
According to these results, the expected relation
between Thinking and the Realistic environment was
not supported. Ts also preferred Investigative and
Conventional environments a little more compared with
Fs. The results are shown in TTAABBLLEE 55 ((SSEEEE PPAAGGEE 4499)).
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Table 3. Working Environments for Extraverts Compared With Introverts

Overall (n = 399) E (n = 286) I (n = 113)

Realistic 33 (8%) 20 (7%) 13 (11%)
Investigative 44 (11%) 31 (11%) 13 (11%)
Artistic 51 (13%) 41 (14%) 10 (9%)
Social 66 (17%) 53 (19%) 13 (12%)
Enterprising 157 (39%) 120 (42%) 37 (33%)
Conventional 48 (12%) 21 (7%) 27 (24%)

χ2 (5, n = 399) = 26.54, p<.0001

Note: Only students with clear preferences (scores > 9) on the E–I scale were included in the analysis.

Table 4. Working Environments for Sensing Types Compared With Intuitive Types

Overall (n = 337) S (n = 161) N (n = 176)

Realistic 33 (10%) 15 (9%) 18 (10%)
Investigative 38 (11%) 16 (10%) 22 (12%)
Artistic 39 (11%) 8 (5%) 31 (18%)
Social 56 (17%) 30 (19%) 26 (15%)
Enterprising 121 (36%) 56 (35%) 65 (37%)
Conventional 50 (15%) 36 (22%) 14 (8%)

χ2 (5, n = 337) = 24.80, p<.0002

Note: Only students with clear preferences (scores > 9) on the S–N scale were included in the analysis.

Table 5. Working Environments for Thinking Types Compared With Feeling Types

Overall (n = 384) T (n = 269) F (n = 115)

Realistic 30 (8%) 25 (9%) 5 (4%)
Investigative 42 (11%) 34 (13%) 8 (7%)
Artistic 41 (11%) 22 (8%) 19 (17%)
Social 67 (17%) 30 (11%) 37 (32%)
Enterprising 150 (39%) 115 (43%) 35 (30%)
Conventional 54 (14%) 43 (16%) 11 (10%)

χ2 (5, n = 384) = 36.05, p<.0001

Note: Only students with clear preferences (scores > 9) on the T–F scale were included in the analysis.
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Feeling types tend to be aware of other people and their
values. In the Social environment, when developing,
teaching, or training others, the potential strengths of
Feeling types are needed. Thinking types are more ana-
lytically oriented, so they respond more easily 
to people’s thoughts than feelings. In the Enterprising
environment, leading and controlling are expected
rather than helping or understanding, whereas in
Realistic environments few social demands are needed.
Thus, Thinking types seem to prefer Enterprising and
Realistic environments more than Feeling types do.

The Judging–Perceiving Dichotomy. This
dichotomy was not statistically related to work environ-
ments, which supports the studies of
Hammer (1996), Nordvik (1996), and
Miller (1988). TTAABBLLEE 66 ((SSEEEE PPAAGGEE 5511))
depicts the differences between Judging
and Perceiving types. Fifty-five percent
of Js preferred Enterprising and
Conventional, whereas 59% of Ps pre-
ferred Enterprising and Artistic environ-
ments. Ps (17%) preferred Artistic more
than Js (10%) did, whereas Js (17%)
preferred Conventional more than Ps
(9%) did. Js and Ps preferred Realistic,
Investigative, Social, and Enterprising
environments to an equal extent,
supporting our predictions.

Perceiving types adapt to changing situations,
which is expected in Artistic environments, in which
ambiguous and unsystematic activities are common.
Judging types prefer order, which is expected in
Conventional environments, in which precise organiza-
tion of numerical information is needed in a fairly stable
work setting. 

Sixteen Types. The working environment
preferences for the 16 types are presented in TTAABBLLEE 77
((SSEEEE PPAAGGEE 5511)). Although the cell sizes were too small to
permit extensive interpretation, for the type level the
relationship with working environments was significant
(x2 [75, N = 511] = 129.23, p < .0001). ISTJ, ISFJ, INFJ,
INTJ, INTP, ESTJ, ESTP, ENFP, ENTJ, and ENTP were
highest in Enterprising environments. There were more
N, T, and J preferences among them than the opposite
S, F, and P preferences. TJs are called the logical, vision-
ary decision makers oriented to either the inner or the 
outer world. Thinking with Judging is valued in the
Enterprising environments when a situation demands it
(e.g., in managerial positions). ESFJ, ESFP, and ENFJ

were highest in Social environments. They share
Extraversion with Feeling. EFs tend to concentrate on
seeking peaceful solutions in the work setting. ISFP and
INFP were highest in Artistic environments. They share
three common preferences, I, F, and P, so they are called
adaptable Introverts. They value work autonomy and
adapt well to change in the work setting. ISTP was high-
est in the Conventional environment. This type likes to
deal with what is real and factual in a careful, unhurried
way. A Conventional environment provides a work
setting in which these preferences can be expressed.  

Examination of TABLE 7 reveals marked differences
in the following environments: 16% of ENTPs preferred

the Realistic environment com-
pared with 0% of ISFJs, INFPs, and
ESFPs; 22% of ISTPs and 20% of
INFJs preferred the Investigative
environment compared with 0% of
ISFJs and ESFPs; 3% of ISTJs pre-
ferred the Artistic environment
compared with 45% of INFPs, 43%
of ISFPs, and 25% of ENFPs. In the
Social environment, 45% of ESFPs,
38% of ENFJs, and 36% of ESFJs
scored high compared with 7% of
ENTJs and ISTPs; 49% of ENTJs
and ESTPs preferred the Enter-
prising environment compared

with 0% of ISFPs; 35% of ISTPs and 29% of ISTJs
preferred the Conventional environment compared
with 0% of ISFPs, 2% of ENFPs, and 4% of ENTJs.

Four types high in each work environment
compared to other MBTI types are shown in Table 8. A
number of individual items are noteworthy: ENTPs,
ISFPs, INTPs, and ESTJs were high in Realistic environ-
ments; ISTPs, INFJs, ENTPs, and ENTJs were high in
Investigative environments; INFPs, ISFPs, ENFPs, and
ENFJs were high in Artistic environments; ESFPs,
ENFJs, ESFJs, and ENFPs were high in Social environ-
ments; ESTPs, ENTJs, ESTJs, and INTPs were high in
Enterprising environments; and ISTPs, ISTJs, ISFJs, and
INTPs were high in Conventional environments. There
were no findings between ISFJ, INFP, ESFP, and Realistic
environments; between ISFJ, ESFP, and Investigative
environments; between INFJ and Artistic environments;
or between ISFP and Enterprising and Conventional
environments. These types were underrepresented in
the sample, which can partly explain the results.
Alternatively, these results may be the trend.
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Table 6. Working Environments for Judging Types Compared With Perceiving Types

Overall (n = 389) J (n = 256) P (n = 133)

Realistic 32 (8%) 20 (8%) 12 (9%)
Investigative 36 (9%) 25 (10%) 11 (8%)
Artistic 47 (12%) 25 (10%) 22 (17%)
Social 63 (16%) 43 (17%) 20 (15%)
Enterprising 155 (40%) 99 (38%) 56 (42%)
Conventional 56 (15%) 44 (17%) 12 (9%)

χ2 (5, n = 389) = 8.17, p=.147

Note: Only students with clear preferences (scores > 9) on the J–P scale were included in the analysis.

Table 7. Working Environments of the Sixteen Types

Realistic Investigative Artistic Social Enterprising Conventional

ISTJ (n = 62) 7% 11% 3% 13% 37% 29%

ISTP (n = 14) 7% 22% 7% 7% 22% 35%

ISFJ (n = 12) 0% 0% 17% 17% 41% 25%

ISFP (n = 7) 14% 14% 43% 29% 0% 0%

INFJ (n = 10) 10% 20% 0% 10% 40% 20%

INFP (n = 9) 0% 11% 45% 11% 11% 22%

INTJ (n = 28) 11% 7% 11% 18% 35% 18%

INTP (n = 24) 13% 8% 8% 8% 42% 21%

ESTJ (n = 74) 12% 12% 6% 12% 43% 15%

ESTP (n = 22) 5% 5% 5% 18% 49% 18%

ESFJ (n = 36) 8% 8% 6% 36% 31% 11%

ESFP (n = 9) 0% 0% 11% 45% 33% 11%

ENFJ (n = 37) 3% 8% 19% 38% 27% 5%

ENFP (n = 49) 4% 8% 25% 22% 39% 2%

ENTJ (n = 68) 9% 13% 18% 7% 49% 4%

ENTP (n = 50) 16% 16% 10% 8% 40% 10%

Total (N = 511) 8% 11% 12% 17% 38% 14%
(n = 43) (n = 55) (n = 61) (n = 86) (n =195) (n = 71)
Realistic Investigative Artistic Social Enterprising Conventional

χ2 (75, n = 511) = 129.23, p<.0001
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS
The connection between the expectations and the
results was as follows:  The E–I (p < .0001), S–N (p <
.0002), and T–F (p < .0001) dichotomies were statisti-
cally related to Holland’s (1985) profiles. This finding
agrees with the studies of Hammer (1996) and Nordvik
(1996), who also found relationships in other
dichotomies but not in the J–P dichotomy. 

The Enterprising environment was preferred most
by all the other preferences except Feeling: More Fs
preferred the Social environment to the Enterprising.
Besides the Enterprising environment, many Es and Fs
preferred the Social environment; Is, Ss, Ts, and Js
preferred the Conventional environment; and Ns and Ps
preferred the Artistic environment.

The association between E and Enterprising work
environments was as expected, whereas Extraverts
preferred the Enterprising environment more often than
Introverts. I was not related to the Investigative work
environment as expected, but it was clearly more
associated with the Conventional environment than E.

As expected, Sensing was related to the
Conventional work environment more than Intuition,
whereas Intuition was related to the Artistic environ-
ment more than Sensing. Our prediction was
supported. 

The association between F and Social work
environments was as expected, whereas Feeling types
preferred the Social environment more often than
Thinking types. T was not clearly related to the Realistic
environment as expected, but it was more associated
with the Enterprising environment than F.

As expected, Judging was related to the
Conventional environment more than Perceiving,
whereas Perceiving was related to the Artistic work
environment more than Judging. Our prediction was
supported.

The whole-type level was also statistically related to
Holland’s work environments (p < .0001). All the other
types were highest in the Enterprising environment
except ESFJ, ESFP, ENFJ, ISFP, INFP, and ISTP. The
types high in each work environment were presented in
TTAABBLLEE 88. The results at the type level were mostly in line
with the results of the MBTI dichotomies, with a few
exceptions: INTP in contrast to Es (ESTP, ENTJ, ESTJ)
was high in Enterprising environments; Is (ISTP, ISTJ,
ISFJ, INTP) were high in Conventional environments;
INTP in contrast to Ss (ISTP, ISTJ, ISFJ) was high in
Conventional environments; ISFP in contrast to Ns

(INFP, ENFP, ENFJ) was high in Artistic environments;
Ts (ESTP, ENTJ, ESTJ) were high in Enterprising
environments; Fs (ESFP, ENFJ, ESFJ, ENFP) were high
in Social environments; ISTP and INTP in contrast to Js
(ISTJ, ISFJ) were high in Conventional environments;
and finally, ENFJ in contrast to Ps (INFP, ISFP, ENFP)
was high in Artistic environments.

As shown in TTAABBLLEE 88 ((SSEEEE PPAAGGEE 5533)), the whole-
type level also supported the following relationships: 
Es (ESFP, ENFJ, ESFJ, ENFP) were high in Social
environments; ISTP in contrast to Ns (INFJ, ENTP,
ENTJ) was high in Investigative environments; Fs
(INFP, ISFP, ENFP, ENFJ) were high in Artistic environ-
ments; ISFP in contrast to Ts (ENTP, INTP, ESTJ) was
high in Realistic environments; INFJ in contrast to Ts
(ISTP, ENTP, ENTJ) was high in Investigative environ-
ments; ISFJ in contrast to Ts (ISTP, ISTJ, INTP) was high
in Conventional environments; and finally, ESTJ in
contrast to Ps (ENTP, ISFP, INTP) was high in Realistic
environments.

DISCUSSION
The present results detail the relationship between the
MBTI and Holland’s (1992) work environments in a
sample of business students. Generalizations may be
made concerning business students but not about other
student groups. Although the Finnish sample included
more extraverted, intuitive, and feeling types than the
U.S. sample, Enterprising, Social, and Artistic work
environments may have been preferred more often than
expected.

Earlier results concerning MBTI dichotomies
(Dillon & Weissman, 1987; Hammer, 1996; Myers et
al., 1998; Nordvik, 1996) were mostly confirmed, even
though the data and research methods were different.
This investigation gives strong support to the MBTI and
to Holland’s (1973, 1985, 1992) theories, even when
cross-cultural features of study are included. Some new
associations between MBTI preferences and Holland’s
model were found that were not observed in earlier
studies: Introversion related clearly more to the
Conventional environment than Extraversion, Thinking
was more associated with the Enterprising environment
than Feeling, and Feeling was associated with the
Artistic environment more than Thinking. The results at
the whole-type level supported these results, with a few
exceptions.

Myers and McCaulley (1985) reported a relation-
ship between Introversion and the Investigative work
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environment (see also Nordvik, 1996) and between
Sensing and the Enterprising orientation. However, this
study did not find such a relationship, and neither did
the studies by Hammer (1996) and Dillon and
Weissman (1987). Also, Sensing was not associated
with the Realistic environment, which contrasts with
Dillon and Weissman, but the result is in line with
Hammer and Myers and McCaulley.

The percentages of types are helpful in under-
standing some basic characteristics of the MBA
program, especially the relationship between business
studies and Feeling types. In business, there is a place

for Feeling types, who bring different approaches and
insights to a field. It would be important for business
studies to attract Feeling types in the future, too. In
education, the business exercises could be informed by
the strengths of different types or preferences: For
example, NFs could be creative in Artistic environments
doing advertising and marketing duties; ISTs could
enjoy computer-based simulations in Conventional
environments. In the future, it would be interesting to
study whether these career expectations change when
students enter their first real jobs or whether the
students end up in the careers they planned.
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Table 8. Most Frequent Types in Each RIASEC.

Realistic Investigative Artistic

ENTP (16%) ISTP (22%) INFP (45%)
ISFP (14%) INFJ (20%) ISFP (43%)
INTP (13%) ENTP (16%) ENFP (25%)
ESTJ (12%) ENTJ (13%) ENFJ (19%)

Social Enterprising Conventional

ESFP (45%) ESTP (49%) ISTP (35%)
ENFJ (38%) ENTJ (49%) ISTJ (29%)
ESFJ (36%) ESTJ (43%) ISFJ (25%)
ENFP (22%) INTP (42%) INTP (21%)

REFERENCES

Arnold, J., & Davey, K. M. (1994). Graduate experiences of organi-
zational career management. The International Journal of
Career Management, 6(1), 14–18.

Arthur, M. B. (1994). The boundaryless career: A new perspective
for organizational inquiry. Journal of Organizational Behavior,
15, 295–306. 

Arthur, M. B., Hall, D. T., & Lawrence, B. S. (1989). Handbook of
career theory. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Asikainen, V. (1996). Personality types and creativity orientations of
managers. Unpublished Licenciate Thesis, University of
Vaasa, Finland.

Bayne, R. (1995). The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator: A critical review
and practical guide. Great Britain: Chapman & Hall.

Borgen, F. H., & Harmon, L. W. (1996). Linking interest assess-
ment and personality theory: An example of convergence
between practice and theory. In M. L. Savickas & W. B.
Walsh (Eds.), Handbook of career counseling theory and prac-
tice (pp. 251–266). Palo Alto, CA: Davies Black.

Buros, O. (1978). The eighth mental measurements yearbook.
Highland Park, IL: Gryphone Press.

Carlyn, M. (1977). Studies of Jungian typology: II. Representations
of the personal world. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 38, 801–810.

Carskadon, T. G. (1992). Type and leadership: What the research
suggests. Bulletin of Psychological Type, 15(2), 22–23. 

Dillon, M., & Weissman, S. (1987). Relationship between person-



Journal of Psychological Type, Volume 64, May 2005

54

ality types on the Strong-Campbell and Myers-Briggs instru-
ments. Measurement and Evaluation in Counseling and
Development, 20(2), 68–79.

Eberhardt, B. J., & Muchinsky, P. M. (1984). Structural validation
of Holland’s hexagonal model: Vocational classification
through the use of biodata. Journal of Applied Psychology, 69,
174–181.

Ghauri, P., Gronhaug, K., & Kristianslund, I. (1995). Research
methods in business studies: A practical guide. Great Britain:
Hartnolls Limited.

Gottfredson, G. D., & Holland, J. L. (1996). Dictionary of Holland
occupational codes. Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment
Resources.

Granade, J. G., & Myers, I. B. (1987). The Selection Ratio Type Table
PC program. Gainesville, FL: Center for Applications of
Psychological Type.

Grootings, P. (1989). Youth, education and work in Europe. European
Coordination Centre for Research and Documentation in
Social Sciences. London: Routledge.

Hammer, A. L. (1996). MBTI applications: A decade of research on the
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator. Palo Alto, CA: CPP, Inc. 

Hammer, A. L., & Kummerow, J. M. (1996). Strong and MBTI
career development guide. Palo Alto, CA: CPP, Inc.

Hammer, A. L., & Macdaid, G. P. (1992). MBTI career report
manual. Palo Alto, CA: CPP, Inc.

Hartman, J. (1987). Transition from school to work: The Swedish
case 1976 to 1985. Research Reports from the Department
of Sociology, Uppsala Unviversity, 4. Uppsala, Sweden.

Hennessey, B. A., & Amabile, T. M. (1988). The conditions of cre-
ativity. In R. J. Sternberg (Ed.), The nature of creativity (pp.
11–38). New York: Cambridge University Press.

Holland, J. L. (1973). Making vocational choices: A theory of careers.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Holland, J. L. (1985). Making vocational choices: A theory of voca-
tional personalities and work environments. Englewood Cliffs,
NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Holland, J. L. (1992). Making vocational choices: A theory of voca-
tional personalities and work environments. Odessa, FL:
Psychological Assessment Resources.

Hurst, D. K., Rush, J. C., & White, R. E. (1989). Top management
teams and organizational renewal. Strategic Management
Journal, 10, 87–105.

Järlström, M. (2000). Personality preferences and career expecta-
tions of Finnish business students. Career Development
International, 5(3), 144–154.

Johns, G. (1992). Organizational behavior: Understanding life at
work. New York: Harper Collins Publishers, Inc.

Jung, C. G. (1921). Psychological types. London: Routledge &
Kegan Paul.

Keenan, A., & Newton, T. (1985). Stressful events, stressors, and
psychological strains in young professional engineers.
Journal of Occupational Behavior, 6, 151–156.

Killman, R. H., & Mittroff, I. I. (1976). Qualitative versus quanti-
tative analysis for management science: Different forms for
different psychological types. Interfaces, 2(6), 17–27.

Lawrence, G. (1993). People types and tiger stripes. Gainesville, FL:
Center for Applications of Psychological Type, Inc.

Lowen, W. (1982). Dichotomies of the mind: A system science model of
mind and personality. New York: Wiley.

Macdaid, G. P., McCaulley, M. H., & Kainz, R. I. (1986). Myers-
Briggs Type Indicator atlas of type tables. Gainesville, FL:
Center for Applications of Psychologcial Type, Inc.

Martin, D. C., & Bartol, K. M. (1986). Holland’s Vocational
Preference Inventory and the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator as
predictors of vocational choice among master’s of business
administration. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 29, 51–65.

Mason, R. O., & Mittroff, I. I. (1973). A program for research on
management information systems. Management Science,
19(5), 475–487.

McNulty, W. B., & Borgen, W. A. (1988). Career expectations and
aspirations of adolescents. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 33,
217–224.

Miller, M. J. (1988). Integrating Holland’s typology with the Myers-
Briggs Type Indicator: Implications for career counselors.
Journal of Human Behavior and Learning, 5, 24–28.

Murray, J. B. (1990). Review of research on the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 70, 187–202. 

Myers, I. B. (1979). Type and teamwork. Gainesville, FL: Center for
Applications of Psychological Type, Inc.

Myers, I. B., & McCaulley, M. H. (1985). Manual: A guide to the
development and use of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator. Palo
Alto, CA: CPP, Inc.

Myers, I. B., McCaulley, M. H., Quenk, N. L., & Hammer, A. L.
(1998). MBTI manual: A guide to the development and use of the
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator. Palo Alto, CA: CPP, Inc.

Nordgren, N. (1985). Career hopes and plans of female and male
MBA students. Working papers, 141. Swedish School of
Economics and Business Administration. Helsinki, Finland. 

Nordvik, H. (1996). Relationships between Holland’s vocational
typology, Schein’s career anchors, and Myers-Briggs’ types.
Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 69,
263–275.

Osipow, S. H. (1983). Theories of career development. Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Educational Testing Service.

Power, S. J., Kummerow, J. M., & Lundsten, L. L. (1999). A
Herrmann brain dominance profile analysis of the sixteen
MBTI types in a sample of MBA students. Journal of
Psychological Type, 49, 27–36.

Schein, E. G. (1978). Career dynamics: Matching individual and orga-
nizational needs. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley Publishing
Company.

Schein, E. G. (1985). Career anchors: Discovering your real values. 
San Diego, CA: University Associates, Inc.

Sonnefeld, J., & Kotter, J. P. (1982). The maturation of career the-
ory. Human Relations, 35(1), 19–46.

Thorne, A., & Gough, H. (1991). Portraits of type: An MBTI research
compendium. Palo Alto, CA: CPP, Inc.

Tracey, T., & Rounds, J. (1996). The spherical representation of
vocational interests. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 48, 3–41.

Tuohinen, R. (1990). Työlle viileä sukupolvi? Nuorten työlle
antamista merkityksistä, niiden tutkimisesta ja tulkinnasta.
Työpoliittinen tutkimus, 1, 1–156.

Walck, C. L. (1992). Psychological type and management research:
A review. Journal of Psychological Type, 24, 13–23.



C O N TA C T

Relationship Between Type Profiles and Desired Work Environments of Business Students in Finland

55

Maria Järlström, Dr. Sc. (Econ.), has been working several years as a researcher and as a teacher in the Department
of Management at the University of Vaasa, Finland, where she received her doctoral degree. She has been familiar 
with the MBTI instrument since 1994 and is a qualified MBTI user. She has been author or co-author of several
conference papers and articles related to the MBTI measure. Her main research interests cover personality and careers.
Her doctorial research related personality and career orientation of business students. Dr. Järlström is currently
conducting longitudinal research relating business students’ careers to personality.

Maria Järlström
University of Vaasa

Department of Management 
and Organization

P.O. Box 700
65101 Vaasa 

Finland
+358 6 32 48 549

maria.jarlstrom@hetikka.fi

This Journal is being made available through the collaborative efforts of Dr. Tom Carskadon, Editor of the Journal of Psychological Type, and
the Center for Applications of Psychological Type, Inc., CAPT, worldwide publisher.

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

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, Myers-Briggs, and MBTI are trademarks or registered trademarks of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator Trust in
the United States and other countries.

Copyright © 2005 by Thomas G. Carskadon, Editor.


