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ABSTRACT
Thirty-nine school district-level Teacher of the Year
(ToY) recipients completed the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator (MBTI) instrument. Descriptive data included
frequency and percentage of response for each type 
and for combinations of types. Furthermore, a chi-
square statistic was used to compare the sample of 
39 ToY recipients to two groups (n = 804, n = 189) of
elementary teachers. Significant differences occurred 
in the paired attributes of EP, SF, NF, SJ, and NP.

Additionally, a significant difference also occurred for
the combined ENFP type, not for the ISFJ type typical
of elementary educators. The personality types of teach-
ers identified as effective through ToY nominations may
assist educators in identifying specific characteristics of
effective teachers.

INTRODUCTION
Extensive research on personality characteristics and
teacher effectiveness has been conducted for over 40

”
Thirty-nine candidates selected for Teacher of the Year (ToY) at the
district level were given the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator® (MBTI®)
in order to see if a particular type was being selected for this
distinguished award. Unlike the typical elementary educator’s
profile (ISFJ), the most frequent ToY profile was ENFP. 
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years (Gage, 1963; Rushton & Murray, 1985; Ryan,
1960; Sears, Kennedy, Kaye, & Gail, 1997) in a variety
of contexts. Early research efforts were brought into
question in 1963 when Getzels and Jackson reviewed
over 800 studies dating back to the early 1950s and
branded that research as generally “unproductive and
chaotic” (as cited in Gage). Getzels and Jackson
reasoned that because the standard psychological tests
used at that time dealt primarily with
psychopathological conditions, the
tests were inadequate to address
teacher effectiveness. The long-term
effect of Getzels and Jackson’s findings
was articulated by Flaitz (1987), who
concluded, “The regrettable result of
the rather final-sounding pronounce-
ment of irrelevance found in Getzels
and Jackson was to virtually end
research in teacher personality traits”
(p. 5). However, researchers again
have begun to examine teacher per-
sonality characteristics or traits, some
using the MBTI measure in order to
explore (a) the relationship between
classroom mentoring teachers and
preservice teachers (Grindler & Stratton, 1990;
Sprague, 1997), (b) the effect of teachers’ specific
teaching styles on students’ learning styles (Fairhurst &
Fairhurst, 1995; Pankratius, 1997), (c) the relationship
between the teacher’s personality and the learning
environment (Barrett, 1991; Kent & Fisher, 1997), 
and (d) personality types of interns in an alternative
certification program (Meisgeier & Richardson, 1996).

Given the demand for effective public education
and improved student outcomes, the ability to identify
effective teachers might assist educators in meeting that
demand. In many school systems around the country,
teachers deemed effective are recognized through a
selective process and awarded a title of “Teacher of the
Year.” We believe that this readily available pool of
teachers can provide a rich resource for the identifica-
tion and study of personality characteristics of teachers
considered highly effective by administrators, peers and
colleagues, parents, and community members.
Therefore, when we define effective teachers as teachers
selected for “Teacher of the Year,” study of their person-
ality types may help identify specific characteristics of
effective teachers.

Although the MBTI instrument does not measure

a person’s skill level in teaching or in other occupations,
it does measure one’s preferences. Consequently, it may
be assumed that each of the types exhibits common
characteristics or personality references. These charac-
teristics may be a factor in the development of a teach-
ing philosophy or way of teaching. We, therefore,
suggest that a particular philosophical orientation 
may affect the type of (a) instructional strategies the

teacher adopts, (b) interactions the
teacher has with students, and (c)
classroom environment the teacher
creates, which, in turn, may result in
a particular personality type having a
greater positive effect on the students’
learning.

The learning environment can
reflect the teachers’ personality and
personal philosophy toward educa-
tion, which some researchers believe
have a bearing on teacher effective-
ness (Rushton, 2001; Sergiovanni 
& Starrett, 1988). Barrett (1991)
specifically examined the impact of
teacher personality on classroom
environment by assessing vocational

students’ perceptions of their public high school
teachers. Barrett administered the MBTI instrument 
and a classroom environment index to 34 teachers and
622 9th and 10th graders in seven randomly selected
high schools. He determined that teachers with a
preference for Extraversion (E), Sensing (S), Feeling (F),
and Perceiving (P) on the MBTI instrument created
more positive (warm and friendly) and autonomous
(nonthreatening and self-reliant) classrooms. These
learning environments were perceived by the students
as enjoyable places to learn. Teachers with a preference
for Introversion (I), Thinking (T), and Judging (J)
tended to create classrooms in which “the teachers 
may convey some messages to students that may have a
negative effect on the classroom climate” (p. 56).

Similarly, Fisher and Kent (1998) studied college
students in education to investigate the connection
between the teachers’ personalities and the perceptions
of both the students and teachers in the learning
environment of the classroom. These researchers
modified the Learning Environment Inventory, origi-
nally developed by Fraser, Anderson, and Walberg
(1982), to create a more specific tool for measuring the
learning environment of college classrooms. The
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Secondary Colleges Classroom Environmental
Inventory and the MBTI instrument were given to 116
teachers and 1,883 college students. Fisher and Kent’s
findings suggested that both extraverted teachers and
“their students perceived their classrooms as character-
ized by high levels of Student Cohesion (p < .05)” (p. 7).
Teachers with a sensing preference viewed their
classrooms as nurturing, highly personalized, and task
oriented. In addition, teachers who
remain open and delay coming to
closure (Perceiving types) had class-
room environments characterized by
informality and individualization.
Neither Fisher and Kent nor Barrett
(1991) attempted to connect the
teachers’ personalities to students’
academic achievement scores in order
to determine teacher effectiveness.

Using the MBTI instrument as
one means of determining personality
preferences, Sears et al. (1997)
attempted to determine if certain
teacher characteristics were linked to
effective teaching at both the elemen-
tary and secondary levels. They
examined the MBTI instrument responses from 1,281
students in teacher education programs and noted that
three of the scales predominated for elementary majors:
S, F, and J. They also noticed that these scales were
underrepresented in secondary-level majors. The bi-
polar E–I personality dimension was not significant.
Sears et al. suggested that the SFJ teacher would be
unlikely to be the teacher leading the reform movement
or to be a future leader in the field of education. Instead,
SFJ teachers tend to have a high respect for order, the
concrete, and the status quo, and they “likely will not be
comfortable with the disorder, ambiguity, and confusion
that inevitably accompanies change” (p. 6). However,
the researchers also posited that SFJ teachers bring
several strengths to the elementary classroom—namely,
their need to create order that allows them to make
sense of the numerous demands placed on their time.
Sears et al. speculated that NTJs probably were attracted
to secondary teaching because they are “more oriented
to theoretical; disposed to investigate possibilities and
relationships; and drawn to complexity, innovation, and
change. Their intuitive and thinking nature inspires
them to seek solutions to complex problems” (p. 6).
Sears et al. also concluded that NTJs appear to be the
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best sources of change and leadership among practicing
teachers.

Meisgeier and Richardson (1996) examined the
personality types of incoming teacher-preparation
students who were out-of-field teachers because of a
change from their previous noneducation careers. These
researchers compared the MBTI instrument responses
from 91 interns in alternative certification programs

(ACP) to data from the MBTI Atlas of
Type Tables compiled by Macdaid,
McCaulley, and Kainz (1986). The
ACP interns had a high preference for
sensing and judging and, thus, tended
to be more realistic, factual, detail-
oriented, and well organized. In a
study of vocational teacher-prepara-
tion students, Rojewski and Holder
(1990) found that 58% preferred SJ.

Teachers of the Year Person-
ality Traits and Effective Teacher
Characteristics. Many school sys-
tems around the country recognize
individual teachers as outstanding
and honor them with the title
“Teacher of the Year.” The Florida

Department of Education has honored such “outstand-
ing teachers” since 1967 and, today, implements a rigor-
ous process to select one teacher to represent the state.
According to the Florida Department of Education
(Florida DOE) 2000–01 ToY selection document, the
mission of both the state and local school systems is “to
focus attention on the contributions of the classroom
teacher and recognize and honor those who have a
superior capacity to inspire a love of learning in students
of all backgrounds and abilities” (p. 26). According to
Frank Brogan, the former Florida Commissioner of
Education, “The Florida Teacher of the Year Program
recognizes the contributions of exemplary teachers who
set high expectations for their students and inspire them
to excel” (p. 27). To participate in the program, each
teacher is required to submit a comprehensive written
application and to take part in an extensive interview at
both the local and state levels. Florida DOE staff provide
the following criteria to guide local school districts in
nominating their ToY recipient:

1. a superior ability to foster excellence in education
and contribute to the continuous improvement of
student learning and the school environment;
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2. knowledge of the subject taught and the ability to
effectively use materials relating to the subject;

3. leadership in educational activities at the school,
district, and/or state and national level, such as 
a member of an advisory council, task force, or
professional organization;

4. use of original or innovative instructional meth-
ods, such as cooperative learning and interdiscipli-
nary instruction, the development and/or use of
experimental programs, development of new
instructional materials, and the use of technology
in instruction;

5. a record of superior teaching as evidenced by
student performance, honors, awards, or other
kinds of recognitions;

6. continued professional development as evidenced
by participation in workshops, in-service training,
conferences, and/or advanced degrees;

7. demonstration of exemplary interpersonal skills 
in communicating with students, parents, and 
the community and in collaboration with other
professionals; and 

8. strong commitment to creating a climate of caring
and respect conductive to effective teaching and
learning.

The subjects of our study were selected as ToY by
school-based peers, the principal, parents and students
(in some instances), and a panel of school district and
community representatives—all of whom followed the
Florida DOE criteria listed above. Therefore, it is rea-
sonable to assume that the ToY is an effective instructor. 

In this study, we compared the MBTI preferences
of 39 elementary school teachers from a mid-size
Florida city who were selected for the district-level ToY
interviews to the MBTI preferences of other elementary-
level teachers. The purpose of this study was to deter-
mine if those elementary teachers selected as ToY at
their respective schools and considered for the ToY
award at the district level share common traits, as deter-
mined by the MBTI instrument, with each other more
than with other elementary school teachers.

METHOD
We used the MBTI instrument to examine the personal-
ity profiles of 39 candidates for ToY in a Southwestern

Florida school district. As professors in the elementary
education and special education teacher preparation
programs at the local university, we were asked to
participate in a 5-day interviewing process to select the
best candidate to represent the district as ToY. The first
author served on this committee for 2 consecutive
years, and the second author served the year following.

Data Collection. We compiled the following
three separate sources of data during the selection
process: (a) MBTI measure results for each candidate;
(b) written narratives to five questions on the candi-
dates’ applications that centered on philosophy of
education, factors that influenced their choosing to
become a teacher, major issues facing educators, and
what they saw as their contribution to the district if they
became ToY; and (c) the candidates’ verbal responses
during a 45-minute interview. These interviews were
conducted by a team of school district and community
representatives including several district-level staff, 
a school principal, two of the previous year’s ToY candi-
dates, the executive director of the district’s education
foundation, a local business person, and the two
authors. The team used the information from the
interviews and written narratives to select the district’s
ToY who then became a candidate for the state ToY. 
The MBTI instrument (Form G) was administered as
part of this study and had no bearing on the district ToY
selection process.

Participants. The original number of participants
interviewed for the district ToY was greater than the
number of subjects in this study. Upon completion 
of the interviews, we asked the candidates teaching
elementary education (K–6) to complete the MBTI
instrument. In this study, we used the data from the
district-level ToY candidates who had been selected as
ToY at their particular school, who had completed the
MBTI instrument, and who had taught at the elemen-
tary level only—39 teachers. Subjects ranged in teach-
ing experience from 4 to 39 years and included 4 men
and 35 women. Thirty-six of the teachers were white, 
3 were Hispanic, and none was African American.

Comparison of Participants. We compared the
sample in this study to two separate sources of data. The
first consisted of 804 elementary school teachers 
from across the United States, as described by the
MBTI® Manual (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). The second
comparison group consisted of 189 female general
education teachers in Florida elementary schools (Reid,
1999).
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RESULTS
We analyzed the MBTI results with the Selection Ratio
Type Table PC Software Version 1. Descriptive data
included frequency and percentage of response for 
each type and for each combination of type preferences.
Furthermore, chi-square analysis was used to compare
the ToY sample to the two other groups. The first com-
parison group was a sample of 804 nationwide elemen-
tary education teachers who showed a preference 
for teaching as an occupational choice and who had
completed the MBTI instrument (Macdaid et al., 1986).
The second was a sample of 189 Florida elementary
teachers who also had completed the MBTI instrument
(Reid, 1999).

When we compared the ToY scores to the larger
sample (n = 804) of elementary education teachers, 
we found a significant difference between groups (p <
.01) for the MBTI preference of Sensing (S); Intuition
(N); and the combination of traits Intuition–Feeling
(NF), Intuition–Perceiving (NP), and Extraversion–
Intuition (EN). More importantly, data analysis also
revealed that the most common type was ENFP (28%).

Chi-square analysis revealed that ENFP and INFJ were
significantly overrepresented (p < .001 and p < .01,
respectively). 

When we compared the ToY scores to the smaller
sample of Florida teachers, the results were the same as
in the larger sample for the single-letter type indicators
(S and N). Data analysis again showed that paired
attributes of IP, SF, NF, SJ, and NP were significantly
overrepresented (p < .01). In addition, the ENFP type
was the single most preferred type of ToY candidates 
(p < .001).

Limitations. With a sample size of only 39, it is
difficult to draw any substantial conclusions regarding
type selection and ToY candidates. This was a small
sample taken from a medium-size school district, and
generalizations of typology to other districts’ ToY candi-
dates should not be inferred. Unpublished research has
been completed that examined the Florida League of
Teachers and their MBTI types. The Florida Department
of Education (2000) is unique in that it has created an
organization of 148 “outstanding practicing educators
dedicated to assisting the Florida Department of

Table 1. Comparison of Study Samples With Other Samples and Percentage of MBTI Types.

Type Study Sample
n = 39

National Sample
n = 804

Florida Sample
n = 189

ISTJ
ISTP
ESTP
ESTJ
ISFJ
ISFP
ESFP
ESFJ
INFJ
INFP
ENFP
ENFJ
INTJ
INTP
ENTP
ENTJ

10.26
0.00
0.00
7.69
5.13
0.00
0.00
5.13

15.38
0.00

28.21
12.80

5.13
5.13
5.13
0.00

10.70
1.74
0.87
8.46

17.91
4.73
5.72

12.44
5.10
4.60

10.20
7.21
2.11
1.49
1.49
5.22

10.10
3.20
1.10
5.30

29.60
4.80
7.90

12.70
4.20
4.80
5.30
6.40
2.10
1.10
0.50
1.10

*Underlined percentages indicate a significant difference (p < .001) between the study sample and the identified sample.
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The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ
n = 4 n = 2 n = 6 n = 2
(10.26%) (5.13%) (15.38%) (5.13%)
I = 0.96 I = 0.29 I = 3.02* I = 2.43
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + +

ISTP ISFP INFP INTP
n = 0 n = 0 n = 0 n = 2
(0.00%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (5.13%)
I = 0.00 I = 0.00 I = 0.00 I = 3.44

+ + + + +

ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP
n = 0 n = 0 n = 11 n = 2
(0.00%) (0.00%) (28.21%) (5.13%)
I = 0.00 I = 0.00 I = 2.77*** I = 3.44

+ + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + +
+ + + + +
+ + + + +
+ + + + +
+ + +

ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ
n = 3 n = 2 n = 5 n = 0
(7.69%) (5.13%) (12.82%) (0.00%)
I = 0.91 I = 0.41 I = 1.78 I = 0.00
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + + + +

+ + +

Dichotomous Preferences

E 23 (58.97%) I = 1.14
I 16 (41.03%) I = 0.85

S 11 (28.21%) ***I = 0.45
N 28 (71.79%) ***I = 1.92

T 13 (33.33%) I = 1.04
F 26 (66.67%) I = 0.98

J 24 (61.54%) I = 0.89
P 15 (38.46%) I = 1.25

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ 14 (35.90%) I = 1.00
IP 2 (5.13%) I = 0.41
EP 13 (33.33%) I = 1.82
EJ 10 (25.64%) I = 0.77

ST 7 (17.95%) I = 0.82
SF 4 (10.26%) ***I = 0.25
NF 22 (56.41%) ***I = 2.08
NT 6 (15.38%) I = 1.49

SJ 11 (28.21%) **I = 0.57
SP 0 (0.00%) *I = 0.00
NP 15 (38.46%) ***I = 2.16
NJ 13 (33.33%) *I = 1.70

TJ 9 (23.08%) I = 0.87
TP 4 (10.26%) I = 1.83
FP 11 (28.21%) I = 1.12
FJ 15 (38.46%) I = 0.90

IN 10 (25.64%) *I = 1.93
EN 18 (46.15%) ***I = 1.91
IS 6 (15.38%) **I = 0.44
ES 5 (12.82%) *I = 0.47

ET 5 (12.82%) *I = 0.47
EF 18 (46.15%) ***I = 1.91
IF 8 (20.57%) I = 1.20
IT 8 (20.57%) I = 1.20

MBTI Differences between Teacher of the Year Recipients and Elementary School Teachers

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

E–TJ 3 7.69 n.a. I–TP 2 5.13 n.a. Dt. T 5 12.82 n.a.
E–FJ 7 17.95 n.a. I–FP 0 0.00 n.a. Dt. F 7 17.95 n.a.
ES–P 0 0.0 n.a. IS–J 6 15.38 n.a. Dt. S 6 15.38 n.a.
EN–P 13 33.33 n.a. IN–J 8 20.51 n.a. Dt. N 21 53.85 n.a.

Table 2. Type Distribution of Florida’s Teacher of the Year Recipients and SRTT Comparison With 
804 Elementary School Teachers Taken From Atlas of Type Tables.

N = 39 + = 1% of N *p < .01 **p < .01 ***p < .001
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Education and public schools throughout the state with
school improvement” (p. 8). The Florida League of
Teachers (FLoT) was founded in 1993 and was
designed primarily to support educational reform by
identifying the most effective teachers in the state. These
teachers help to coordinate professional development,
become model teachers, provide training, and help in
the facilitating and coaching of other teachers’ profes-
sional development.

When the MBTI types of Florida League of
Teachers members (n = 58) were com-
pared to the national random sample
(n = 804), overrepresentations of
ENFP and ENTP were revealed, simi-
lar to the results of the present study.

A second possible limitation to
this study may be in the selection
process of the ToY candidate and 
the assumption, albeit reasonable,
that the ToY selection process truly
designates the most effective teachers.
Although open to all teachers within a
school, the process may favor the
extraverted personalities, particularly
the ENFPs, who tend to be more forthcoming, enter-
prising, and articulate in expressing their personal and
educational views. Additionally, the NF teachers tend to
be warm and compassionate educators whose intuitive
processing also may aid them in the selection process.
Also, effective teaching is a complex and multidimen-
sional issue. Work by Murray, Rushton, and Paunonem
(1990) and Feldman (1986) suggests that other factors
may be involved, such as the interactive nature of the
teachers and students’ personality types and the instruc-
tional content.

DISCUSSION
Lawrence (1979) first reported on teachers’ MBTI types
by examining 5,366 teachers. Although he did not
specify the level of teaching (i.e., elementary, middle, or
secondary), he did report that the most common
personality type was ESFJ. Later, Macdaid et al. (1986)
reported that of 804 teachers, nearly 50% had a
combined preference for S and J. The second most
favored combination was SF (40.8%) and thus the the
most common type was ISFJ (17.9%). Of four possible
combinations, the third least likely to be found in
elementary school teachers was NP (17.8%). In the
Macdaid et al. sample, only 10.2% were ENFPs. These

researchers also sampled 100 preschool teachers,
obtaining similar results. Forty-one percent of the
sample preferred S and J and, again, the ISFJ profile
accounted for the largest (20%) percentage of all types.
The NP combination was the third least observed.

Similar results occurred in other studies using the
MBTI instrument. Although smaller samples were used
(n = 122 and n = 153), Hinton and Stockburger (1991)
and Marso and Pigge (1990) reported that the most
common type among preservice teachers was ESFJ.

More recently, Reid (1999) sampled
189 Florida elementary teachers and
concluded that 57.7% preferred both
S and J. And, similar to the larger
sample discussed above, the second
most favored combination in Reid’s
study was SF at 55.0%. The ISFJ pro-
file, therefore, accounted for 29.6% of
the total teachers. In contrast, the
least preferred, at 11.6%, was the NP
combination, with the ENFP type
accounting for only 5.3% of the sam-
ple. Therefore, it appears that the
typical elementary teacher has a

preference for both S and J and a combined ISFJ profile,
not the ENFP type observed in our sample of district-
level ToY candidates.

As we stated previously, we believe that this read-
ily available ToY pool can provide a rich resource for the
identification and study of personality characteristics of
teachers considered highly effective. Therefore, in order
to relate our findings to the identification of effective
teaching practices, we now discuss the ISFJ and ENFP
personality types in more detail and how these types
may differently approach teaching and the learning
process. We follow this discussion with possible
explanations, grounded in current research on brain-
based learning, for why ENFPs seem to be over-
represented in the ToY sample.

ISFJ Teachers. As mentioned above, almost a
third of elementary school teachers fit the ISFJ profile,
and over 57% of elementary teachers have a preference
for S and J. The ISFJs have been described as people
who have an “abiding respect and sense of personal
responsibility for doing what needs to be done in the
here and now” (Martin, 1997, p. 18). Martin further
stated that ISFJs often have a realistic approach to life,
are well organized, and have a respect and command of
the facts leading to thorough attention in completing
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tasks. Hirsh and Kummerow (1997) described ISFJs as
pragmatic, conscientious, and sympathetic individuals
who operate well when rules are well defined.

Fairhurst and Fairhurst (1995) suggested that 
the ISFJ teacher is considerate, dedicated, and service-
minded. They indicated that the ISFJ teacher prefers a
calm atmosphere to work in and would have a tendency
to use pencil and paper drills, workbook assignments,
and a “quiet desk work approach” to learning as their
main means of teaching. Further, ISFJ teachers prefer
not to have surprises in their classrooms and will create
a protective environment in which change is kept to a
minimum; they have a strong need to
keep things under control and do not
believe that things need to be changed
if they work. “Preservation, preven-
tion, and protection is a natural way of
life for them” (p. 61).

ENFP Teachers. In contrast,
research on ENFPs indicates that
teachers with a preference for
Extraversion, Intuition, Feeling, and
Perceiving are typically energetic,
enthusiastic people who lead sponta-
neous and adaptable lives (Martin,
1997). They have an orientation to the
outer world of possibilities, and their
intuition often draws them to new
ways of doing things, even if it means
doing some old things in a new way.
ENFPs also tend to be creative, active,
and imaginative, with an optimistic eye to the future.
Hirsh and Kummerow (1997) suggested that these indi-
viduals bring “zest, joy, liveliness, and fun to all aspects
of their living. They are at their best in situations that are
fluid and changing, and that allow them to express their
creativity and use their charisma” (p. 195).

As a whole, ENFPs tend to be “concerned with
personal growth, identity and authenticity, both for
themselves and for others” (Martin, 1997, p. 36).
Possibly viewed as gregarious in nature, they often are
performers, seen as catalysts for change and generators
of enthusiasm. Although independent-minded and
intolerant of routine, they are often viewed as warm,
charming, and friendly. Fairhurst and Fairhurst (1995)
suggested that as teachers, those with the ENFP orien-
tation would have a dramatic flair to their lectures, and
yet, allow for student interruptions and individuality.
Team building, class discussion, and supporting of

divergent thinking would be typical classroom strategies
seen in an ENFP teacher. Fairhurst and Fairhurst found
that ENFP teachers often are 

warm and enthusiastic teachers who can be
inspirational for their students. They are able to
cast new light on the unnoticed aspects of every-
day life. They are excellent at building new sets 
of cultural expectation with students who have
diverse backgrounds. Their avid curiosity adds a
spark of life to the classroom. (p. 10)

How the Brain Learns. The past decade has seen
a substantial increase in seminars,
conferences, and published research
related to how the brain best learns.
Cognitive psychologists (Gardner,
1993; Goleman, 1995), neuroscien-
tists (Diamond & Hopson, 1998;
Sylwester, 1997), and educators
(Caine & Caine, 1991, 1997a;
Jensen, 1998) are contributing new
insights as to strategies to help the
developing mind learn more effec-
tively. Undergirding many of these
findings is the important role of
emotions and the delicate balance
that exists in the learning process
between perceived stress and creating
a positive challenge for students.
Professional educators are beginning
to link these findings to classroom

management and learning environments as well as to
developmentally appropriate practices of young
children (Rushton & Larkin, 2001).

Some of the recent findings in brain research are
beginning to provide specific implications for teaching
more effectively and creating classroom environments
that support the child’s natural capacity to learn.
Rushton and Larkin (2001) proposed that brain
research will “help provide educators with strategies
that can stimulate specific areas of the brain (i.e., the
thalamus, amygdala, hippocampus, and the frontal
cortex) in order to gain the learner’s attention, foster
meaningful connections with prior understanding, and
maximize both short and long-term memory” (p. 26).
Caine and Caine (1997b) hypothesized that memory 
is affected by attention, which is driven by emotion. 
We suggest that those students who are “emotionally
invested” in the learning process, when provided
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reasonable choices and given important responsibilities
in the day-to-day routines and expectations of the class-
room, learn best. At a neurophysiological level, the
brain releases various steroids, hormones, and neuro-
transmitters that create within the child/learner/adult
positive emotions, which, in turn, help focus attention
and ultimately aid in long-term memory.

The brain’s emotional center, the amygdala, is tied
to the ability to learn. Emotions, learning, and memory
are closely linked as different parts of the brain are acti-
vated in the learning process (Jensen, 1998). Caine and
Caine, (1997b) believe that positive emotions drive
attention, which, in turn, promotes both learning and
memory and that high levels of stress, or a perceived
threat, will inhibit learning.

Sears et al. (1997) suggested that it is unlikely that
the sensing, feeling, judging teacher (the most typical
preference type for elementary school teachers) would
lead the next reform movement or be tomorrow’s leader
in the field of education. The SFJ teacher is noted for
order and step-by-step delivery of information and con-
tent. The familiar adage that “if something works, then
there’s no need to change or adapt it” appropriately fits
teachers with SFJ preferences. These teachers do have a
high degree of respect for order, the concrete, and the
status quo and can become uncomfortable with the dis-
order, uncertainty, and confusion that often accompany
change (Fairhurst & Fairhurst, 1995). The question
then arises as to the “atmosphere” these teachers create
in their learning environment. Do these teachers create
a challenging environment with many possibilities and
stimulating changes to entice, enhance, and keep stu-
dents with various learning styles motivated? Or, do
they continue to teach in a manner that works best for
the teachers themselves?

We speculate that ENFP teachers are more likely to
create an atmosphere that is challenging, exciting, and
stimulating—one in which students’ emotions are
heightened and learning is perceived as fun, exciting,
and challenging. Creating unique and challenging situ-
ations—ones in which the students take responsibility
for their learning—is critical. We know that learning is
a whole process and that stimulating the various por-
tions of the brain helps to foster long-term memory.
ENFP teachers are typically more open to change, open
to possibilities, willing to relinquish control, and often
are perceived as being exciting, open, and clearly
expressive in their actions. ENFPs are more likely to
have children engage in hands-on projects than ISFJ

teachers. It seems plausible that because of their unique
preferences, ENFP teachers are capable of creating a
learning environment that offers opportunities, chal-
lenge, and a strong emotional support system, all of
which are identified in the brain literature as important
to how the brain best learns.

We are not suggesting that teachers who have a
preference for ISFJ are not excellent teachers. All of the
16 types bring their unique strengths with them to the
classroom. In this study, only 2 of the 39 ToY recipients
were ISFJs. In speculating as to why a large percentage
of ENFPs emerged in this study and in the Florida
League of Teachers study, we suggest that the personal-
ity preferences of the ENFPs may lead to implementa-
tions of teaching techniques identified as effective in the
brain research literature. Such effective practice is more
likely to attract the attention of pleased parents, admin-
istrators, and other teachers who then nominate these
teachers for ToY. Also, the dynamic personality prefer-
ences of the ENFP may result in the willingness of these
teachers to step forward, be recognized, and take on ToY
responsibilities (speeches, trainings, conferences, etc.).

Sanders and Horn (1998) indicated that the single
most important factor in determining student academic
success is the classroom teacher. Using mixed-model
methodologies, these researchers conducted a multi-
variate, longitudinal analysis linking students and stu-
dent outcomes to the schools and systems in which they
were enrolled. Also included in the analysis were the
teachers to whom they were assigned as they advanced
from grade to grade. The analysis simultaneously con-
sidered the influences of intraclassroom heterogeneity,
student achievement level, and class size on academic
growth. Sanders and Horn concluded:

Teacher effects are dominant factors affecting
student academic gain and that the classroom
context variables of heterogeneity among students
and class sizes have relatively little influence 
on academic gain. The teacher effects on student
achievement have been found to be both additive
and cumulative with little evidence that subse-
quent effective teachers can offset the effects of
ineffective ones. (p. 254)

CONCLUSIONS
Given the importance the classroom teacher plays in the
role of student success, it is surprising that little research
has been conducted on local, state, or national ToY
award recipients—teachers deemed highly effective.
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Shanoski and Hranitz (1991) analyzed the responses 
of 48 National ToY recipients from 35 states. They
found that the teachers had 16–20 years of teaching
experience; achieved educational levels equal to or
beyond a master’s degree; combined coursework with
classroom demands; gave teacher education programs
below average to good ratings; supported the use of
mentors; and considered subject matter knowledge,
love of children, and excellent communication skills 
as the most important teacher characteristics. The
outstanding teachers also identified the five most
important tasks for teachers as (a) challenging and
motivating students, (b) affirming and supporting
students in their learning efforts, (c) checking for
student comprehension and providing feedback, (d)
selecting appropriate learning activities, and (e) actively
listening to students. Other than Shanoski and Hranitz’s
study, no research has attempted to classify the person-
ality characteristics of ToY recipients and to describe
their views of teaching effectiveness.

The results of our study suggest that ENFP
teachers are more likely to be chosen as Teacher of 
the Year award recipients. Obviously, the study was
limited by the small sample size (39). Also, this study
was restricted to recipients at the district level. In
addition to the need to conduct similar research at both
the state and national levels, further research in this area
might be designed to explore the personality types of
teachers deemed “District Teacher of the Year” with the
achievement gains of their students.

Although generalizations are not possible given
the small sample size, our findings do indicate a signif-
icant difference between the MBTI preferences of ele-
mentary school teachers as a whole and teachers
selected as ToY. As educators and communities strive to
improve student outcomes, perhaps efforts to identify
teacher effectiveness can be assisted through study 
of the personality types of a readily available pool 
of teachers publicly identified as effective—Teachers of 
the Year.
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