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ABSTRACT
This investigation asked teachers to identify the psycho-
logical type of “ideal” students and students “most likely
to have problems.” After completing 9 to 12 hours of
college training in the principles and application of 
psychological type to education, 102 teachers were
surveyed about their perceptions of how students with
various type and temperament characteristics would
fare on a number of dimensions. The majority of teachers
reported that they would most enjoy teaching students
with type and temperament characteristics similar to

their own preferences. In contrast, irrespective of their
own preferences, teachers indicated that students with
E, S, T, or J preferences in their type profiles had the
greatest potential for success in school. Identifying the
child most likely to have problems in school, teachers
preferring E, S, T, or J chose their opposite, whereas
teachers preferring N, F, or P chose their own type as
likely to have problems in school. In identifying the all-
around ideal child, teachers with E, S, N, T, or J prefer-
ences selected students with their own preferences,
whereas teachers with preferences for I, F, or P chose
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their opposites. These results present interesting issues
for further consideration in areas of teacher training,
academic performance, social behavioral adjustment,
and child development.

Notes: 1 For the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator® (MBTI®) instrument, the eight preference 
categories are the following: Extraversion (E) versus Introversion (I); Sensing (S) versus Intuition
(N); Thinking (T) versus Feeling (F); Judging (J) versus Perceiving (P).

2 The four Keirsey temperament patterns and their corresponding MBTI codes are: 
Artisan (_S_P); Guardian (_S_J); Rational (_NT_); Idealist (_NF_).

INTRODUCTION
Many authors have suggested that the “goodness of 
fit” model is useful as a predictor of adjustment in 
certain settings (Kaltsounis & Higdon, 1977; Klein &
Ballantine, 2001; Thomas & Chess,
1977). If the temperament character-
istics of an individual child fit the
demands and values of a particular
setting, then a good adjustment is
expected and a “poor fit” may result in
poor adjustment (Klein & Ballantine). 

Coombs-Richardson and Meisgeier
(2001) emphasized the importance of
establishing enhancing regularities that
can positively impact social/behavioral
adjustment, academic performance,
and classroom instruction of individ-
ual students. Enhancing regularities
are defined as established activities
that support the expression of individ-
ual student personality or tempera-
ment in classrooms. The authors
described how school and classroom
regularities are strongly influenced by
the personality or temperament of teachers and other
educators. They reported that when school and class-
room regularities are adapted so that they support the
psychological type characteristics of students, positive
academic performance and social/ emotional adjustment
are more likely to occur.

Classroom regularities are largely established by 
the teacher. Teacher-established regularities that are
reflections of what teachers consider ideal behavior 
will inhibit or facilitate student growth and adjustment
(Bradley & DuCette, 1975; Kaltsounis & Higdon, 1977).
As early as 1960, investigators reported “. . . that the
degree of similarity between student’s and teacher’s 
personalities is a significant factor in determining 
successful classroom interaction, learning and achieve-
ment” (Feshbach & Beigel, 1968, p. 923). 

Numerous studies (e.g., Murphy, 1984; Singh,
1987; Torrance, 1965; Von Eschenbach & Nolan,
1981) have investigated teachers’ perceptions of the
ideal child using Torrance’s Ideal Child Checklist
(Torrance, 1975). Often these studies have focused on
the characteristics of the ideal child compared with the
performance of gifted students, or with the perceptions
of parents or panels of experts on creativity.

In a comprehensive review of the literature,
McCaulley and Natter (1980) found that teacher pref-
erences for ages, grade level, and content were affected
by type differences of teachers. McCaulley and Natter 
further reported that teachers with a preference for

Extraversion had more autonomous,
student-directed classrooms, and
teachers with a preference for Intro-
version had more teacher-directed
classrooms, with less student auton-
omy. Feeling types gave more praise,
whereas Thinking types offered little
praise or criticism.

Many ideal child studies point to
the belief that teacher behavior
towards individual students is shaped
by the teacher’s perception of what is
ideal. Feshbach and Beigel (1968)
found “. . . a positive relationship
between teachers’ self-perceptions
and perceptions of the ideal child” 
(p. 923). They found that the degree
of the relationship varied with the par-
ticular personality attributes of 
the teacher. The “. . . image held 

by a teacher of an ideal pupil will influence (the
teacher’s) thoughts and actions because it serves as sort
of a standard” (Kaltsounis, 1977, p. 804) upon which he
or she can be measured.

In a study of 91 teacher interns, Meisgeier, Swank,
Richardson, and Meisgeier (1994) found that 76% of
teachers with either E or I preferences identified
Extraversion as the ideal child preference on the E/I
index. Teachers preferring S or N and J or P, respec-
tively, tended to identify their own preferences as ideal.
Teachers with a preference for Thinking or Feeling both
selected Feeling as the ideal preference.

The present study examined the responses of
teachers trained in the principles and application of
psychological type. It compares their psychological type
profile and their identification of ideal and problem
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children by psychological type.

METHOD 
In a graduate education course focusing on procedures
for accommodating individual differences, 102 teachers
from five classes participated in training on the princi-
ples and applications of psychological type in their
classrooms. Approximately 90% of the participants were
teaching at the time of the study, and all were seeking an
advanced degree or certificate in special education. The
vast majority of participants were White females.

The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator® instrument
(MBTI®) was administered to all participants at the
beginning of the program. They then participated in 9
to 12 hours of training in the application of psycholog-
ical type theory and temperament theory to education.
The training consisted of generally recognized and
accepted information regarding type and temperament
characteristics, with an emphasis on the positive aspects
of each.

Teachers completed a one-page form indicating
their own psychological type and answered four ques-
tions. The teachers were asked to think carefully about
the social behavior and learning characteristics associ-
ated with each of the psychological type indices by first
selecting one preference from each of the pairs of
indices that comprise a psychological type profile. For
each of the four questions, teachers chose one of each of
the pairs of the four type indices. This process resulted
in identification of a type profile for each of the ques-
tions. Teachers were asked not to identify a particular
profile but to build a profile from each of the indexed
pairs (e.g., INTJ).

Teachers were asked to consider their responses
based on their knowledge of existing conditions in most
schools and classrooms of today. They were asked to
indicate:

a) “…the student you would most enjoy 
teaching.”

b) “…the child you think has the greatest 
potential for success in school.”

c) “…the child you think will be most 
likely to have problems in school.”

d) “…the ideal all-around child in school 
and life.”

The teacher responses were then compared to their
own type and temperament. The researchers were inter-
ested in knowing whether or not teachers favored their
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own type as they answered the questions.
A type table and simple crosstabs and frequencies

were generated to identify the type and temperament of
participating teachers and to assess the concordance of
the teachers’ psychological type preferences with the
type preference responses for each of the four items. A
similar analysis compared the temperament styles of the
teachers with the student profiles they selected for each
item. The results were statistically analyzed using the
chi-square test of homogeneity, which tests the fit of the
observed data with what would be expected using the
marginal proportions. 

Discrepancies between observed and expected 
values in the respective cells were assessed by examin-
ing the standardized residuals for each cell. Residuals of
2.0 or greater indicate statistical significance at the .05
level (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 1998). Positive residu-
als indicate that more cases in a given cell were
observed than expected. Negative residuals indicate
that fewer cases were observed than expected based on
the sample proportions.

RESULTS
The type distribution of the 102 participants is pre-
sented in TABLE 1. (SEE PAGE 42.) With the exception of
INTJ, all type combinations are represented in the sam-
ple. TABLE 2 (SEE PAGE 43) presents matches between
teacher and student type and temperament for the 
student you would most enjoy teaching. The presence of a
similarity bias was clearly evident in these results.
Teachers with preferences for Introversion were signifi-
cantly more likely to select students with a preference
for Introversion. In contrast, teachers with preferences
for Extraversion were significantly less likely to select
students with preferences for Introversion as those they
would most enjoy teaching. Teachers who preferred
Sensing and Intuition and Thinking and Feeling were
significantly more likely to choose their own types (S,
N, T, or F, respectively) and significantly less likely to
choose their opposites. The results for the Judging and
Perceiving dimension were consistent with the previ-
ously described dimensions, although the results were
not statistically significant.

With respect to temperament, SJ, NT, and NF
teachers were significantly more likely to choose a 
student with a similar temperament. Teachers with an
SP temperament chose SP, SJ, and NT students with
equal frequency. 

TABLE 3 (SEE PAGE 44) contains similar data for the
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The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ
n = 11 n = 14 n = 6 n = 0
(10.8%) (13.7%) (5.9%) (0.0%)
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + + + + + + + 
+ + + + +

ISTP ISFP INFP INTP
n = 4 n = 2 n = 3 n = 3
(3.9%) (2.0%) (2.9%) (2.9%)
+ + + + + + + + + + + +

ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP
n = 2 n = 7 n = 12 n = 3
(2.0%) (6.9%) (11.8%) (2.9%)
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + + + +
+ +

ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ
n = 8 n = 15 n = 9 n = 3
(7.8%) (14.7%) (8.8%) (2.9%)
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +  
+ + + + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + +

Dichotomous Preferences

E n = 59 (57.8%) I = n.a.
I n = 43 (42.2%) I = n.a.

S n = 63 (61.8%) I = n.a.
N n = 39 (38.2%) I = n.a.

T n = 34 (33.3%) I = n.a.
F n = 68 (66.7%) I = n.a.

J n = 66 (64.7%) I = n.a.
P n = 36 (35.3%) I = n.a.

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ n = 31 (30.4%) I = n.a.
IP n = 12 (11.8%) I = n.a.
EP n = 24 (23.5%) I = n.a.
EJ n = 35 (34.3%) I = n.a.

ST n = 25 (24.5%) I = n.a.
SF n = 38 (37.3%) I = n.a.
NF n = 30 (29.4%) I = n.a.
NT n = 29 (28.8%) I = n.a.

SJ n = 48 (47.1%) I = n.a.
SP n = 15 (14.7%) I = n.a.
NP n = 21 (20.6%) I = n.a.
NJ n = 18 (17.7%) I = n.a.

TJ n = 22 (21.6%) I = n.a.
TP n = 12 (11.8%) I = n.a.
FP n = 24 (23.5%) I = n.a.
FJ n = 44 (43.1%) I = n.a.

IN n = 12 (11.8%) I = n.a.
EN n = 27 (26.5%) I = n.a.
IS n = 31 (30.4%) I = n.a.
ES n = 32 (31.4%) I = n.a.

ET n = 16 (15.7%) I = n.a.
EF n = 43 (42.2%) I = n.a.
IF n = 25 (24.5%) I = n.a.
IT n = 18 (28.4%) I = n.a.

Charles Meisgeier and J. Thomas Kellow

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

E–TJ 11 10.8 n.a. I–TP 7 6.9 n.a. Dt. T 18 17.7 n.a.
E–FJ 24 23.5 n.a. I–FP 5 4.9 n.a. Dt. F 29 28.4 n.a.
ES–P 9 8.8 n.a. IS–J 25 24.5 n.a. Dt. S 34 33.3 n.a.
EN–P 15 14.7 n.a. IN–J 6 5.9 n.a. Dt. N 21 20.6 n.a.

Table 1. Respondent Teacher Types, Preferences, and Temperaments.

N = 102 + = 1% of N
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child you think has the greatest potential for success in school
item. Here the data indicate a lack of similarity bias
across type preferences and temperament; that is, irre-
spective of their own type or temperament preferences,
teachers tended to choose the child with E, S, T, or J
type and SJ temperament (there was a bimodal match
for SP teachers, who preferred SJ and NT with equal 
frequency) as having the greatest potential for success in
school. It is important to recognize here that the lack 
of statistical significance with these results indicates 
the lack of a similarity bias. The chi-square test of
homogeneity we employed is a test of independence. A
nonsignificant result indicates insufficient evidence to
reject the null hypothesis of independence.

TABLE 4 (SEE PAGE 45) presents type and tempera-
ment matches for the child you think will be most likely to
have problems in school. Matches across this item indicated
that students with Intuition, Feeling, and Perceiving
preferences were predominately identified by teachers
who prefer S, T, and J, and those who prefer I, F, and P.

Finally, in TABLE 5 (SEE PAGE 46), type and tem-
perament matches for the ideal all-around child in school
and life are presented. For the psychological type of 
the ideal all-around child, regardless of their own type
preference, teachers selected children with preferences
for Extraversion, Thinking, and Judging as the mode.
However, there was a slight tendency (57% and 59%,
respectively) for teachers with a preference for Sensing

Extraversion–Introversion N Percent Z-value

E–E 45 82 1.4
I–I 21 57 2.4* 
E–I 10 18 -2.0*
I–E 16 43 -1.7

Sensing–Intuition

S–S 42 79 2.3*
N–N 29 76 3.0* 
S–N 11 21 -2.5*
N–S 9 24 -2.7*

Thinking–Feeling

T–T 26 90 2.9*
F–F 42 67 2.0*
T–F 3 10 -3.0*
F–T 21 33 -2.0*

Judging–Perceiving

J–J 39 67 1.0
P–P 20 61 1.6
J–P 19 33 -1.2
P–J 13 39 -1.3

Temperament

SJ–SJ 5 64 2.4*
SP–SP 4 31 0.5
SP–SJ 4 31 1.3
SP–NT 4 31 1.2
NT–NT 4 57 2.5*
NF–NF 20 71 4.6*

Table 2. Teacher-Student Matches for “Students They Would Most Enjoy Teaching” Across the Four
Type Dimensions and Temperaments.

*p<.05 
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and teachers with a preference for Intuition to choose
their own type on this dimension.

Regarding temperament style preferences for the
ideal all-around child, the data were variable. Teachers
with NT temperament chose students with SP, SJ, and
NT temperaments equally often, and did not choose NF.
(The number in each case is small.) Sixty-four percent
of SJ teachers selected a student who also preferred SJ,
whereas NF teachers chose NT student types.

DISCUSSION
Teachers of all eight type preferences indicated that they
would most enjoy teaching their own types. The teachers
with a preference for Extraversion, Sensing, Thinking,

and Judging (ESTJ) indicated that their own type 
would have the greatest potential for success in school.
Teachers preferring Introversion, Intuition, Feeling, and
Perceiving (INFP) also selected the Extraversion,
Sensing, Thinking, and Judging (ESTJ) preferences for
this question.

Lawrence (1993) suggested that a common bias
exists in education that is against ES and S students 
and favorable toward students with preferences for
Introversion and Intuition. Lawrence presented a logical
rationale of a widespread favorable bias toward Intro-
version and Intuition in the skills of reading. He further
suggested that negative biases of instruction focused on
Extraverted Sensing students in testing, and a favorable,
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Extraversion–Introversion N Percent Z-value

E–E 44 80 0.6
I–I 13 37 1.2 
E–I 11 20 -1.0
I–E 22 63 -0.7

Sensing–Intuition

S–S 30 57 -0.7
N–N 9 25 -1.1 
S–N 23 43 0.9
N–S 27 75 0.8

Thinking–Feeling

T–T 27 93 0.2
F–F 7 11 0.4
T–F 2 07 -0.5
F–T 55 89 -0.1

Judging–Perceiving

J–J 42 72 -0.1
P–P 8 24 -0.2
J–P 16 18 0.2
P–J 25 76 0.1

Temperament

SJ–SJ 2 50 -0.4
SP–SJ 7 47 -1.2
SP–NT 7 47 2.5*
NT–SJ 5 56 0.0
NF–SJ 19 66 0.8

Table 3. Teacher-Student Matches for “Students They Would Feel Would Have the Greatest Potential
for Success in School” Across the Four Type Dimensions and Temperaments.

*p<.05 
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unconscious, bias toward Intuitive intelligence, along
with a record of neglect of Sensing intelligence.

Most type tables of teachers show clear Sensing
and SJ preferences in teacher profiles (e.g., Macdaid,
McCaulley, & Kainz, 1986). Because of the preponder-
ance of Sensing and SJ teacher types who chose their
own student type as having the greatest potential for
success in school (SEE TABLE 3), Lawrence’s (1993)
hypothesis may need to be reconsidered. A supportable
assumption might be that Intuitive-intelligence would
be more neglected than Sensing-intelligence, particu-
larly in the elementary grades. Further, an analysis of
TABLES 3, 4, and 5 suggests that this view is more
likely. Upon reviewing these data, the bias appears to 

be against students with Introversion, Intuition, 
and Perceiving preferences and favorable toward
students with Extraversion and Extraversion Sensing
preferences. The bias in regard to Sensing reported by
Lawrence might be better understood with further 
in-depth analysis of teacher bias against Sensing
Perceiving. Of course, this interpretation of the current
data assumes that teacher type is an extremely strong
influence on features of the learning environment, such
as the selection of materials, mode of presentation, and 
learning options.

The Intuitive teachers’ preference for students who
prefer Sensing may be related to the large number of
teachers who prefer Sensing found in every school 

Extraversion–Introversion N Percent Z-value

E–E 22 40 -1.1
I–I 12 33 -1.4 
E–I 33 60 1.1
I–E 24 67 1.4

Sensing–Intuition

S–S 23 44 0.2
N–N 22 61 0.2
S–N 29 56 -0.2
N–S 14 39 -0.3

Thinking–Feeling

T–T 2 07 -1.1
F–F 51 81 -0.3
T–F 25 93 0.5
F–T 12 19 0.7

Judging–Perceiving

J–J 11 32 0.9
P–P 46 79 0.4
J–P 23 68 -0.5
P–J 12 21 -0.7

Temperament

SJ–NF 21 55 0.5
SP–SP 6 43 1.2
NT–SP 4 50 1.3
NF–NF 18 64 1.1

Table 4. Teacher-Student Matches for “Students Who Will be Most Likely to Have Problems in
School” Across the Four Type Dimensions and Temperaments.
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district. Why would the teachers in the present study
prefer their opposites? Is it because participants believe
that the characteristics of the ESTJ learner more closely
match the setting and regularities of most classrooms
and schools today? Did participants themselves have
difficulties adjusting to school? Do the responses of par-
ticipants reflect the way they remember the classroom
regularities within the schools they attended? 

Teachers’ identification of the type preferences
most likely to have problems in school indicated that teach-
ers with Sensing, Thinking, and Judging preferences
selected their opposites, whereas the Intuitive, Feeling,
and Perceiving teachers selected their own types. Did
Intuitive, Feeling, or Perceiving teacher types consider

Intuitive, Feeling, or Perceiving characteristics as being
contrary to most classroom situations and demands?
Did they remember themselves as having problems that
they projected onto the student type they selected?
Learners who have Intuitive, Feeling, or Perceiving
preferences are known to have high scores on tradi-
tional tests of creativity and are often viewed as prob-
lems because of their persistent independence and 
lack of conformity. Are the regularities of schools 
and classrooms more reinforcing of the behaviors of
students who prefer Sensing, Thinking, and Judging?
Type tables of public school teachers and administra-
tors generally identify Sensing and SJ teachers as the 
predominant type (Macdaid et al., 1986). Elementary

Extraversion–Introversion N Percent Z-value

E–E 49 93 0.3
I–I 6 18 1.1 
E–I 4 7 -0.8
I–E 28 82 -0.4

Sensing–Intuition

S–S 30 57 0.6
N–N 20 59 0.8
S–N 23 43 -0.6
N–S 14 41 -0.8

Thinking–Feeling

T–T 16 60 0.3
F–F 29 47 0.2
T–F 11 40 -0.3
F–T 33 53 -0.2

Judging–Perceiving

J–J 36 62 0.2
P–P 14 45 0.4
J–P 22 38 -0.3
P–J 17 55 -0.3

Temperament

SJ–SJ 15 64 0.6
SP–NF 5 31 1.5
NT–SP 2 29 0.7
NT–SJ 2 29 0.7
NT–NT 2 29 0.7
NF–NT 10 37 0.6

Table 5. Teacher-Student Matches for “The Ideal ‘All-Around’ Student in School and Life” Across the
Four Type Dimensions and Temperaments.
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teachers are more apt to prefer Feeling, and teachers
who prefer Thinking are more apt to be found in 
middle and high schools (Ball, 2000).

Selection of the ideal all around child in school and
life resulted in teachers who preferred Extraversion,
Sensing, Intuition, Thinking, and Judging selecting 
students whose preferences matched their own,
whereas teachers who preferred Introversion, Feeling,
or Perceiving selected their opposites. Teachers who
preferred Feeling or Perceiving identified their oppo-
sites as having the greatest potential for success in school
and in life and also identified their own type as most
likely to have problems in school.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
The present results reveal striking agreement among
participants of varying psychological type preferences
in identifying the student most likely to be successful,
most likely to have problems, the ideal all-around child,
and the child they would prefer to teach. It appears that
student type preferences for N, F, or P may be “out 
of fit” with current normal classroom regularities. Do
social and/or academic regularities in schools influence
selection of N, F, or P students as likely to have problems?
In each case, is teacher type a factor that is supportive
of certain types and not of others?

The strong emphasis of this and other ethical type
training programs would be on the positive aspects of
all types and the value of the contributions that each
type makes and the capability and success of each type’s
potential in school. This study was intended to assess
how participants thought that each student type would
perform, have problems in school, or be successful as
conditions in classrooms exist today—not necessarily
how they might be realized in an ideal environment.
Rather, the results reflect the view of participants that
certain types of students may have more difficulty than
others in today’s classrooms as a function of classroom
or school-level bias. These findings present interesting
questions for future investigations regarding teacher
performance and the social/emotional adjustment of
students.

The finding that teachers consistently identify a
child with type characteristics they would like to teach,
the ideal child, and the successful child suggests that
they also may have formed opinions that could result in
the unconscious devaluing of children they consider
less than ideal or as potential problems. “The very idea
that a teacher carries an unconscious ‘picture’ of an ideal
child into the classroom suggest there may be children
present who were perceived as less than ideal. If that 
is the case, all of the learning that takes place in the
classroom will not be academic. For it seems likely that
each child also will learn how he or she is viewed by the
teacher” (Meisgeier et al., 1994, p. 269).

Landmark studies have found that:

. . . teachers differed in their styles of teaching
consistent with their own preferences for percep-
tion and judgment. Teachers behave differently
toward students for whom they have diminished
expectations, providing fewer opportunities for
independent work and practice, reducing per-
sonal attention, increasing physical distance, and
differentially administering and grading tests and
assignments for low expectation students.
(Brophy, 1983, p. 654)

It can be concluded that teacher type and temperament
may be as important for study as investigations of 
student type and temperament.

If teachers prefer to teach their own types, and
have perceptions about ideal or problem children, then
children who are a mismatch, or a poor fit, may have
more than their share of school and learning challenges.
It is important that every child be recognized as a
unique individual to be supported and valued. Teacher
knowledge of and applications of psychological type
principles to the classroom may be an important factor
in helping schools to achieve a good fit for every
student. Indeed, the application of the principles of 
psychological type and the respect for individual 
differences inherent in type theory may prove to be an 
important factor in our schools and may presently be a
missing but important factor in successful school reform
efforts.
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