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Personality Types 
.1. 

The purpose of this study was to determine if a 

relationship exsisted between regular elementary teacher 

personality types and their attitudes toward elementary age 

students with learning disabilities. Subjects (n= 50) were 

regular elementary teachers grades two through six from five 

randomly sampled elementary schools in Virginia. 6:,��,;, ( n:::::3.1.) 

of the questionnaires were returned. The attitudes of the 

selected elementary teachers were determined by a 

self-developed survey questionnaire using a Likert Scale. 

Personality types were determined by the Myers-Briggs Type 

Indicator (MBTI). A Pearson r was used to analyze the data 

t:i !:, t.,,,1 :.i. n f:-:ic::I fr-om t 1·1c::1 L. :LI:. Ci) r· t Sc: al c:-;) i,,\n d l.: hci MDT I at. t hn 

. . f' . 
,5 :1. �J n .1 · · .1. c:: ,:\n c:: c;:, lE)\/E'!l of .O�\. A significant negative 

their negative attitudes towards students with learning 

disabilities was evident. However, no significant 

relatio�ship between teacher personality types of ST, SF, and 

NF anc::I their attitudes towards students with learning 

disabilities was found. 
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In t1--oduc ·1.:_j_ on 

Each year more and more children in the United States 

are being identified for special education services as 

provided for by the Individuals with Disabilities Act(IDEA) 

of 1991 formerly known as the Education for All Handicapped 

Children Act of 1975. The most dramatic increase in numbers 

of students being served is in the defined area of Learning 

D i c:;; a l:i i l .i. t. i e !:, • According to the Fourteenth Annual Reoort to 

Congress on the Implementation of the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act (United States Department of 

Education, 1992), 49% of all students with disabilities are 

identified as having specific learning disabilities. In 

199'.,';� :1 th,,� n urn i::lf.21·-- CJ 'f i::, tL.td r;.in tr:, c 1 i:,\ f;;;S;; i ·f :i. r,ld a!::; hf.:l vi n <J ,:; pe::ic :i. ·f :i. c 

learning disabilities was 2,144,377. These numbers indicate 

1.989-1990 ,,ind 1990·-·1991., thE• numbE•r of childr·en idE.1nt.i'i':i..c2c:! 

with specific learning disabilities increased 4.0% or 

approximately 81,000 individuals. The increase in numbers :i..s 

ov1::21··1,, helm :i.ni:J • 

11 .inc r·r:2i:�E, in g numt.3f.c' r- oi' r�Ei-f ra , ... ,� ,:.'\ 1 �:; by r·E�gu 1 i':\ r f.:?cl uc,::, ti c:in 

p ,,. of c-:" ·,,;; <;::; i c::, n ,::l l ·::; c:i f 1
' ci i ·f "i' i c u l t l: Cl t E:1 ,,� c h c:: 1--1 i 1 d ,.- ('2 n 11 f Cl r· i::\ s s; G• s; s-, m (�:• 11 t

,:::1• n cJ p l El c:: r-2 m F1 n t i 1, s. r.1 e c: i. i::l 1 educ:: ,,\ t :i. on '1 ( p . 4 El ) .. 

Once the 3tudents are identified as requiring special 

education services, the Individualized Education Program 
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(IEP) usually specifies that they receive much of their 

education in the reoular school environment. Thir:,; p!1:i. losophy 

has not changed significantly since 1976. The Annual Report 

To Congress (Department of Education, 1992) indicated that as 

of 1989-1990, 77% of students with specific learning 

disabilities (SLD) received their educational services in 

both the regular classroom and a special education classroom. 

In 1989-1990, placement for SLD students were as follows: 

20.7% in the regular class, 56.1% in resource rooms, and 

21.7% in self-contained classrooms. These figures represent 

only a .2% increase from the 1977-78 school year of students 

with SLD served in regular schools. However, figures for 

school years 1985-1990 indicate a -1.0% decrease in students 

being served in the regular classroom. Thi!:; d ec 1··r.? ,,:1 �;e 1, 

although small, is surprising considering thra special 

<=:.>d uc c:\ ti on rnov<2m<-�n t to :i. n tt,icJ r· ,"1 tci !,; tud c-in -1..:i:::- w i tl·i d :i. i::;,,� b .i. 1 it i (:-'.!�, 

into the regular classroom. Only a small percentage of 

students with SLD (1.5%) are being educated in separate 

:;:;c:: hor.:i .I. !:5 • Therefore 98.5% of all students with SLD are in a 

They also spe�d a minimum of 40% of their 

educational day, depending on their IEP J integrated in the 

Thls inteqration obviously means that the students are 

in contact with the regular classroom teacher. 

;;,, 1-· .l. :;c, ,o\ i,;; tD t hE:' at ti t.uc:I <-:�s:- CJ ·f t hE! c l D s, "'; /'"DDm tc-,?,,1.c::: hEi I'" :::, hut.t t 
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these students and their integration into the regular 

Do they behave differently towards these 

students? Do they feel that it is their responsibility to 

educate them? Do the teachers possess enough knowledge about 

learning disabilities to instruct these students properly? 

Do they have different performance expectations for students 

with learning disabilities? It is important to understand and 

to acknowledge the attitudes of regular classroom teachers 

toward students with learning disabilities. 81--ophy c.:\nd 

Good(1970) stated that research on the processes by which 

teachers communicate differential performance expectations to 

different children may lead to self-fufilling prophecies. 

Students with SLD may realize that the teacher expects less 

from them and act accordingly. Improvements in behavicr and 

achievement are minimal. T h u i::t :, t h E•i 1·· r:i <J u 1 ,',\ 1·· <•:s' d u c: ,,:1 (·:. i (J n ·I:·. 1:::-l ;,,\ c: I ·1 Ei 1·· 

h,=.,.s, r.:\ t t··ernr:,•n d t.1ut:::. :L mp,,:1c: t r.:ln t h(ic' ,:;,c)c: :.t. a .I. -:,\cl j \.\ i:;; tmHn t. i,,\n d i, ,\c: ;·,\t:I (::lm :.i. c: 

achievement of students with learning disabilities. 

Horne (1982) stated that research has supported the fact 

that teachers have negative attitudes toward all 

exceptianality groups and prefer not having them integrated 

in the regular classroom. He suggested that projects to 

change or alter teachers' attitudes are oi wtmost importance. 

Only by having teachers recognize their own bias toward 

students with SLD can positive attitudes begin to appear. 

If the statistics for students with SLD continue to 
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increase in numbers in the upcoming years, it will be 

imperative that regular elementary teachers assume a more 

re·sponsib le 

,�Fi!CE?i \/ ini;_:_1 a 

1 f . . t I t re:,. e .o,, .. . 1nsu1�.1.ng ·-. ·-1 ,,,1 

proper education in the 

these children are

11 li-:e;:,1st r-es;t1�ir.:tive 

en\,,in::inment". If teacher attitudes and behaviors are in fact 

negative, increased emphasis should be directed toward 

improving teacher attitudes. Regular education teachers play 

an important role in the lives of children with specific 

learning disabilities. 

Research has focused on the attitudes of teachers toward 

elementary students for many years. Sil bF�,,--man ( l9{:i9) 

concluded in his study of third-grade teachers that teachers 

hold four major attitudes toward their students. 

attitudes can be expressed in groups as 1) attachment, 2) 

concern, 3) indifference, and 4) rejection. T l·ic,, obi;;(,? ,,-v(at:I

teacher behavior in the study focused on the three areas of 

1) contact, 2) positive and negative evaluation, and 3)

i::1c:quiF�SCf"�ncE:. The results indicated that teacher attitudes 

about specific children have a significant impact on their 

behavior toward those children. The Attachment groups 

received more positive evaluation and percentage of 

acquiescent replies than any other group. The Concern group 

received more amounts of each behavior, but most 

significantly received more frequent contact. The 

Indifference group received less contact than any other group 
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and less positive evaluation. The Rejection group received 

greater amounts of contacts; however, they received grea·ter 

amounts of negative evaluation and less amounts of 

acqui0?sc:ence .. 

Brophy and Good (1970) conducted an observational study 

of the dyadic contacts between teachers and individual 

students in first grade classrooms. The results of the study 

indicated through a classroom interaction analysis that 

teachers expected better performance from students for whom 

they had high expectations and were more accepting of pear 

performance from students for whom they had low expectations .. 

Students with low teacher expectations also received less 

praise, more behavioral criticisms, less rephrase of 

questions, less persistence in eliciting responses, more 

negative contact, and less prompting. Th<::i ,::",tucJont\:;; w:i.th n.i.qh 

teacher expectations were obviously the favored group. 

In an extension of Silberman's work (.1.969), Brophy and 

Good (1972), executed a study which used the �ame identified 

groups of students - Attachment, Concern, Indifference and 

F:E:.,j r.;:,ct.i.on .. They concluded that the Attachment group 

consisted □f high achieving students; whereas, the other 

three groups were a combination of low and average achiever3 

1,-.J .. t. l::.h thrci cnncr,1rn ;,:1.nc:I ,··E•.:ir::.:,cticln (Jr .. c:iup,::; br:-i.i.nc;: rnE,\:.Lnly l.01\1

El C: hi(:?\/ E• , ... ,:; " Thus, since the groups wer� divided into 
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behavior towards these subgroups could be observed and 

:i.c:11::,•nt:L·fied,, The results of this study were consistent with 

Silberman's work in almost every regard. Furthermore, since 

the observation system used by them was more elaborate 1 more 

precise details of teacher behavior were evident. The 

Attachment group received more praise for academic work and 

less criticism than other groups. They received more reading 

turns, a greater percentage cf process questions, and less 

process feedback. The Concern group received more private, 

teacher initiated contact and were more carefully monitored 

than other groups. 

answering questions. 

They also received more opportunity for 

The Indifference group who appeared to 

be passive children held no level of particular concern by 

Due to their lack of participation, the 

students received less contact and fewer opportunities to 

They basically avoided the teachers and the 

teachers avoided them. T hE� i,:; tud <::�n ts in l: he:? F<t=2j ec:: ti on (J ,,·ou p 

were the most active in the class and had more contact with 

the teachers in the areas of procedure, classwork, and 

They received fewer response questions, fewer 

reading turns, less feedback, and were brushed aside as 

qu�ckly as possible, although they made the most demands on 

the teacher . In contradiction to Silberman's study (1969), 

the rejected students did not receive more contact and when 

contact was received it was usually negative criticism. Good 



I� 

Personality Types 
13 

(1980) in an extension of his previous work with Brophy 

expanded and confirmed earlier findings to indicate results 

that show that low achievers are seated further away from the 

teacher's desk, criticized more frequently for incorrect 

responses, praised less frequently for correct responses, and 

rewarded for inappropriate or incorrect responses. 

Attitudes and Labels 

With the passage of the Education for All Handicapped 

Children Act of 1975, a large percentage of the low achievers 

within the education system became identified as having 

""'· pFic:: if i c 1 £�i,,\ rn in CJ cl i sa b :i. lit. i c-:s. The 11 cDn c: E! ,�n 11 and 11 r·e j Fae ti. ciI1 11 

students began to receive support from federal, state, and 

lcical governments. 

Learning Disabled. Combs (1967) addressed the topi.cs of 

labels well before the passage of PL 94 - 142: 

_"signific:ant members of the envi1··or11ni:2nt 
may respond in accordance with attitudes 
toward a label, rather than factual information, and 
understanding. If these attitudes are negative, the 
behavior of others toward the child may serve to 
foster and extend the exceptionality 
n:1 th(2r than to hE.0

: 1 p thE• chi 1 d adj u1st" ( p .. 399) . 

Shotel, Iano, and McGettig�n (1972) researched the 

effects of labels on teacher attitudes or bias towards 

students with disabilities. They found that teachers 

preferred students with learning disabilities over students 
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with emotional disturbance, and least prefered students with 

educable mental retardation. Similarly, Abroms and Kodera 

(1979) found that the students with learning disabilities 

were ranked more favorably than those with emotional 

dis turbcH1CE•s. In a study in which undergraduate students 

ranked the acceptance level of disabilities, learning 

disabilities was viewed more favorably than other special 

education categories such as blindness, speech defects, and 

mental retardation. Abrams concluded that learning 

disabilities is believed to be more associated with a medical 

model than other disabilities and produces more credibility 

and ease in the attitudes of teachers. Therefore, Abrams 

crmc·l udt-�d the label ''learning d:is;abl<=!!d'' f:?Vokc➔!::, cli·f·f'o,�E;•n-1:., 

still negative, attitudes from other functional hancii.caps. 

Fogel (1983) concluded in a research project which 

y1:::.·1--
/ 

,0,0 HO 

involved teachers watching videos of children with special 

education labels of LD, EMR, ED, and normal that labels did 

not bias behavioral observations or gradJ.ng of academic work, 

but biased teachers' checklist scores. 

Dukes (1989) expanded on the study by Fogel (1983) tQ 

investigate whether classroom context clues on video tape 

showing an LD student and a nonhandicapped student would 

increase teacher evaluation bias. Results suggested �hat 

teachers may be more influenced by a child'� be�a�lor in the 

classroom than by the label of learning disabl2d. 
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results did lndic��e that teachers do hold initial biases 

.,,·l bc::Ju t. t ;-,;._-:,_. hE0 h,,,l v .i ur- o ·f c: hi 1 cf i�cin VJ.it h 1 <·?i,l r·n :i. ng di. :;;ab :i. 1 it i i',i�, .. 

was tu determine whether students with learning diasbilities 

encountered different interactions from their regular 

classroum teachers than children achieving at low, medium, or 

high lE-?VE0ls;. Results indicated that children with learning 

disabilities received more teacher criticism in situations 

involving classroom procedures and behavior. Th£c:•y cone: J.uded 

that regular classroom teachers may not present the best 

overall environment to meet the individualized needs of the 

students with learning disabilities due to the teacher's 

inability to manage the students· behavior. 

Gargiulo (1983) conducted a study which compared the 

,,,, t t :.i. tud E''.::i of f Dr ty-c0 i g ht prt:-:i-- ,•;<.nt:/ in-· �;E'l'"V i c (::) 1·-cJq u l ,,11" ;:;1,n d 

special educators toward teaching special needs students .. 

Special educatiDn was defined as learning Disabled, 

Emotionally Disturbed, Educable Mentally Handicapped, 

Trainable Mentally Handicapped, and Hearing Impaired. A 

self-report questionnaire was used to assess attitudes. 

Also, attitudes were assessed physiologically via changes in 

pulse and skin temperature as subjects viewed pictures an/or 

heard case studies of potential students for their classroom. 

The self-report contradicted the physical avidence. 

indicated that subjects perceived teaching the handicapped 
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sign i ·f ic Etn t l y mor'·E• "; ti�c,sr:, fu 1 th,:1n i.:E•ac hing 11 nor�mi:i l 11 �; tud(:1r·: t,,. 

Siperstein and Goding (1985) assessed teachers' 

differential behavior toward isolated, rejected learning 

disabled children and toward popular non-learning disabled 

children in grades 4-6. Results from the study indicate� 

that teachers have more contact with the isolated child which 

confirms previous research pertaining to low achievers(Brophy 

and Good, 1972) and contradicted the work of Silberman 

(1969). Other findings showed that teacher responses were 

triggered more by the label learning disabled than the 

children's actual behavior which did not appear to be 

different from the other children. According to Siperstein 

and Goding (1985), teachers responded with greater frequency 

of corrective behavior and used more negative verbal and 

nonverbal behavior with students with learning disabilitius. 

Alves and Gottlieb (1986) conducted � study that 

identified and characterized teacher dyadic interactions with 

mainstreamed handicapped students and compared them to those 

of nonhandicapped students. This study expanded on the work 

of Brophy and Good (1970,1972). The frequency of six aspects 

of dyadic interactions was considered to include� academic 

questions, extended feedback, praise, criticism, work 

interactions, and total amount of interactions regardless of 

n ,:\ t:u 1---F?. 0 v t-:i ,� i::t 1 1 r· r..-'! s u 1 ti;; in cl :i. c ;,,\ t. 1-:,! d t. h c:\ l.: 11 c:I 1. ·/' -f' Ei r· t': n t :it\ 1 t e ,':\ c: h t'J I'""

treatment of handicapped anci nonhandicapped students r8sults 
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in the former being provided with a less stimulating learning 

env i ronrrH?.n t" ( p. B2) . Also noted were fewer opportunities for 

students with learning disbillities to have actual 

involvement in academic activities. 

Contrary to previous research, Parker and Gottlieb 

(1989) found that low achievers were treated differently than 

average achievers or students with learning disabilities. 

The data suggested that children with learnng disabilities 

who were integrated did not receive less academically 

oriented interactions from their teachers. McIntosh and 

Vaughan (1993) studied the behaviors of teachers toward 

students with learning disabilities in grades K-12. RE•SU l t�, 

indicated no significantly different behaviors towards 

students with learning disabilities and regular students. 

More instructional modifications for studants with learning 

disabilities were found at the elementary level. 11D:::; t

notably, there were no differences in negative comments 

toward both groups of students at the elementary level. 

Main�:, trr.•?i:1m :i.nq 

Studies have attempted to examine the relationships 

between teacher attitudes towards mainstreaming based on 

variables such as sex, age, level of education, years of 



Personality Types 
18 

teaching experience, and number of courses in special 

education with little conclusive results (Harasymiw and 

HorT,e:, 1975). Panda and Bartel (1972) analyzed and compared 

perceptions of exceptionalities by teachers in relation to 

training and experience found that the level of education did 

not alter attitudes - the majority of which were negative 

towards students with learning disabilities. l.. . .ike�'Ji.sE•, 

Ldrrivee and Cook (1979) suggested that attitudes toward 

integration cf special needs children are not influenced by 

institutional variables such as classroom size, type of 

school, or school size. Teacher perception of being able to 

successfully teach students with learning disabilities 

appeared to be the most important factor in �elation to the 

attitudes of the teachers toward the identified children. 

Education and Experience 

Johnsen and Cartwright (1979) investigated whether 

education and experience with the handicapped would improve 

prospective teachers' attitudes toward integration of 

·;;; t.ucl f.'!n t �:;. The results indicated that knowledge and 

experience as separate factors did not alter �ttitudes but a 

combination of direct experience and knowledge did 

significantly improve attitudes toward handicapped students. 
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programs for teachers of students with learning disabilities 

should be a top priority for the educational system. He 

':5i::i:.:,,t�:::s, ''F'ositive attitudr-:.i ,;hifts that ·f.;:-,cilit;,:1.te a ct1,;;�ng<-::: in 

behaviors will occur only if teachers are presented with 

training experiences that are relevant to the task at 

hand''(p.82). Harasymiw and Horne (1976) conducted an 

experimental study in which results indicated that 

specialists working with teachers of students with 

disabilities may reduce the amount of anxiety and increase 

positive attitudes toward the integration of students with 

Siperstein and Goding (1985) conducted an awareness program 

in a study and found that the program did not reduce the 

quantity c::if interactir.:ins bt;)t\.\1e:,£0n th£:: tt�i',lche,�s-, and i,;tudcintf,, 

with learning disabilities. HovJE-!VEI'':, thEi·) l"l<,�u,::\tivci qui:i\l:Lty C)'f 

thf,� int(•::!,,· ;;.1c: ti ons vJi::\S o'i i g n :l. ·i' i c ,":\n t 1 y ,�<::-id uc c:.id . 

Alderman (1985) surveyed prominent prc::ifessionals in the field 

of education for students with learning disabilities to 

assess their views about the most important concerns facing 

the field of learning disabilities in the next decade. The 

one overriding concern expressed was the need for training 

and education of all professionals who have any contact at 

all with individuals with learning disabilities. 
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Personality Tvpes 

Literature available on the personality types of 

teachers is limited. The study of individual personality 

types can be traced to the precedent work of Jung (1923). 

Jung's theory has provided the framework for understanding 

the complex system of individual similarities and 

differences. Briggs and her daughter Myers (1985) elaborated 

on his theories and are most noted for their development of 

the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator(MBTI). The MBTI is the most 

simple, most widely-used, and most reliable instrument 

available today to determine a person's Jungarian type 

(Myers,1980). 

According to Myers, there are sixteen specific 

personality types that surface as a result of testing. Most 

researchers limit their studies to four groups to include 1) 

ST-Sensing plus Thinking, 2)SF-Sensing plus Feeling, 3) NF·-

Intuition plus Feeling and 4)NT-Intuition plus Thinki.ng. 

Sensing plus Thinking people are primarily interested in 

facts since facts can be collected and verified directly by 

the senses. They make decisions on these facts by impersonal 

analysis because the kind of Judgement they trust is 

thinking, with its step by step process of reasoning from 

cause to effect, from premise to conclusion. Sensing plus 

Feeling people are also interested in facts, but make their 
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decisions with personal warmth, because the kind of Judgement 

t hc:;:;,y t 1"·u st . l .  c:: ,:::, feeling, with its; power to weigh how much 

things matter to themselves and others. Intuition plus. 

Feeling people make decisions with the same personal warmth 

.,,\S SF people. However, since they prefer intuition, their 

interest is not in facts but in possibiliites, such as new 

projects, things that have not happened yet but might be made 

to happen, new truths that are not. yet known but might be 

found out, er, above all, new possibilities for people. 

Intuition plus Thinking people share the intent in 

pc:i�;i;;i b:i. l i ties. However, since they prefer thinking, they 

approach these possibilities with impersonal analysis. C:J-t'ten 

the possibilities they choose are theoretical or technical 

with the human element more or less ignored. The1,·r:::.1 i::ll'"G: o th<:ll'"

c:Dmbin,:1tions used in d:i.·f'fe,,·1:;)nt .incliv:i.du,,:11 r"t?1S<'.'::)ii,\l'"(:h 1;;;tudi1.::1•:,;. 

Furthermore, other qualities such as Introversion and 

Extraversion play a part in personality types. E,,,,c:h {:yp(-1 is 

habits of mind, and surface traits that naturally result from 

th£-? combin�\tion" ( p. 4). Also woven into the complexity of 

personality types are the differences in people that result 

from the way they like tD Perceive and Judge in order to make 

d(-:':!c:: :i. Si.01'"!'::i. 
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Personality Tvpes of Educators 

According to Myers (1980), specific personality types 

have been found to be prominent in particular occupations. 

Educators tend to be SF-Sensing plus Feeling personality 

The majority of educators are warm, sympathetic, 

enjoy facts, and like to provide a service to people. Austin 

and Cage (1980) investigated student teachers and cooperating 

teachers in relation to their attitudes and student teacher 

evaluations using the MBTI. Results indicated that NF

Intuitive plus Feeling in both groups had significantly more 

positive attitudes toward teaching than any other subgroup. 

They also received the highest student teacher ratings. 

Mertz and McNeely(1992) used the MBTI to assess the 

cognitive constructs about teaching in fifty-two beginning 

teachers. Particular reference was made tc percoption and 

preference. Data supplied in the results indicated that 49% 

of the subjects were SJ-Sensing plus Judging. 

the national norms statistics reported by Mertz and McNeely 

indicated that 38% of educators are SJ and 38% are SP-

Sensing/Perceptive. These figures indicate that educators 

-!::.(':2nd t:.o pOSSP!5S t1r•;1its thi::\t :.l.c:lenti·f,y' th('0fTl EIS:-
11 '.:::-f.':.•n��inc;.1'' typc-:":f:i. 

Reckinger (1980) in a speech given at Indiana University 

suggested that the study of teacher personality types ln 

relation to students' personality types and learning styles 
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are a crucial implication for education in the next decade. 

In particular, she stressed the importance of evaluating the 

relationship between teacher personality types and teacher 

attitudes about special needs students such as those 

identified as Specific Learning Disabled. 

The literature strongly suggests that regular elementary 

teachers have negative attitudes toward elementary age 

children with specific learning disabilities. F:r:gu 1 a,� 

elementary teacher attitudes are evident in their public and 

instructional behavior as well as their opinions on the 

integration of students with learning disabilities in their 

classrooms. Furthermore, research indicates that certain 

personality types are more suited for particular occupations 

(Myers-Briggs, 1980). The purpose of this study was to 

investigate the relationship between regular elementary 

elementary age students with learning disabilities. 

specifically, it was hypothesized that there is a 

relationship between regular elementary teachers with the 

personality types of Intuition plus Thinking (NT) or Sensing 

plus Thinking (ST) and attitudes towards elementary age 

students with learning disabilities. 
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Attitude-- The term attitude indicates a predisposition to 

think, perceive, and behave toward a cogntitive object 

(Kerlinger, 1964). 

Negative Attitude-- The term negative attitude refers to a 

regular elementary teacher's predisposition to think, 

perceive, or behave toward a student with learning 

disabilities in a manner inconsistent with educational 

research and findings. 

Positive Attitude--The term positive attitude refers to a 

regular elementary teacher's predisposition to think, 

perceive, or behave toward a student with learning 

disabilities in a manner consist�nt with educational rosuarch 

and findings. 

Personality Types-- The term personality types refers to the 

personality traits of an individual that involve specific 

motivational, tempermental, or emotional attributes that 

contribute to the total personality.(Myers,1980). 

Feeling--One of two judging functions that makes 

decisions by ordering choices in terms of personal 

values(Myers,1985). 
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Intuition--One of two perceptive functions that attends to 

meanings, relationships, symbols, and possibilities 

(Myers,1985). 

Sensing--One of two perceptive functions that attends to 

experiences available to the senses(Myers, 1985). 

Thinking--One of the two judging functions that makes 

decisions by ordering choices in terms of cause-effect or 

impersonal logical analysis(Myers, 1985)� 
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Subjects and Procedues 

Subjects(SS) of this study were fifty randomly selected 

regular elementary teachers from five randomly selected 

school divisions in the state of Virginia. During the 1994-

1995 school year, fifty survey questionnaires to include the 

self-developed attitude surveys and the Myers-Briggs Type 

Indicator were mailed directly to the Supervisor of Special 

Education Services in order to obtain a sample. E,jc: h

Supervisor was asked to distribute a copy of each instrument 

to a random sample of ten regular elementary teachers in 

their school system comprised of two teachers at each grade 

level of second, third, fourth, fifth, and sixth grade. The 

teachers were asked to the return the package directly to th0 

researcher in a provided postage-paid envelope wj.thin a two-

Wf,?f:?k pt:;)I'" i.od • 

. I.r! i::; t v·umc.,n ts 

The attitudes of the selected elementary teachers 

towards beliefs about learning and behavior of students with 

] F:,•,'::\ l'"['l :i. l"i CJ d :i. !:,,::\ I:::, :i. l :i. ti f::!!S �\JF,! 1r

•r1 cl F� tc::� ,,··m :i. n f:�d by c:\ s:;e J. ·f ·-d (·;;)\/F• l Cl pr,!d 

survey questionnaire using a Likert Scale. The questionnaire 

was pilot-tested among fifteen regular elementary teachers 

ancl college faculty. The Likert Scale consisted □f s:i.x 
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response categories with assigned values to include O)No 

Opinion, !)Strongly Agree, 2)Agree, 3)Neutral, 4)Disagree, 

and 5)Strongly Disagree. A score of 34 and above indicates 

positive attitudes toward students with learning disabilities 

and a score of 33 and below indicates negative attitudes 

toward students with learning disabilities. Certain survey 

questions were included for purposes other than the scope of 

this research study and were not included in the total 

attitude scores. Survey responses included in the total 

attitude scoring included the following item numbers: 1, 4, 

5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14, and 16 for a total of 11 survey 

items. 

Personality types were determined by the Myers-Briggs 

Type Indicator (MBTI). The MBTI is widely used by 

professionals and is a simple yet reliable instrument to 

determine personality types. The MBTI contains tour separate 

indices to include EI- Extraversion or Introversi.on; SN -

Sensing perception or Intuitive perception; TF - Thinking 

Judgement or Feeling judgement; and JP - Judgement or 

Perception. 

According to Myers (1985), The SN index reflects 

an individual's preference between two apposite ways of 

perceiving. Individuals may rely on (S) sensing processes 

using the five senses to interpret facts or happenings or 

they may rely on (N) intuitive processes beyond the conscious 
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mind to interpret meanings or relationships. The TF index 

reflects an individual's preference between two contrasting 

ways of judgement. An individual may rely on thinking (T) to 

make impersonal, logical decisions or an individual may rely 

on feeling (F) to make decisions based on social or personal 

values. 

The four indices of EI, SN, TF, and JP yield sixteen 

possible types. This study was limited to the four 

personality types of SF, ST, NF, and NT due to the intended 

exclusion of the EI and JP indices in scoring the personality 

types. Personality types were scored according to the MBTI 

Manual (Myers, 1985) guidelines and scoring stencils. Types 

were yielded using points using the weighted total of answers 

for each pole of the indices. Points were converted into 

preference scores that indicated the reported strengtl1 of the 

preference. Furthermore, the preference scores were 

converted into continuous scores using the convention tti8t 

for S or T preference scores, the continuous score was 100 

minus the numerical portion of the preference score. F□r N

or F preference scores, the continuous score was 100 plus the 

numerical portion of the preference score. 
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The relationship between regular elementary teacher 

personality types and their attitudes towards elementary age 

students with learning disabilities was tested using a 

Pearson r. The significance level used was .05. 

Results 

Fifty survey questionnaires including the self-developed 

attitude surveys and the MBTI were distributed to a random 

sample of fifty regular elementary teachers grades two 

through six in five rural Virginia counties. The response 

rate was 62%. 31 surveys were returned which consisted of one 

male and 30 female subjects. The ages of the sample includoci 

10% (n=3) in the 20-30 range; 3% (n=l) in the 31-35 rango; 

20% (n =6) in the 36-40 range; 42% (n=13) in the 41-5 

range; and 25% (n=8) in the 51+ range. 68% (n=21) indicated 

they had 16+ years of teaching experience. 

Sixty-two percent (n=19) had not taken any special 

education courses within the last five years. Thirty-five 

(n= 11) had taken 1-2 courses within the last five years, 0% 

(n=3) had taken 3-4 courses, 3% (n=l) had taken 5 or more 

special education courses within the last five years(See 

FigGre I). In reference to the number of inservices or 
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seminars attended on the subject of special education within 

the last five years, 26% (n=B) had not attended any, 61% 

(n=19) had attended 1-2, 13% (n= 4) had attended 3-4, and 0% 

(n= 0) had attended 5 or more. 

The results indicated that the average number of 

identified students with learning disabilities in the 

classrooms of the sample over the past five years ranged from 

none to six or more. The subjects responded that 3% (n=l) 

had 0 students with learning disabilities over the past five 

years, 35% (n=11) 1-3 students with learning disabilities, 

20% (n=6) 3-5 students, 39% (n=12) 6 or more students with 

learning disabilities and 3% (n= l) chose not to disclose that 

information. 

The personality types of the sample included 32% (n= L0) 

ST; 32% (n=l0) SF; 23% (n=7) NF; and 13½ (n=4) NT (See Figur·� 

I I ) . Within the ST group, the attitude survey using the 

Likert Scale indicated that 70% (n=7) had negative attit1Jdes 

towards students with learning disabilities and 30% (n= 3) had 

positive attitudes. 

positive attitudes. 

Within the SF group, 100% (n= l0) had 

Within the NF group 100 % (n=7) had 

positive attitudes. Within the NT group, 100% (n=4) had 

negative attitudes towards students with learning 

disabilities (See Figure III). The overall percentage of 

positive or negative attitudes for the sample included 55% 

(n= 17) having positive attitudes towards students with 
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learning disabilities and 45% (n= 14) having negative 

attitudes towards students with learning disabiliti�s 

Testing the Hypotheses 

The relationship between regular elementary teacher 

personality types and their attitudes towards elementary age 

students with learning disabilities was tested using a 

Pearson r at the significance level of .05. Thf.0 hypothr::?s:i.s 

testing the relationship between ST personality types and 

attitudes did not show any significant relationship 

(J'" c::s.0.1., p<.05)., 

between SF and attitudes did not show a significant 

relationship (r= .06, p< .. 05) .. 

testing the relationship between NF and attitudes did not 

show a significant relationship (r=- .. 61, p( .. 05) .. However, the 

hypothesis testing the NT personality type and attitudes did 

showed a significant negative relationship (r= -.97, p( .. 05) 

regular elementary teachers with NT personality 

types and their negative attitudes towards elementary age 

students with learning disabilities (See Table I). 
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Di!::.cui=;sion 

The primary purpose of thi� study was to determine if a 

relationship exsisted between regular elementary teacher 

personality types and their attitudes toward elementary age 

students with learning disabilities. A significant negative 

relationship between the personality type of NT and their 

attitudes toward students with learning disabilities was 

evident. This result suggested that regular elementary 

teachers with NT personality types have a predisposition to 

think, perceive, or behave toward students with learning 

disabilities in a manner inconsistent with educational 

research and findings. One possible explanation for the NT 

personality group to have negative attitudes may be the 

tendency far individuals with NT personality types to choose 

possibilities that are theoretical or tec:hnlcal. 

c:l"lo:i.c:::(,}�S m,::ldE? by NT ind:i.v.i.c:luali;;; mu1•"e o,, .. lr:11::i'.::i i<,Jno1•"r::1 thc1 hurn;-.\1·1

element (Myers, 1984). The effects of these negative 

attitudes on students with disabilities goes beyond the scope 

of this paper; however, it is an important issue to consider 

that 77% of all students with learning disabilities receive 

the:i.r educational services in both the regular classroom and 

the special education classroom (Department of Education, 
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Limitations of the Study 

Generalizations from this investigation were limited by 

the small sample size from a restricted population. The 

results may not be generalized to other populations. 

Recommendations 

It is recommended that a long term observational study 

with a large random sampled population be conducted t□ access 

differential behavior and attitudes towards elementary age 

students with learning disabilities within a random sample of 

regular elementary personality types of SF, ST, NF, and NT. 

Future studies could address actual dy�dic teacher-child 

interactions as those researched by Good and Brophy in 1972. 

By actually observing teacher behavior towards students wJ.th 

learning disabilities, it is proposed that researchers can 

more accurately identify teacher attitudes. 

Furthermore, it is recommended that administrators and 

educators in the public school system become more familiar 

with MBTI personality types and the potential for certain 

personality types t□ have negative attitudes towards students 

with learning disabilities. In addition, the MBTI can be � 

resourceful tool for individuals to learn more about 

themselves and their perception and Judgement of the world 
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around them. If an individual has knowledege of their 

personality type or those of others, the information can 

possibly strengthen teamwork, cooperation, and mutual 

respect. In situations such as collaboration and inclusion, 

successful teamwork can help regular teachers and special 

education teachers to work together more constructively. In 

classroom situations and teacher-child interactions, 

knowledge of personality types can allow individuals to focus 

on their abilities to deal effectively with situations 

utilizing their personal strengths. Students with learning 

disabilities can benefit from teachers that possess personal 

development and are free from negative attitudes. Hence, 

educators can focus on the main agenda of providing a quality 

education for all students especially those students with 

specific learning disabilities. 
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Please answer the following brief items by circling the 

number that corresponds with your answer. Particpiation is 
voluntary, but your input is greatly appreciated. No 
information linking a teacher to responses will be used and 

all information will remain confidential. At no time will 
the researcher be aware of the name of any particpant. 

1. Age
1. 20-30

2" 31-35

3. 36-40

4. 41-50

5. 51+

2. Number of years teaching
1. 0-1

-

�-

2 . 2-5
-
�- 6-10

4 .• 11-15
� 
�- 16+ 

Grade presently teaching 

1. Second
2. Third

3. Fourth

4. Fifth

5. Sixth

4. Education Level

1. College Degree - Undergraduate

2. College Degree plus teaching certificate

3. College degree plus specialist certificate
4. Master ' s  Degree

5. Master 's degree plus professional certificate

6. Doctoral degree

5. Gender

1. Male
2. Female

6. Race

1. African-American

2. Hispanic

3. Native American

4. Oriental

5. Caucasian

6. None of the above
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7. Number of special education classes taken within the

la!,,t f.:i.vt:.� y€�i:�ri::.;
.1... Ncme 

'..2" .1.-''."-' 
3 II 3•-"4 

8.. Number of inservices or seminars attended an the topic 
of special education within the last five years 
1.. Ncmf.� 

2. 1--?

10. Number of students in your classroom

.1... Undr21•" 20 

2. 21 .. -2'.5

11. Number of students in your school

1.. 1 ···200 
2.. 20 .l ·<::-00 

::::i H �)() .1.--4()() 

4. 401+

1 '..?.. Plvc,• 1·· ,,,,qt::! n um bt:-:!1'" o·f id E-!n t:i. ·1° :i. c0�cl i;;; tudnn t:;;; 1t-J it h l C•ii.\ l'"l"l i ncJ 

disabilities in your classroom during the last five 

y <-:-:.• i::'i r· !:,; 

l.. NonE-! 

2" 1. ..... 3

4 .. 6+ 

5 .. Cannot disclose this information 

13. Number of years working with students with learning
c:li!::'•c\l:ii l i tic�is

:!. .. l\lonF:1 

2 II .l 

.q.. 4--6 

':,.. 7···.1.0 

6 .. :l.1+ 
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Do ·y-ou 
,5 tc.,i tE�mf:.�n tr:;? 
DpiniDn.. 0 
N ··- NE)U tr-· a 1 !' 

agree or disagree with each of the following 
Circle the number which best describes your 

- No opinion, SA - Strongly Agree, A - Agree,
D - Disagree, SD - Strongly Disagree

1. I know a student with learning disabilities when I see
onE,• ..
0 .. NCJ 2.A 3.N 4.D 5.SD

2 .. Hyperactivity is a learning disability even if the child 
performs adequately academically .. 

�-
·-· " 

ll, •

O.NO 1.SA 2 .. A 3.N 4 .. D 5.SD

A student with learning disabilities can not be 
distinguished from a slow learner . 
0 .. NCl l .. S(-� 2 .. 10i 3 .. 1\1 4 .. D 

A LD child has below normal intf.•?11 igt:2nc::r,!. 
O.NO 1.SA 2.A

(..� ,;;; tud r?n t lrJ it h 
0 .. I\IC:l l . !::;(� 

l t•:) ,,,, ,,. n :i. n (J
2. (�

::::; .. 1\1 4 .. D 

d ii,;,,,ibi l i t:i.E)f::; 

::::: .. 1,1 
:i. t5 .I. i.\ .�y. 

4" I)

'.5 .. SD 

'.3 .. SD 

6 .. (-� i:;tud(,?nt with a 1�,-)a,�ninq d:i.i::,,':\bil:i.tii?i::; do,,:�s not su-f-f'(-:�1·· 

-·,"! 
I " 

from neurological impairments .. 
O .. NO 1.SA 2 .. A 3 .. N 

A student with learning disabilities 
culturally deprived envirDnment. 
O .. NO 1.SA 2.A 3.N 

.q .• D 

u r:;ua l l y ·f n::im ,,:\

4-. D 

8. A student with learning disabilities has no desire to
1 E!i::tl'"n "

,::) 
l "

0 .I\ID :.L "S{� 4 .. D �3. SD 

Most students with learning disabilities suffer from 
emotional instability. 
0. NO l . 13A 2 .. Pt �:.. N 4 .. D 15 .. rm 
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10. A student with learning disabilities does not need
additional encouragement and support from regular

classroom teachers.
O.NO 1.SA 2.A :3.N 4.D

11. All students with learning disabilities should be

<"?d uc: i,:"l tr?d 

O.NO

in self-contained special classrooms.

1.SA 2.A 3.N 4.D

!:1'" SD 

5 .. SD 

12. I do not possess the knowledge necessary to work with 

students with learning disabilities. 
0 • f\.lO l • SP, 2 .. �1 3. 1\1 4 ., D 5 . SD 

13. It is difficult to maintain order in a regular classroom

that contains a student with learning disabiliites.
0 • NO 1 • SP, 2 • A 3. 1'-I 4. D '..L SD

14. The contact regular class students have with integrated

students with learning disabilities will be damaging to

the regular studen·ts.

O.NO 1.SA 2.A 4 .. D 5.SD

15. Communication between regular and special educators is

adequate to effect successful integration cf students
with learning disabiliites into the regular classroom,

0. 1\10 l .. 13A '.?. () :::; • 1\1 4. D '.:.\. DD 

16. Students with learning disabilities will never achieve

i,'IC:: ack�m i c:: ,,:\ 1 l y an cl s hou 1 cl IJE! 11 pu i,s h<;0d II th 1···ouc.;:1 h t ht:!

educational system in order to relieve stress from the
reguldr classroom teacher.

0 • NO 1 • �3(.', 2 .. Pi 3. N LI .• D ;:;, .. 13D
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100 Mountain Road 
Halifax, Virginia 24558 
M,,�r·ch 21. 1, 19r:;5 

Supervisor of Special Education Services 

Dt�1,,:1 r·

I contacted you earlier this week in reference to your 
county' s participation in a research project I am conducting 
for the completion of my thesis at Longwood Collge in 
Farmville, Virginia. I appreciate your willingness to 

participate and your cooperation. 

Please distribute the enclosed envelopes to two regular 
(non special education) elementary teachers ln each grade of 
second, third, fourth, fifth, and sixth for a total of ten 
teacher participants. Teachers should return the packages to 
me in the postage paid envelopes provided in the package by 

Teacher participation is strictly voluntary. 
confidentiality, no information linking a teacher 
repsonses will be used. All information obtained 
survey will remain anonymous. 

Once again, thank you for you cooperation. 

S inc: F=! t'"F::]. '/ !' 

To cin '.:·;u l'"ci 

1.:.u 

.i.n l:.hiF, 

Mary Beth Thompson 
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Relationship Between Personality Type and Attitude 



Tabl1:? I 
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Relationship Between Personality Type and Attitude 
-------------------------------------------------

-

Pe1'·�:;;on,::1l .i ty 
Type 

ST 

SF 

NF 

}!( _ .. ...Q. < M () �I 11 

N = Number of Subjects 

N 

.10 • 0.1.

1.0 

7 -.6.1 

4 
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Percentage of Special Education Courses 

Taken Within Last Five Years 
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fiqure 1. Percentage cf Special Education Classes Taken 

Within The Last Five Years 

., , . 
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Percentage of Personality Types From Sample 
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Figure II. Percentage of Personality Types In Sample 
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Percentage of Positive or Negative Attitudes 

Within Personality Subgroups 
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Fiqure III. Percentage of Positive or Negative Attitude 

Within Personality Subgroups 

% 
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ST 

n::::·7 n::::::::: 
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n:::::.10 
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n::::7 
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1,--, F' C'.) s i t i. v e ,:� t t. i. t: Ltd C·?:.1 1:=.:. 

&!l1 Neg,:;1 t.:i.V(-c! Attitud<:?S 

I\IT 
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Percentage of Positive or Negative Attitudes 

Within Total Sample 



Personality Types 
53 

Figure IV. Percentage of Positive or Negative Attitudes 

Within Total Sample. 
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