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Abstract

Sixty-four third through eighth grade students from a rural parochial school were tested
using the Murphy-Meisgeier Type Indicator for Children (MMTIC). Students were
divided into three groups on the basis of the MMTIC scores: those showing no
undetermined preferences, those showing one undetermined preference and those
showing two or more undetermined preference. Grade point averages (GPA) were used
to determine academic achievement for these students. Mean GPA scores for the three
groups were compared using the t-test. Those students with two or more undetermined
preferences showed significantly lower mean GPA scores than those students with no

undetermined preferences.
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Chapter One

Introduction

The concept of psychological type was first developed by Carl Jung, who
hypothesized dynamic inner processes behind all human behavior: Extraversion, a
focus on the external world or Introversion, a focus on the internal world;
Sensing, a focus on the real world or Intuition, a focus on the world of
possibilities; and Thinking, making decisions on objective criteria or Feeling,
making decisions on value-based criteria (Jung, 1923). This work was further
refined by Katherine Briggs and Isabel Briggs Myers who added the fourth scale,
Judging and Perceiving (Myers, 1993). The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI)
was developed to facilitate identification of the sixteen different combinations
possible on these four scales (Myers & McCaulley, 1985).

The application of the concept of psychological type to elementary school
children was made possible by the development of a MBTI-like instrument for
children. This instrument, the Murphy-Meisgeier Type Indicator for Children
(MMTIC), strives to apply the concept of psychological type to the elementary
school child in grades two through eight. It is designed to measure the same
preferences as the MBTI: Introversion/Extraversion, Sensing/Intuition,
Feeling/Thinking, and Judging/Perceiving. While the MMTIC uses the standard

four-letter code for the reporting of psychological type, the letter “U™ for



“undetermined” may sometimes be used in the code. The so-called “U-band”

indicates that a preference was not sufficiently clear to justify assignment to one
of the two placements. While research exists concerning the academic
achievement of various psychological types, little research addresses the issue of
academic achievement in those children with established preferences versus those
with one or more undetermined preferences.

The purpose of this study is to determine whether a relationship exists
between the indication of a clear preference on the four MMTIC scales and
academic achievement as determined by grade point average (GPA).

Hypotheses

Null hypothesis #1: No stétistically significant difference exists between
the mean GPA scores of students who show definite preferences on all four
preference scales and those students who show one undetermined preference.

Alternate hypothesis #1: Students who show definite preferences on all
four preference scales will show significantly higher mean GPA scores than those
students who show one undetermined preference.

Null hypothesis #2: No statistically significant difference exists between
the mean GPA scores of students who show definite preferences on all four
preference scales and those students who show two or more undetermined

preferences.



Alternate hypothesis #2: Students who show definite preferences on all

four preference scales will show significantly higher mean GPA scores than those
students who show two or more undetermined preferences.

Null hypothesis #3: No statistically significant difference exists between
the mean GPA scores of students who show one undetermined preference and
those students who show two or more undetermined preferences.

Alternate hypothesis #3: Students who show one undetermined preference
will show significantly higher mean GPA scores than those students who show

two or more undetermined preferences.



Chapter Two

Literature Review

Psychological Type Theory

The concept of psychological type was first developed by Carl Jung, who
hypothesized dynamic inner processes behind all human behavior. The first two
processes point to a person’s orientation to the world: Extraversion, a focus on the
external world or Introversion, a focus on the internal world. Jung also identified
four psychological functions: Sensing, a focus on the real world or Intuition, a
focus on the world of possibilities, Thinking, making decisions on objective
criteria or Feeling, making decisions on value-based criteria ( Jung, 1923).

Often the term extrovert is used to describe gregariousness, while the term
introvert is often used to denote shyness. Jung’s use of these terms, however,
denotes an individual’s orientation to life. “The introvert’s main interests are in
the inner world of concepts and ideas, while the extravert is more involved with
the outer world of people and things.” (Myers, 1993, p.7)

The term perception is used to describe the two ways an individual may
take in information: directly through the five senses (Sensing) or through the use
of unconscious perceptions (Intuition). Judging, on the other hand, refers to the
two distinct ways of reaching conclusions: through logical reasoning, aimed at an

impersonal finding (Thinking) or by bestowing a personal, subjective value



(Feeling). After an intensive study of Jung’s theories, Katherine Briggs and

Isabel Myers added a fourth preference which describes the attitude with which a
person deals with the world around them: whether they prefer to use their
Perceiving preference or their Judging preference (Myers and McCaulley, 1985).
These four preferences then combine to give a total of sixteen possible
combinations, or psychological types.

Students of type theory, however, warn that predicting behavior on the
basis of psychological type can be risky. Life experience, developmental stage,
intelligence and other factors influence behavior. Type theory does not offer an
explanation for every human behavior. Obviously, there are...

myriad other influences on behavior. Jung conceived of personality type

as a habit of the mind, not a fixed and unbreakable pattern. . . even

fingerprints, the most renowned and overused metaphor of personal
uniqueness, can be sorted into categories of recognizable patterns (the FBI,
for example sorts them into four classifications for faster identification —
loops, arcs, whorls, and accidental lines). So too does psychological type
provide a pattern or structure onto which our unique and individual

experiences and mind-sets are grafted. (Pearman and Albritton, 1997, p.

2-3)



Jung (1923) and Myers (1993) hypothesized a dominant, or leading mental

process, among the four functions (Sensing, Intuition, Thinking or Feeling) that is
used in the preferred attitude (Introversion or Extraversion). They also
hypothesized an auxiliary, or complementing function which would be used in the
non-preferred attitude. Therefore, for an INFP, the dominant function would be
Introverted Feeling and the Auxiliary function Extraverted Intuition. The
dominant process is the one of which the individual is most aware, and relies upon
most heavily. Most type experts agree this is the process to develop first in
children. The two other functions, the tertiary and inferior functions are further
removed from conscious access. For the INFP discussed earlier, the tertiary
function would be Extraverted Sensing and the inferior function would be
Extraverted Thinking. These two functions are often not developed until later in
life.

Applying type theory to children, Myers (1993) hypothesized that the E-I
dimension was the most deeply rooted, appearing first is children. Tobacyk,
Wells and Springer (1988, p. 51) suggest that this dimension may be “the matrix
with which functions are embedded and from which the functions differentiate.”
Therefore, as children begin to exercise a preference for one kind of perception
(Sensing or Intuition) over the other, a separate developmental path is entered.

The process which they prefer will be used more often, strengthened and become



more easily controlled. They will tend to enjoy activities which require this

preference and will develop surface traits which point to this preference. At the
same time, children also begin to show a preference for one of the two styles of
making judgments (Thinking and Feeling). The preferred judgment will be used
more often, and be the most trusted way of making decisions. Children also
develop a preference for using either their Perceiving or Judgment function.
Again, this preference begins to evidence itself at an early age, and is reinforced
by continued use. This is a developmental process, however, and will occur
earlier in some children than in others.
Determining Type

The development of an instrument to determine psychological type
preferences began in 1923, when Katharine Briggs discovered the work of Carl
Jung and began assimilating his work with her own observations. During World
War II, she and her daughter Isabel Myers became interested in developing a
psychological instrument which would help fit workers to the most appropriate
job. Including the fourth judging preference to Jung’s three dimensions, they
developed the first edition of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI). This
instrument has been translated into many languages, and is used in career
counseling, marriage counseling, and organizational team building as well as the

field of education. (Myers, 1993)



The Murphy-Meisgeier Type Indicator for Children (MMTIC) addresses

the problem of assessing and classifying the way in which children absorb and
process information about their environment. Developed in 1987 by Charles
Meisgeier and Elizabeth Murphy, this instrument strives to apply the concept of
psychological type developed by Jung and refined by Myers and Briggs to the
elementary child in grades two through eight. (Meisgeier & Murphy, 1987)

Temperament Types

In an interesting adaptation of psychological type concepts, Golay (1982)
and Keirsey and Bates (1984) consolidate the 16 psychological types into four
temperament types, each with certain unique learning characteristics. Golay
(1982) identified four types of learners: Actual-Spontaneous, Actual-Routine,
Conceptual-Specific and Conceptual-Global. Keirsey and Bates (1984) and
Fairhurst and Fairhurst (1995) give these categories different names and tie them
to specific psychological type preferences: SP Artisans, SJ Guardians, NT
Rationals and NF Idealists.

In order to test Golay’s (1982) temperament theory, Lathey (1991)
attempted to correlate the four learning styles with academic achievement in
middle school students. Using predominantly white, middle class students from
grades 6, 7 and 8 of a public school in upstate New York (N=216), Lathey

computed correlation coefficients on the following 11 variables: age, the four



MMTIC subscales, Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS) national

percentile scores for Total Reading and Total Math, Cognitive Skills Index scores,
a “work” scale based on five selected J-P items, and current report card grades in
English and science. Stepwise multiple regression equations were then generated
to determine whether science or English grades could be predicted by any of the
other variables.

Traditional factors played a greater role in predicting academic
performance in Grade 6 than in Grades 7 and 8. While the relationship between
CSI scores (a measure of cognitive ability) and grades in science and English
were .55 and .54 respectively in Grade 6, the correlation dropped to .39 and .37 in
Grade 8. The strongest correlation with temperament type was in Grade 8, where
the correlation between the Work scale and English grades was .27.

Stepwise regression equations in Grade 6 showed that 53% of the
variance in English grades was accounted for by two variables: science grades and
CSI scores. Fifty-three point three percent of the variance in science grades was
accounted for by the variables English grades and CSI scores. In Grade 7 only
19.6 % of the variance in English grades could be accounted for by science
grades. English grades and CTBS math scores accounted for 32.4% of the
variance in Grade 7 science grades. At Grade 8, CTBS math scores and English

grades accounted for 17.9% of the variance in science grades. However, in
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predicting English grades at Grade 8, science grades, CTBS math scores and the
Work scale accounted for 35% of the variance. Thus temperament factors seem to
become more important in predicting academic achievement in later adolescence.

Lathey (1991) also performed a contingency table analysis to determine
whether English grades in Grades 7 and 8 were associated with learning style.
This analysis, which contrasted the frequencies of high and low achievers in
English, revealed a significant association between academic achievement and
learning style [chi square (2, N=64) = 8.22, p <.05]. Compared to SP students,
NF and SJ students were more likely to be high achievers in English. A similar
analysis contrasting high and low SJ and SP achievers in science approached
significance (p=.1).

It is important to note that while the MMTIC, like the MBTI, yields a 4-
letter code for one of the 16 possible psychological types one major difference
exists. Subjects failing to show a clear preference (one standard error each side of
the mean) receive a U-band score. Because subjects who received a U in the S-N,
T-F, or J-P preferences could not be assigned a temperament type, those students
(28% of the sample) were dropped from the contingency table analyses.

Other studies by Hobby, Miller, Stone and Carskadon (1987) and Frisbie
(1988) examine differences between the work of Myers and Keirsey. Frisbie

(1988) criticizes Keirsey’s work as being unscientific, and at odds with Jung’s



(1923) discussion of psychological type. Hobby et al (1987) contrasts the

methods (employed by Myers and Keirsey) of grouping similar types. Myers
groups together pairs which share the same dominant function expressed in the
same way (introverted or extraverted). For example, Myers grouped extraverted
Thinking types ESTJ and ENTJ together. Hobby et al (1987) cites the book,

Introduction to Temperament by Giovannoni, Berens and Cooper (1986), in

which Keirsey focuses his attention on the four temperament types SJ, SP, NT and
NF. According to Keirsey, those types which were seen to be most similar were
those differing only on the E-I scale. Therefore Keirsey would group ESTJ with
ISTJ.

In the study by Hobby et al (1987) 640 undergraduates at Mississippi State
University were given the MBTI in their introductory psychology classes. Six
weeks later participants were given two complete type descriptions to read and
evaluate, one of the type Myers would predict to be most similar to their own, the
other the type Keirsey would predict to be most similar to the subject’s own.
Subjects rated each of these type descriptions on a 4-point scale, and then made a
forced choice as to which description best described themselves. On the accuracy
ratings, Myers’ predicted type descriptions were rated significantly higher than
Keirsey’s by five types, Keirsey’s by two types, while differences for the other 11

types were not statistically significant.



Learning Styles

Distinguishing between learning style and psychological type, Lawrence
(1993) views learning style as being somewhat casual and changeable over time
while he sees psychological type, as defined by Jung’s theory, as being more
enduring. Knowledge of psychological type, however, is felt by many
proponents of type theory to offer insight into various differences in learning
style. Many studies have attempted to correlate psychological type with various
inventories of learning style.

DiTiberio (1996) discusses a number of studies where the MBTI was
administered along with other inventories of learning styles. DiTiberio (1996)
discusses dissertations by Hinkle (1986), Luh (1991) and Penn (1992) which
attempt to correlate MBTI characteristics with elements of Kolb’s Learning Style
Inventory. DiTiberio (1996) states that Hinkle (1986) found Concrete Experience
(CE) and Active Experimentation (AE) to correlate with Extraversion, Reflective
Observation (RO) with Introversion and Active Experimentation (AE) with
Perceiving. DiTiberio (1996) quotes both Luh (1991) and Penn (1992) reporting
Extraverts preferring Accommodation (which in Kolb’s model involves an
interaction of CE with AE).

Fourqurean, Meisgeier and Swank (1990) examine the link between

learning style and Jungian type by comparing students’ learning styles as



determined by the Dunn and Dunn Learning Style Inventory (Dunn LSI), the

Renjulli-Smith Learning Style Inventory (Renjulli LSI) and the Murphy-
Meisgeier Type Indicator for Children (MMTIC). Their stated purpose was to
explore “the extent to which canonical correlation analysis would reveal the
structure and dimensionality of learning style and psychological type.”
(Fourqurean et al, 1990, p. 228)

Their study consisted of 492 ninth-grade students who were administered
the MMTIC, the Dunn LSI and the Renzulli LSI. In a canonical analysis between
the LSI and the MMTIC, the first canonical variate for the MMTIC had a strong
positive weight for the Introversion dimension (.70). In other words, students
who scored high in this dimension tended to be Introverts. The corresponding
Renzulli LSI variate consisted of negative scores from Projects (-.45), Simulations
(-.35) and Peer Teaching (-.34) and a positive contribution from Lecture (.34).

The second canonical variate for the MMTIC had its greatest weight in the
Judging dimension (-1.15). The corresponding Renzulli LSI variate had its
strongest weights on Drill (.55), Teaching Games (.49) and Independent Study
(.34). This suggests that Judging types prefer learning through drill and
repetition, teaching games and independent study.

Comparisons between the MMTIC and the Dunn LSI showed similar

correlations. The first variate for the MMTIC had a strong positive weight for the
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JP dimension (.83), indicating high scores pointed to Perceptive types while low
scores tended to be Judging types. The corresponding Dunn LSI variate consisted
of a negative contribution for the areas of Structure (-.38) and Motivation (-.25),
suggesting that students who scored low on structure and motivation tend to be
Perceiving types. Positive weights for Tactile (.27) and Loud Noise (.26)
subscales indicated Perceiving types seem to prefer a noisier learning environment
with ample opportunity to manipulate objects and materials. The second variate
for the MMTIC had it greatest weight on the Introversion (.68) and Intuitive (.65)
dimensions. The Dunn LSI variate had it greatest weights on the subscales Learns
in Several Ways (-.71), Visual (.59) and Auditory (.54). These results indicate
that Introverted Intuitive types tended to prefer both auditory and visual
presentations, but had little need for great variety in their learning situations.

Elliott and Sapp (1988) tested the relationship between learning style as
measured by the Grasha-Riechmann Student Learning Style Questionnaire
(GRSLSQ) and psychological types as determined by the MBTI. This study was
comprised of 166 undergraduate students from an urban, Southeastern university,
selected from classes within the School of Education, Department of Business and
the Department of Mathematics.

The GRSLSQ yields six learning styles: Independent, Avoidant,

Collaborative, Dependent, Competitive and Participant. In this particular study a
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large number (110, 66%) of the 166 subjects fell into the Participant style, making
it difficult to draw clear relationships between GRSLSQ learning style and
psychological type. However, Collaborative style learners showed statistically
significant preferences for Extraversion, Sensing and Perceiving. Dependent
learners showed significant preferences for Extraverted-Sensing and Extraverted-
Perceiving. According to Lawrence (1993) this suggests that both Dependent and
Participant Learners may learn best from concrete experiences which allow the
engagement of all their senses. The fact that 52% of this group preferred
Extraversion, 69% preferred Sensing and 37% of this group preferred
Extraversion and Sensing, has implications for university instructors who tend to
prefer Introversion and Intuition. Given that a large percentage of their class may
have sharply different learning needs than their instructors, care must be taken to
chose instructional strategies appropriate to the majority of students.

After reviewing these and other similar learning studies DiTiberio (1996,
p. 127) states, “One important observation coming from a number of learning
style studies is the confirmation of the validity of MBTI constructs.” He goes on
to cite Beyler and Schmeck’s (1992) study which found four main factors
emerging from four different inventories. These factors corresponded directly to

the four dimensions of the MBTI. This confirms the work of Fourqurean et al



(1990), discussed earlier, which showed that the MMTIC correlated with

dimensions on the Dunn LSI and the Renzulli LSI.

Cognitive Style, Brain Patterns and Information Processing

The terms learning style and cognitive style are often used
interchangeably. However, in this paper the term cognitive style will be used to
refer to the way in which the brain works. DiTiberio (1996) discusses a study by
Schweiger (1985) which analyzed subjects’ verbalizations as they attempted to
solve problems orally. DiTiberio (1996, p. 127) states that “Sensing was found to
relate to ‘repeating a previous decision to be successful,” and Intuition to concern
over ‘errors in thinking’; Feeling was related to the use of ‘no reason’ in reaching
a decision.” All these observations are consistent with type theory as discussed
by Myers (1993).

Wilson and Languis (1989) used topographic brain mapping technology to
investigate the difference in brain electrical activity patterns between highly
Extraverted and Introverted adults. The original study consisted of eight right-
handed subjects: Four were identified by the MBTI as being strongly Introverted
and four were identified as being strongly Extraverted. Each group consisted of
one faculty member, two graduate students and one undergraduate student. Brain
activity was assessed under four levels of cognitive complexity: a resting

condition, a perceptual condition and high and low level cognitive conditions.
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Introverts showed higher internal arousal and greater cognitively related electrical
brain activity in all four conditions. In the higher level tasks, Introverts also
showed faster processing time and larger amplitudes in the left temporal lobe.
DiTiberio (1996) discusses Wilson and Languis’s second study the following year
(1990) using similar methodology with 33 adolescents. Mean arousal scores for
Introverts were higher on all 20 electrode sites, with 9 statistically significant.
DiTiberio (1996) goes on to suggest that “these studies suggest a physiological
basis for the tendency of Introverts to report that they need quiet for
concentration, and for Extraverted learners to prefer environments with greater
external stimulation.” (p. 127)

DiTiberio (1996) quotes a study by Beyler and Schmeck (1992) linking
preferences for left-hemispheric functions with Sensing, Thinking and Judging,
and right-hemispheric functions with Intuition, Feeling and Perceiving. DiTiberio
(1996) also reports similar results from dissertations by Hockersmith (1986) and
Holtzman (1989). One point of interest is that the E-I preference did not appear
related to hemispheric dominance in any of these studies.

Other Characteristics Related to Learning

Faucett, Morgan, Poling and Johnson (1995) investigated relationships

between MBTI preferences and Kohlbérg’s postconventional stages of moral

reasoning. Two hundred fourteen undergraduates at a large Southern university,
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volunteers from General Psychology and Western Civilization classes, were tested
using Form J of the MBTI and the Defining Issues Test (DIT). The DIT is a
measure of moral reasoning based on Kohlberg’s theory of moral development.
Subjects are given six hypothetical dilemmas, for which they must choose one of
three possible solutions, then rate the relative importance of 12 considerations
representing Kohlberg’s six stages of moral development. Scores can range from
0 to 95, with the average score for undergraduate subjects being in the 40s.

All 16 MBTI types were represented in the sample. In terms of
temperaments (Keirsey & Bates, 1984) the subjects were 37% SJ, 27% NF, 19%
SP and 17% NT. The sample was 66% (141) female and 34% (73) male. P
scores from the DIT ranged from 11.7 to 71.7, with a mean score of 38.5 and a
standard deviation of 13.0. The average P-score for Is was significantly higher
than for Es, [F(1,198) = 8.84, p<.01]. Scores for Ns were significantly higher
than for Ss, [F(1,198) = 9.01, p<.01]. Ps scored significantly higher than Js,
[F(1,198) = 8.54, p<.01]. An ANOVA was calculated, comparing ESFJs with
INTPs. The P-scores for the INTPs were significantly higher than those of ESFJs,
[F(1,37)=18.24, p<.0001]. Deleting the T-F scale, which was found to have no
significant impact, IN_Ps again showed significantly more postconventional

reasoning than ES Js [F (1,71) = 25.57, p<.0001].
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These results indicate that Introverts, Intuitives and Perceivers engage in
more postconventional moral reasoning than Extraverts, Sensors and Judgers of
the same age. As type theory suggests that Is, Ns and Ps are more comfortable
dealing with abstractions, and postconventional reasoning relies on the ability to
think abstractly, these results are not too surprising. However, care must be taken
in applying these results to any attempt to determine moral superiority. Faucett et
al (1995) discuss criticism of Kohlberg’s definition of moral development as
being too narrow, and quote Rest (1986) as maintaining that morality has four
components, of which moral judgment is only one. The other three components,
moral sensitivity, motivation and execution are not measured by the DIT.
Additional studies would be necessary to correlate MBTI preferences and moral
actions (such as altruistic behaviors).

DiTiberio (1996) cites other examples of studies seeking to determine the
relationship between type and moral decision-making. For example, he discusses
results of a study by Catoe (1992) using the DIT as showing results similar to that
of Faucett et al (1995). He also discusses a study by Liddell, Halpin and Halpin
(1992) using the Measure of Moral Orientation, which found a preference for
Feeling to be associated with a concern for Care and Self-Care and negatively

associated with Self-Justice.



Harrison and Lawrence (1985) examined the future orientation of 302

middle school students writing scenarios of their personal future. Based on earlier
research and type theory, the researchers hypothesized that students whose
dominant function was Intuition would project farthest into the future. In an
attempt to alleviate some of this perceived advantage, half of the classes (5 of 10)
were given instruction designed to help them project their future prior to the
writing assignment. The MBTI was administered to all 302 students a few days
after completion of the writing assignment.

When Harrison and Lawrence (1985) ranked the 16 types by the number
of years projected into the future, Intuition dominant students ranked 1-4 while
Sensing dominant students ranked 11, 12, 13 and 14. The mean number of years
projected by the Intuition dominant students without intervention was 13.77; with
intervention it was 33.47. The mean for the Sensing dominant students without
intervention was 5.21; with intervention it was 16.35.

This study confirms Myers’ (1993) contention that Intuition is related to
future orientation. However, as both Intuitives and Sensors with instructional
intervention had greater temporal extension scores than those in the control group,
it would seem that this is a skill that can be successfully taught. These results

appear to confirm the writing of Fairhurst and Fairhurst (1995), who discuss
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teaching methods designed to help students overcome some of the “weaknesses”
of their particular type.

Teachers’ Type Preferences and Their Effect on Learners

Obviously the characteristics of teachers impact the learning process.
Lawrence (1993) discusses research on the distributions of teachers among the
various disciplines. He found half of the art, drama and music teachers surveyed
to be NFs, two-thirds of the English teachers to be Ns and Fs, two-thirds of the
math teachers to be Ss and two-thirds of the Science teachers to be Ts. Foreign
language teachers were 70% Fs, while industrial and technical teachers were 45%
either ISTJ or ESTJ.

DiTiberio (1996) discusses a doctoral dissertation by Kim (1993) which
reported significant differences in the teaching styles of teachers of different
types:

Extraverted, Thinking and Judging piano teachers used more nonverbal

behaviors, group-oriented instruction, and analytical teaching approaches:

whereas Introverted, Feeling, and Perceiving teachers used more verbal
behaviors, individual-based instruction, and global approaches. Introverts

emphasized more functional skills, while Perceiving types concentrated on

affective domain objectives. (DiTiberio, 1996, p. 130)
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Provost, Carson and Beidler (1987) analyzed detailed teaching goals and
methods for a small sample (N=18) of Council for the Advancement and Support
of Education (CASE) nationwide Professor of the Year finalists. The sample
included 14 men and 4 women from the following academic disciplines: English
(7), Religion/Philosophy (3), Economics (2), Anthropology/Sociology (2),
Biology (2), Astronomy (1) and Geography (1). Of the 18, 7 were ENTJ, 4 ENFP
and 2 ESTJ. There were eight types represented, but none of them were SPs.
Several types showed significantly different occurrence patterns when compared
to the Center for Application of Psychological Type (CAPT) data bank of 2282
university professors. For example, the number of ENTIJs is greater than that of
the larger sample (p<.001). Other distributions which are statistically significant
to the .01 level are the ratio of Es to Is (78% to 22%), and the number of ENs
(67%).

Expanding beyond a mere analysis of type, Provost et al (1987) include
quotations from these CASE finalists concerning their teaching style and methods
of teaching students of differing styles. While only one participant was familiar
with the concept of psychological type prior to this study, their comments show
great understanding of their strengths and weaknesses, and the accommodations
they must necessarily make to reach those students who differ from them. All

these highly rated university professors appear to have accomplished what Jung



(1923) termed “differentiation”. Their comments point to a “mature

transcendence of type while still acknowledging preferred patterns.” (DiTiberio,
1996, p. 131)

Barrett (1989) dealt with the effect of a teacher’s personality on the
classroom environment. The MBTI and Stern’s Classroom Environment Index
was administered to 34 vocational teachers and 622 of their students in the
Lincoln, Nebraska area. Results showed E, S, F and P preferences were more
frequently linked to positive classroom environments, while I, N, T, and J
preferences were less frequently linked.

Miner and Hyman (1988) studied the relationship between teacher
perception of student misbehavior and psychological type. Using the Student
Behavior Rating Scale, which allows teachers to assess the seriousness of 59
commonly occurring misbehaviors, they found that ENFP teachers were the least
likely to view student behavior as serious. Thinking and Judging types were most
likely to find the behaviors to be serious problems.

Boersma, Kenholz, Jevne and Chapman (1989) administered Hanson and
Silver’s Teaching Style Inventory (TSI) to fourth year elementary education
majors (N=27). Subjects were enrolled in a class which focused on type theory
and its implications for understanding individual differences in students. Results

were somewhat surprising, with only 45% reporting a style similar to their MBTI



profile, although the TSI is supposedly designed to assess the S-N and T-F

dimensions.

Academic Aptitude and Achievement

Much research centers around the correlations between psychological type
and various measures of aptitude and achievement. For example, Schurr and
Rubble (1986) discuss the results of a one-year follow-up study of 2,713 students
who entered Ball State University in the fall of 1983. They found that Is and Ns
scored significantly higher on a measure of aptitude (SAT). Js, while showing
similar SAT scores to Ps, showed significantly higher GPA scores. GPA for Ts
was higher if they were also ES, EN, or IS. The opposite was true of INs,
however, who showed high GPA if they were Fs.

In a study involving much younger students, Fourqurean, Meisgeier and
Swank (1988) studied the relationship between academic achievement and
psychological type in 135 fourth and fifth grade students attending a parochial
school in Arizona. Students were 41% Hispanic and 59% Anglo-American; 57%
male and 43% female. All the students included in this study scored at or above
the national average in reading and math skills.

The subjects’ psychological type as determined by the MMTIC was
compared with their performance on the lowa Test of Basis Skills (ITBS).

Students were divided into three groups of high, middle and low academic



achievers based on their percentile rank on the Reading, Language and Math

Computation subtests and their Composite scores. For each subscale of the
MMTIC (E-I, S-N, T-F, J-P), the distribution was examined using a chi-square
test of independence. Alpha was .05.

Type distribution for this sample was similar to distributions reported in
the MMTIC manual (Meisgeier & Murphy, 1987). The chi-square analyses on the
E-I, T-F and J-P scales confirmed the null hypothesis of independence between
type and academic achievement. The S-N scales, however, showed a significant
association with Composite score [chi-square (N=106) = 12.59, p<.001, Cramer’s
coefficient = .35] and the Reading subtest [chi square (N=106) = 18.05, p<.001,
Cramer’s coefficient = .42]. High achieving students tended to prefer Intuition
while lower achieving students tended to be Sensors.

Contrary to the findings of other studies, the E-I scale did not appear to
impact achievement. Fourqurean, Meisgeier and Swank (1988) discuss these
findings, saying:

According to Morris (1979), in the educational realm Extraverts are

superior to Introverts in the preschool and primary school ages, then a

transition occurs and beyond that level Introverts are superior to

Extraverts. In the present study, there was no relation between the E-I

scale and achievement. It is possible that the subjects in the present study
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the range of scores for students with two or more undetermined preferences
(10.28) is much greater than that of students with no undetermined preferences (
8.29) and one undetermined preference (8.43). The question then arises as to why
multiple undetermined preferences appear to handicap some students greatly and
others not at all. Is this difference related to intelligence, with undetermined
preferences being a greater handicap for those students with lower intelligence?
Or, is the difference related to the E-I dimension, as Tobacyk, Wells and Springer
(1988) suggest?

Looking more carefully at the ten students who showed undetermined E-I
preferences, one notes that three students have U-band scores only on the E-I
dimension. The remaining seven students also show U-band scores on one or
both of the S-N and T-F scales, tying into Myers’ (1993) hypothesis that the E-I
dimension forms a foundation for the development of these four functions. It
seems possible that the three students with Us only on the E-I dimension may
have a slight preference for Extraversion or Introversion, although it was not
strong enough to show up at this time. Considering the premises of type theory,
this seems plausible when the GPAs of those students having only Us on the E-I

dimension are compared with students having Us on the E-I and other dimensions.
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Table 16 Mean GPA as Related to Undetermined E-I Preference

All Students with Students with Undetermined Students with Undetermined

Undetermined E-I E-I Preference Only E-I and Other Undetermined
Preferences Preference(s)
Mean GPA = 7.06 Mean GPA = 9.05 Mean GPA =6.2

An interesting avenue of research would be to compare the mean GPA
scores of students having Us only on the E-I dimension with students having Us
on that dimension and at least one of the other dimensions. In order to find an
adequate number of subjects with Undetermined E-I preferences, a much larger
number of students would need to be tested. Also of interest would be a
comparison of GPA scores for students with Undetermined preferences in the E-I
dimensions and students who had Undetermined preferences only in other
dimensions. Again, a larger sample would be necessary in order to have an
adequate number of students with undetermined E-I preferences.

Very few students with diagnosed learning disabilities (one, a student
with two undetermined preferences) were included in this sample. It would be
enlightening to explore the connection between learning disabilities and
undetermined psychological type preferences. Do more students with learning

disabilities show two or more undetermined preferences, compared to classmates
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who do not have learning disabilities? Are learning disabilities a significant
factor in the larger range of scores previously discussed for students with two or
more undetermined preferences?

Also of interest to a researcher would be the differences in GPA scores
between younger students (grades 3 and 4) with undetermined preferences and
those of older (grades 5 through 8) students. If the functions are expected to
develop with age, would the lack of determined preferences be more of a handicap
in the intermediate grades than in the primary grades?

Still another avenue of investigation is the effect that gender plays on the
relationship between undetermined preference and GPA. The percentage of males
with two or more undetermined preferences is considerably larger than that of the
entire sample (69% to 56%). This leads the researcher to wonder if undetermined
preferences are indeed more common in males than females, and how that impacts
their academic achievement.

Conclusion

The academic achievement of those children with undetermined
preferences offers many avenues for continued research. For those educators who
are constantly striving to understand the at-risk student, continued research in this
area seems to be essential. Only when the development of the at-risk student is

understood can effective programs be developed to meet their special needs.



No.

MMTIC Code Sex GPA

118TJ

2I1STP

3 ESFJ
4 ISFP

6 INFP

9 ESTJ
15 ESTP
17 ESFP
18 ESFP
19 ESFP
27 ENFP
28 ENFP
29 ENFP
30 ENFP
31 ENFP
32 ENFP
33 ENFP
34 ESFP
35 ENTP
37 ISTP

38 ISTP

49 ENFP
50 INFP

51 INFP

59 INFP

60 ESFP
61 ENFP
62 ESFJ
63 ENFJ
64 ENTP
42 UUUP
47 UUUJ

OF
oM
OF
OF
OF
oM
OF
OF
oM
oM
oM
oM
oM
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
oM
oM
oM
OF
oM
oM
oM
OF
oM
oM
OF
O0F
2M
2M

11.25
4.14
3
10.86
7.57
7.14
10
8.57
9
9.71
8.86
8.14
8.29
9.14
11.29
11.29
7.57
9.57
8.29
3.86
8.29
8.43
8.86
6.71
6.86
8.14
10.29
10.86
8.86
11.1
0.86
7.43

Appendix

Raw Data

No. MMTIC

5 IUFP
8 USFP
10 ESUJ
12 ESTU
13 ESTU
14 ESTU
16 EUTP
20 ESUP
21 ESUP
22 EUFJ
23 EUFP
24 EUFP
25 ENUP
36 ENUP
39 ENFU
40 ENFU
44 ESUJ
46 INFU
53 UNTP
55 UNFP
56 EUFP
7 USUP
11 EUFU
26 EUUP
41 EUFU
43 ESUU
45 EUFU
48 UNUP
52 USUJ
54 UUFP
57 USUJ
58 EUFU

Code

Sex GPA
1F 10.14
1M 5.14
1M 10.14
1M 11
1M 10.71
1M 4.29
1M 11.29
1M 7.43
1M 2.86
1M 3.86
1F 10.29
1F 9.71
1F 9.29
1F 7.71
1F 9.29
1F 7.43
1F 3.86
1F 11
1M 11
1M 11
1M 11
2M 2.14
2F 4.71
2F 9.29
2M 3.86
2M 9.57
2F 10.29
2F 7.57
2M 8.43
2M 11.14
2M 5.86
2M 8.71
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