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Abstract

Language learners’ achievement relies to a great extent on what goes on inside the classroom. The teachers’ personality
types and their classroom management orientations play a role in such achievement. The present study intended to explore
Iranian EFL teachers’ major personality types and classroom management orientations. Moreover, the relationship between
their personality types and classroom management orientations were probed. Sixty EFL teachers were chosen through the
convenience sampling method from foreign language institutes in Isfahan, Iran. The results showed that extroverted-
sensing—thinking—judging type was the most frequent personality type and the interactionalist approach was the major
classroom management orientation among Iranian EFL teachers teaching at language institutes. The findings of this study
enhance EFL teachers’, as well as directors, of language institutes’ understanding of the personality type as one crucial factor
related to EFL teachers’ behaviour management approaches. More implications of the results and future research directions
are also discussed.
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Introduction

Past investigations have demonstrated that teachers play an important role in forming compelling
training, and successful teaching and learning cannot occur in poorly managed classrooms (Hattie,
2009; Jones & Jones, 2012; Marzano, Marzano & Pickering, 2003). Also, researchers (Hoy, 1990;
Schmidt, 1992) have found that the effectiveness of teaching and quality of learning can be influenced
by classroom managerial issues. Classroom management usually includes actions taken by teachers to
establish order, engage students and elicit their cooperation (Emmer & Stough, 2001). According to
Brown (2001), the major task of an EFL teacher is to manage time and materials, create
communicative needs and involve students in attractive classroom activities. Teachers must prevent
misbehaviours before they exhibit rather than solving them after they appear in the class. Moreover,
they should attempt to act as a manager or facilitator to provide students with opportunities to speak,
to act and to learn effectively (Richards & Rodgers, 2003).

It comes as no surprise that some factors relate to different strategies which teachers choose to
manage a classroom. These factors could be dispositional and situational variables such as teachers’
personality, teachers’ attitudes, sense of efficacy and motivation and knowledge of pedagogy
(Henson, 2003; Martin & Shoho, 2000; Martin, Yin & Baldwin, 1998; Muijs & Reynolds, 2001). As has
been highlighted by Dickson and Wiersma (1984), the personality of teachers is a very important
factor of successful and effective teaching. It is important to note that a better understanding of
teacher’s personality is a significant issue because teachers often have difficulty creating a positive EFL
learning atmosphere (Faltis & Hudelson, 1994).

Another point worth noting is that teachers bring their personality traits to the L2 classroom that
may have an influence on the language learners’ achievement and thus on their final results. Stevick
(1980, p.4) has contended that ‘successful language learning depends less on materials, methods and
linguistic analysis, and more on what goes on inside and between people in the classroom’. To put it
simply, students’ achievement, mental health and liking for a subject are invariably linked to the
teacher’s personality (Sehgal, 1996; Sehgal & Kaur, 1995).

1.1. Teachers’ personality type

The behaviour of the teacher in different ways, such as an interface with students, techniques
selected and learning experiences, can be affected by personality (Murray, 1972). Harkin and Turner
(1997) have revealed that teaching is a complicated activity that is influenced by, in addition to other
things, teachers’ personality, characteristics and beliefs in their ability to affect students’ outcomes. In
a definition carried out by Scharle and Szabo (2000, p. 7), personality is defined as a ‘dynamic
organisation, inside the person of psychophysical systems that create a person’s characteristic
patterns of behaviour, thoughts and feelings’.

In a plethora of studies, it was noted that the reason why students in some classrooms learn more
than those in other classrooms is that some teachers are more effective than others (Miller, Murnane
& Willett, 2008). According to an investigation by Nick Hashim, Shah Alam and Yusoff (2014), teacher’s
personality is an important determinant of student proficiency in English. Dickson and Wiersma (1984)
have expressed in their study that there is sufficient evidence supporting the fact which teachers’
personality is a very important factor of successful teaching and that teacher effectiveness is
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perceived to exist as an outcome of the characteristics of a teacher as a person. In Othman’s (2009)
study on a personality that influences teaching effectiveness, the findings showed that there is a
significant relationship between extrovertion, agreeableness and conscientiousness with teaching
effectiveness, while neuroticism and openness have no significant relationship. In another study
(Fatemi, Ganjali & Kafi, 2015), the relationship between EFL teachers’ personality type and their
effectiveness in teaching was examined from university students’ perspectives. The analysis of the
study proved the existence of a significant relationship between teachers’ personality type and their
effectiveness in teaching. Teachers’ personality characteristics are reflected not only in their
classroom performance, particularly in their choice of instructional activities, materials,
methodologies and classroom management strategies, but also in their interaction with students as
well (Henson & Chambers, 2002).

Smith (1977) maintained that teacher’s personality is a significant factor in teacher’s behaviour and
it has a great impact on students’ achievement. In recent years, studies have focused on explaining
the major personality types among EFL teachers who teach at universities. For example, Akbari,
Mirhassani and Bahri (2005) have found out that most Iranian EFL teachers have personality type of
ISTJ and extroverted—sensing—thinking—judging (ESTJ). The research study by Alibakhshi (2011) also
found that ESTJ and IST) were the major personality traits of Iranian EFL teachers. These results were
contradicted by the experiment carried out by Ghorbani, Akbari and Ghonsooly (2015), who indicated
that ISTP and ISTJ are the most frequent personality types among Iranian EFL teachers teaching at
universities.

1.2. Teachers’ classroom management

In a definition of classroom management by Everstone and Weinstein (2006), it is proposed as a
process through which teachers try to establish a convenient and positive learning environment and
control everything in the classroom. Additionally, Tal (2010) has regarded classroom management as a
cyclical process that consists of advanced planning, implementation, assessment during
implementation and final evaluation that includes factors related to students and their environment,
intended to bring about progress in the activities carried out for the learning and emotional well-being
of the students in the class.

Witcher (2003) has held that personality as one category of teaching characteristics is an important
determinant of the teacher—student relationship. One aspect of this relationship can be related to the
EFL teachers’ classroom management. Tonelson (1981) carried out an investigation on how the
character of the teacher was reflected into the working social atmosphere of the classroom which
influences students and provides the stage for learning. The results revealed that particular
personality characteristics of teachers are reflected in classroom instruction, especially through the
teacher’s use of different instructional strategies and material. Also, Cooper (2001) has stated that
teachers’ personality determines what they will do in their classroom, that is to say, it determines
which teaching activities and techniques will be applied by teachers when they plan and teach a
lesson.

In order to explain teacher’s beliefs towards classroom management, three approaches, i.e.,
interventionist, non-interventionist and interactionalist, were conceptualised by Glickman and
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Tamashiro (1980). According to this model, interventionists believe that teachers should carry out a
high level of control over classroom activities. However, non-interventionists express that students
ought to be permitted to show a huge impact in the classroom and teachers should be less engaged
with adjusting student practices. Concerning the interactionalists, students learn appropriate
behaviours because of experiencing the outside world of people and objects. In this manner,
interactionalists recommend that students and teachers should share responsibility regarding
classroom management.

A number of studies have examined EFL teachers’ beliefs towards classroom management. In a
study conducted by Evrim, Gokce and Enisa (2009), the beliefs of a Turkish EFL teacher on classroom
management were examined. The study likewise explored the similarities and differences between
the teacher classroom management beliefs and actual teaching practices. The study revealed that the
teacher had interactionalist orientation regarding classroom management. It was also found that
there was congruence between the teacher’s beliefs about classroom management and her actual
practices in the classroom. In another study, Ghafarpour and Nejadansari (2015) examined EFL
teachers’ attitudes and beliefs on classroom control and their leadership styles in two contexts of the
university and private institute. The result showed that with regard to some factors of leadership style,
such as intellectual stimulation and individual consideration, the two contexts play a significant role. In
another study, Aliakbari and Heidarzadi (2015) investigated the relationship between EFL teachers’
beliefs and actual practices of classroom management. The findings showed that EFL teachers
favoured interactionalist orientation on behaviour and instructional management dimensions. It has
been suggested that male teachers were not significantly different from females in terms of the
relationship between their beliefs and actual practices. However, there was a significant relationship
between teachers’ beliefs and their actual practices of classroom management among less
experienced teachers.

In order to explore Iranian EFL teachers’ classroom management orientations and its relationship
with teaching styles, Rahimi and Asadollahi (2012) asked 300 EFL teachers to fill in the Attitudes and
Beliefs on Classroom Control (ABCC) inventory and Teaching Activities Preference questionnaire. They
found that most lIranian EFL teachers were interventionist with respect to their classroom
management approaches. They reasoned that teachers with an interventionist classroom
management approach used more teaching activities than those with interactionalist orientation. In
another study, Kazemi and Soleimani (2016) examined the possible connections among EFL teachers’
classroom management approaches at two dimensions of behaviour management and instructional
management and the dominant teaching style. The findings of the investigation showed that Iranian
EFL teachers act as an interventionist on both behaviour and instructional management scales and
utilise the formal authority educating style. Likewise, it was demonstrated that there was a strong
connection between EFL teachers’ teaching style and their behaviour management as well as
instructional management.

Although a considerable amount of studies have investigated the relationship between EFL
teachers’ personality type and other factors related to teaching, a very scarce number of studies
particularly in Iranian EFL context have been conducted to explore the personality type and
management orientations of teachers at language institutes as well as to probe the relationship
between English language teachers’ personality types and their classroom management orientations.
As Gholami, Sarkhosh and Abdi (2016) claimed, teachers’ practices at public schools differ from those
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of the teachers teaching at language institutes or private schools. As students who learn English at
language institutes have more motivation to learn, this would sometimes affect how the teacher
manages the class and even the teacher’s personality. Thus, this study is carried out to fill this gap by
answering the following research questions:

1. What are Iranian EFL language institute teachers’ major personality types and major
classroom management orientations?

2. s there any significant relationship between Iranian EFL language institute teachers’
personality types and their classroom management orientations?

2. Methods
2.1. Participants

The study was limited to EFL teachers who taught at intermediate and upper intermediate levels in
some foreign language institutes in Isfahan, Iran. Sixty English teachers (30 males and 30 females)
were chosen through the convenience sampling method. According to Dornyei’s (2004) rule of thumb,
the minimum number of participants for correlational studies could be 30. The age of the members of
this group ranged between 22 and 56 years. These participants were holders of BA (N: 36, 60%), MA
(N: 19, 31.7%) and Ph.D. (N: 5, 8.3%). They had varying years of English teaching experiences. The
participants’ teaching experience ranged between 5 and 15 years teaching at language institutes.

2.2. Instruments

In order to collect the required data for this study, two questionnaires were used. The first
questionnaire was the Myers—Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) and the second one was Behaviour and
Instructional Management Scale (BIMS).

The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI). The MBTI is based on Carl Jung’s theory of psychological
type preferences and determines 16 different personality types using 4 pairs of personality traits,
including a) extroversion—introversion, b) sensing—intuition, c) thinking—feeling and d) judging—
perceiving. Extraverted (E) people have a tendency to act in the environment by interacting with the
outside world, but introverted (I) people tend to focus on internal thoughts. Sensing (S) people focus
on concrete reality and take information by using their five senses, while intuitive people use their
instincts to gather information and are considered idealists. Thinking (T) people make a decision based
on logic and rationality; however, feeling people pay attention to other’s feelings before making a
decision. People with judging preferences are organised and like to have everything in a scheduled
style; on the contrary, perceiving people are more spontaneous and flexible in their lifestyle and have
a desire for doing tasks at the last minutes (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). The poles of the four
dichotomies that receive the most points are the letter scores they receive. These 8 letter scores
combine for a possible 16 scores (Schaubhut, Herk & Thompson, 2009).

Harrington and Loffredo (2001) maintained that the MBTI is a unique and important personality
assessment inventory. There are multiple forms of the MBTI, and these can be applied in different
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settings. For the purpose of obtaining the data about Iranian English teachers’ personality types, the
Persian version of the MBTI? (form M) was used. Before the main study, it was validated by two
experts and also piloted on 20 EFL teachers. Using Cronbach’s alpha, the reliability was found to be
0.77. Besides, the reliability for each personality dimension of this indicator was run and determined
to be 0.75 for extraversion—introversion, 0.70 for sensing—intuition, 0.78 for thinking—feeling and 0.77
for judging—perceiving.

Behaviour and Instructional Management Scale (BIMS). In order to measure the teachers’
classroom management approaches, Martin and Sass (2010) developed the BIMS which includes two
subscales with 24 items: behaviours management (12 items) and instructional management (12
items). Participants’ answers for each item demonstrate on a 6-point Likert scale from ‘strongly agree’
to ‘strongly disagree’. The behaviour management (BM) consists of establishing rules and a reward
structure as well as forming planes to prevent misbehaviours and teachers’ responses to them. The
instructional management (IM) is about assigning teaching methods, arranging daily acts and directing
students learning practices (Martin & Sass, 2010).

According to Martin and Sass (2010), the analysis of the behaviour management subscale of BIMS
showed good internal consistency (a = 0.774), with an average inter-item correlation of 0.377 (SD =
0.091) and results for the instructional management subscale, also demonstrated a good internal
consistency for the six items (a = 0.770), with an average inter-item correlation of 0.365 (SD = 0.092).
The reliability coefficients for the two scales of the BIMS were found to be 0.721 and 0.748 for
behaviour management and the instructional management, respectively (Martin & Sass 2010).

The validity of the BIMS was examined by two experts and for examining internal consistency, it
was piloted on 20 EFL teachers. Using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, the reliability of the instructional
management subscale and the behaviour management subscale of BIMS were found to be 0.75 and
0.71, respectively.

2.3. Data collection and analysis procedures

In order to collect the data, English teachers were given two questionnaires that included the BIMS
and the MBTI. They were informed of the purpose of research and asked to fill in the questionnaires at
the institute and return the completed questionnaires to the researchers after they completed them.
The teachers had 20 minutes to complete the MBTI and 10 minutes to complete the BIMS.

Descriptive statistics, such as frequency distribution, mean and standard deviation, were used to
explore the teachers’ major personality types as well as their classroom management orientations. To
find out if there is any significant relationship between EFL teachers’ personality types and their
classroom management orientations, Fisher’s exact test was used.
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3. Results and discussion

3.1. Addressing the first research question

To answer the first research question, the descriptive analysis of the EFL language institute

teachers’ major personality types and their classroom management orientation will be presented in
the two following sections.

In order to determine the EFL language institute teachers’ overall personality types considering all
the four distinct clusters, the calculated scores for both sides of every personality cluster were
compared and the personality type with higher amount was attributed to the respondent as the
dominant personality trait. Accordingly, the teachers’ major personality types were determined using

a 4-digit coding system (i.e., ESTJ). The frequency distributions of teachers’ personality types are
summarised in Table 1.

Table 1. Teachers’ major personality types
Personality type Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent

ESTJ 26 43.3 43.3 43.3
INTJ 9 15.0 15.0 58.3
ESFJ 6 10.0 10.0 68.3
IST) 6 10.0 10.0 78.3
ENTP 3 5.0 5.0 83.3
INTP 3 5.0 5.0 88.3
ENFJ 2 3.3 3.3 91.6
ENTIJ 2 3.3 3.3 94.9
ISFJ 1 1.7 1.7 96.6
INFP 1 1.7 1.7 98.3
ISTP 1 1.7 1.7 100.0
Total 60 100.0 100.0

Table 1 presents the EFL language institute teachers’ major personality types in a descending
frequency order. According to the results, the ESTJ was the most frequent personality type (43.3%)
among the EFL teachers. The other prevalent personality types were the INTJ (15%), the ESFJ (10%)
and ISTJ (10%), respectively. Indeed, the four major types of personality mentioned above comprised
78.3% of the total sample, whereas the rest (21.7%) of the sample was of the ENTP (5%), INTP (5%),
ENFJ (3.3%), ENTJ (3.3%), ISFJ (1.7%), INFP (1.7%) and ISTP (1.7%) types.

To determine the EFL language institute teachers’ classroom management orientations, the data
collected through BIMS inventory were analysed generating the descriptive statistics of the scores. As
mentioned previously, the BIMS is a 24-item inventory composed of two subscales addressing two
different components of classroom management including instructional management (12 items) and
behaviour management (12 items).

To provide a clearer picture of the teachers’ classroom management and in accordance with the
theoretical framework utilised in the current study, the respondents’ overall scores on both IM and
BM measures were categorised into three major categories, namely non-interventionist,
interactionalist and interventionist. To fulfil this categorisation, those teachers whose scores were at
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least one standard deviation above the mean score were regarded as interventionist, whereas the
teachers with an overall score lower than the mean minus one standard deviation (M - 1SD) was
considered to be non-interventionist. Consequently, the scores between the two aforementioned
amounts (M - 1SD and M + 1SD) were attributed to the teachers with an interactionalist approach to
classroom management. Table 2 presents the frequency distribution of different types of classroom
management orientation (CMO) for both of BM and IM domains.

Table 2. Teachers’ classroom management orientation

Domain cMO Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent
Non-interventionist 10 16.7 16.7 16.7
BM Interactionalist 38 63.3 63.3 80
Interventionist 12 20 20 100
Non-interventionist 8 13.3 13.3 13.3
IM Interactionalist 42 70 70 83.3
Interventionist 10 16.7 16.7 100

According to the results shown in Table 2, the majority of the EFL teachers favoured an
interactionalist approach to both behaviour (63.3%) and instructional (70%) management. The non-
interventionist approach was the least favourable approach regarding both the BM and IM domains.

3.2. Addressing the second research question
To explore whether or not the association between EFL teachers’ personality types (PT) and their
CMO was statistically significant, Fisher’s exact test was conducted at the 0.05 level of significance.

The results are summarised in Table 3.

Table 3. Fisher’s exact test’s results for association between teachers’ CMO and PT

Value df Asymp. sig. (2-sided) Exact sig. (2-sided)
Pearson’s Chi-square 32.671° 20 0.037 0.027
Likelihood ratio 32.872 20 0.035 0.025
BMO
Fisher’s exact test 26.242 0.048
N of valid cases 60
Pearson’s Chi-square 21.392 20 0.377 0.397
IMO Likelihood ratio 22.224 20 0.328 0.353
Fisher’s exact test 19.593 0.385
N of valid cases 60

As indicated in Table 3, statistical analysis (two-sided Fisher’s exact test) confirmed that the
association between the teachers’ personality types and their classroom management orientations
(non-interventionist, interactionalist and interventionist) was found to be statistically significant with
regard to the BM domain (p < 0.05, Fisher's exact test), but non-significant regarding the IM domain
(p = 0.385, Fisher’s exact test).
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In the present study, 11 out of 16 personality types were recognised. The results revealed that ESTJ
was the most frequent personality type among Iranian EFL language institute teachers. The other
prevalent personality types were INTJ, ESFJ and ISTJ, respectively. This finding is consistent with the
findings of a study by Akbari et al. (2005), which showed that the most frequent personality type of
Iranian EFL teachers was ISTJ and ESTJ. The research study by Alibakhshi (2011) has also revealed that
ESTJ and IST) were predominant personality types among Iranian EFL teachers. On the contrary, the
study by Ghorbani et al. (2015) indicated that ISTP and ISTJ are the most frequent personality types
among Iranian EFL teachers.

According to the description of the 16 personality types by Lawrence (1993, p. 27), ‘people with
ESTJ personality type are fact-minded, practical organiser, assertive, analytical and systematic. They
are very much in touch with the external environment, push to get things done and work smoothly
and efficiently’. Thus, it could be discussed that the majority of English teachers in this study tend to
create order and are systematic in English classes. They seem to be serious at work and have a realistic
attitude to the educational activities and topics. As the Iranian teachers teach already-available
textbooks and every task or activity in the textbook is carried out based on the pre-planned syllabi,
they do their best to orderly and indeed a well-ordered atmosphere is felt in the classroom. English is
spreading throughout the world as the language of international communication (Widdowson, 2003),
and thus Iranian teachers of English, particularly those at language institutes, try to work efficiently so
that the learners learn the language with the utmost success and can use it whenever it is required,
both nationally and internationally.

Language institute English teachers, like other language teachers, should talk at least during the
class time. Speaking is the skill that a language teacher needs and this makes the language teachers
turn out to be assertive, although they have not already managed to be so. Moreover, as Lawrence
(1993) has claimed, being fact-minded is an index of ESTJ personality type people. One of the facts
most English teachers encounter is the problems EFL learners have in the process of language
learning. Iranian English teachers usually accept the problems and seek for the best and most
appropriate solutions to remove them. Hence, they do not ignore the learning facts, and even if the
learners are not aware of the problems or do not have the impression to accept them, the teachers
alert them of the fact.

The second part of the finding related to the first research question is about EFL teachers’ major
classroom management orientations. It was shown that the majority of Iranian EFL teachers hold an
interactionalist orientation to both behaviour and instructional management scales. This finding lends
support to the findings of the study by Aliakbari and Heidarzadi (2015), which has revealed that EFL
teachers favoured interactionalist orientation on behaviour and instructional management
dimensions. Also, the findings of the study conducted by Evrim et al. (2009) have shown that the
teacher was interactionalist in her general beliefs regarding classroom management. On the contrary,
a more recent study by Kazemi and Soleimani (2016) has contended that Iranian EFL teachers tended
to have interventionist or controlling classroom management approaches at both dimensions of
behaviour and instructional management. This result of their study supports the previous findings of
Rahimi and Asadollahi (2012) showed that most Iranian EFL teachers were interventionists with
respect to their classroom management approaches.
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As Martin and Sass (2010) have expressed, interactionalists concentrate on teacher—student
relationships and receive some techniques and strategies from both non-interventionist and
interventionist perspectives. This is highlighted by Glasser (1986) that interactionalist approach is a
moderate level of teacher control and focus on the mutual give and take which can happen between
learners and their environment. Moreover, interactionalist teachers try to find solutions satisfactory
to both teacher and students. Therefore, the majority of Iranian EFL teachers in this study
demonstrated a tendency towards interacting with EFL learners and a relationship based on equality
and impartiality between themselves and English learners in the language institutes. The benefits of
interaction, for enhancing comprehension and improving communicative competence on behalf of
students, have been the focus of many studies from a psycholinguistic perspective (Gass & Madden,
1985; Gass & Varonis, 1994; Long, 1981; Pica, Young & Doughty, 1987, to name a few) and from a
sociocultural viewpoint (Breen, 2001; Hall & Verplaetse, 2000; Morell, 2002). As Richards (2006) has
declared, second language learning is a highly interactive process and the quality of this interaction is
concerned to have an impressive effect on language learning. Negotiation of meaning happens during
the interaction between the teacher and the learners.

In the current study, the relationship between Iranian EFL language institute teachers’ personality
types and their classroom management orientations was established to be statistically significant
regarding the behaviour management domain but non-significant considering the instructional
management domain. ‘BM’ is a form of discipline that incorporates pre-planned endeavours to
anticipate misbehaviour as well as the teacher’s reaction to the behaviour’ (Martin & Sass, 2010, p.
1126). The management of behaviour in the classroom, which Froyen and Iverson (1999, p. 181) have
called as conduct management, refers to ‘the set of procedural skills that teachers employ in their
attempt to address and resolve discipline problems in the classroom’. Therefore, EFL teachers’
personality types have an important role in their behaviour management approaches, for instance,
when they want to guide students’ actions in order to change their behaviours in a particular situation
or control their destructive and negative behaviours and also when they want to set rules. However,
the findings suggest that there is no relationship between English teachers’ personality types and their
instructional aims and methodologies.

The above findings contradict the study by Chambers, Henson and Sienty (2001). Utilising MBTI and
ABCC, which is the old version of BIMS with three scales (instructional management, behaviour
management and people management), they examined the predictive relationship between
personality types of beginning emergency permit teachers and their beliefs concerning control in
classroom management. The results of their study indicated that teachers’ personality type was a
strong predictor of people management beliefs.

Concerning the findings of the present study, EFL language institute teachers’ personality types
cannot be associated with their selection of instructional activities and materials. One reason may be
related to the programmes and guidance which EFL teachers receive from the educational directors at
teaching training courses. Most of the time in these classes, EFL teachers are asked to select
educational materials, control instructional activities and structure daily routines in a specific way.
However, the results of this study indicate that the personality type of EFL teachers has the
relationship with their behaviour management orientations. It means that EFL teachers’ response to
the students’ behaviours and also commenting on the behaviours, as well as the way in which they
establish rules, is related to their personality type. In agreement with this finding, Guthrie, Schwoerer
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and Coate (1998) have stated that the personality is a predisposition to act or behave in a
characteristic fashion in response to one’s environment. In addition, as Hogan (1991) has emphasised,
a person’s personality underlies a style of thinking, feeling and acting.

The result of this study presumably helps directors of foreign language institutes become aware of
the relationship between EFL teachers’ personality type and their behaviour management approaches.
This knowledge will help them design English teacher training programmes by considering EFL
teachers’ personality type and training them some appropriate behaviour management strategies
which adjust with their personality characteristics. Furthermore, the present study suggests that the
awareness of one’s own personality type is vital for every EFL teacher to gain the knowledge of the
strengths as well as the weaknesses related to their personality types which influence their
educational decisions and behaviours at English classes. To put it another way, teachers who are
aware of their personality types can predict what kinds of activities and tasks students will enjoy, what
sort of teaching methods they require and what their learning styles are (Mall-Amiri & Nakhaie, 2013).

As recommendations for further research, it is suggested that future studies should employ a
qualitative method such as interviews and observation methods in order to obtain descriptive
information about teachers’ classroom management beliefs and behaviours. Additionally, this study
examined the personality types and classroom management orientations of the EFL teachers teaching
at language institutes. It would be advantageous to replicate this study using teachers who are
teaching English at schools. Moreover, as another line of research, comparison can be made between
EFL teachers teaching young learners and those who are teaching adults, as well as those who use
other instruments like the NEO Five Factor Inventory in order to obtain the participants’ personality
types.

Notes

1. The MBTI questionnaire was bought from Iran Tahghigh Research Centre which had received the
formal permission to use this questionnaire from the Myers and Briggs Foundation.
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