
eprints@whiterose.ac.uk
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk

Universities of Leeds, Sheffield and York

Deposited via The University of York.

White Rose Research Online URL for this paper:
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/id/eprint/140876/

Version: Published Version

Article:

Kim, Lisa, Jörg, Verena and Klassen, Robert Mark (2019) A Meta-Analysis of the Effects of
Teacher Personality on Teacher Effectiveness and Burnout. Educational psychology 
review. pp. 163-195. ISSN: 1040-726X 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-018-9458-2

Reuse 

This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) licence. This licence 
allows you to distribute, remix, tweak, and build upon the work, even commercially, as long as you credit the 
authors for the original work. More information and the full terms of the licence here: 
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/ 

Takedown 

If you consider content in White Rose Research Online to be in breach of UK law, please notify us by 
emailing eprints@whiterose.ac.uk including the URL of the record and the reason for the withdrawal request. 

mailto:eprints@whiterose.ac.uk
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-018-9458-2
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/id/eprint/140876/
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/


META-ANALYS IS

A Meta-Analysis of the Effects of Teacher Personality
on Teacher Effectiveness and Burnout

Lisa E. Kim1
& Verena Jörg2

& Robert M. Klassen1

# The Author(s) 2018

Abstract

The question of what makes a good teacher has been asked by practitioners, policymakers, and

researchers for decades. However, there is no guiding framework about which qualities are

important for teachers. Thus, it is necessary to examine these qualities using a recognized

framework and to summarize the previous literature on this topic. We conducted a meta-

analysis on the 25 studies (total N = 6294) reporting the relationships between teacher Big Five

personality domains (openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and emotional

stability) and two teacher job-related outcomes (i.e., teacher effectiveness and burnout).

Furthermore, the influence of three moderators was assessed, namely, the type of teacher

effectiveness measure (i.e., evaluations of teaching, student performance self-efficacy, class-

room observation, and academic achievement), source of personality report (i.e., self-report vs

other-report), and the instructed educational level (i.e., elementary, secondary, and tertiary).

Overall, teacher Big Five domains (except for agreeableness) were positively associated with

teacher effectiveness, especially for evaluations of teaching. Furthermore, teacher emotional

stability, extraversion, and conscientiousness were negatively associated with burnout. Other-

reports of teacher personality were more strongly associated with outcomes than self-reports.

There were no differences in the strength of the associations between the educational levels.

The need for using common descriptors in teacher research as well as practical implications of

the findings for teacher personality measurement is discussed.

Keywords Teacher personality . Job performance . Teacher effectiveness . Burnout . Big Five

Teachers are prominent figures in the educational system both statistically and in their potential

for influencing educational outcomes. According to the World Bank EdStats (2017), there are

84.23 million teachers in the world across educational levels: pre-primary (9.36 million),
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elementary (30.27 million), secondary (32.12 million), and tertiary (12.49 million). Further-

more, an additional 68.8 million teachers will need to be recruited by 2030 to provide every

child with elementary and secondary education (UNESCO Institute for Statistics 2016).

Teachers are important drivers of student success in the immediate term, such as academic

success (Hattie 2009), as well as in the future, such as college attendance and labor market

earnings (Chetty et al. 2014). Additionally, it is important to retain teachers given that there is a

shortage of teachers in many countries, such as the USA (Sutcher et al. 2016), Australia

(Buchanan et al., 2013), and the UK (White et al. 2006). However, two questions still remain

among practitioners, policymakers, and researchers: what are the personal characteristics of

effective teachers and what are the personal characteristics of teachers with low burnout

tendencies? More specifically, what are the relationships between teacher personality and the

job-related outcomes of teacher effectiveness and burnout? No previous study has examined

the meta-analytic association between teacher personality using a Big Five framework and

teacher effectiveness and burnout. In this light, the current study aims to examine the extent to

which each of the Big Five personality domains is associated with measures of teacher

effectiveness and burnout.

Personality Model and Assessment

Personality describes the unique psychological qualities that influence individuals’ behaviors,

thoughts, and feelings across situations and times (Roberts and DelVecchio 2000; Roberts and

Jackson 2008). To understand the construct of personality, researchers have proposed numerous

personality frameworks which have varying levels of evidence of reliability and validity. Exam-

ples of personality frameworks include the HEXACO (Ashton and Lee 2007), Myers-Briggs

Type Indicator (Myers et al. 1998), and 16 personality factors (Cattell et al. 1970). However, the

Big Five is the dominant personality framework (John et al. 1991; John et al. 2008), which is

underpinned by the lexical hypothesis. According to this hypothesis, socially relevant and salient

descriptions that are used frequently to describe individuals and distinguish one from another are

retained in our natural language (see Saucier and Goldberg 1996 for a review). Numerous

researchers (e.g., Allport and Odbert 1936; Cattell 1943) studied these descriptors as the basis

to creating a scientific taxonomy of personality traits, which led to replicated findings that there

are five domains underlying one’s personality: openness (creative, curious, cultured), conscien-

tiousness (organized, responsible, reliable), extraversion (sociable, assertive, energetic), agree-

ableness (kind, cooperative, trustful), and emotional stability (calm, secure, unemotional).

Multiple scales are available to measure the Big Five domains, such as the Big Five Inventory

(BFI; John et al. 1991; John et al. 2008), Ten-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI; Gosling et al.

2003), and the Mini-Markers (Saucier 1994).

The five-factor model (FFM) is a similar model to the Big Five framework. Unlike the Big

Five framework, however, the FFM is derived from empirical analyses of questionnaires.

Costa Jr and McCrae (1976) cluster-analyzed the 16 personality factors (16PF; Cattell et al.

1970) to initially create three domains: neuroticism, extraversion, and openness. Agreeable-

ness and conscientiousness were later added to create five factors that were similar to the Big

Five framework domains (McCrae and Costa Jr. 1987). The two models are very similar

(DeYoung et al. 2007), though there are slight differences such as the FFM’s broader definition

of openness by including elements of unconventionality and behavioral flexibility (Costa and

McCrae 1978). Multiple scales are available to measure the FFM domains, such as the 240-
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item Revised NEO Personality Inventory (NEO-PI-R; Costa and McCrae 1992), 60-item NEO

Five Factory Inventory (NEO-FFI; Costa and McCrae 1992), and 12-item NEO Personality

Inventory (NEO-PI; Costa and McCrae 1985). Given the high similarity between the two

models, meta-analyses often combine the domains from the two frameworks (e.g., Oshio et al.

2018; Parks-Leduc et al. 2015; Richardson et al. 2012; Vedel 2014).

Personality measures, including those based on the Big Five framework and the FFM, vary

in multiple ways, such as accessibility, length, and the specificity of the domains. For example,

TIPI is a publicly available 10-item Likert-scale-based measure of the Big Five framework

(measuring five domains), whereby participants rate the degree to which they agree a pair of

adjectives accurately describes them. On the other hand, NEO-PI-R is a commercial 240-item

Likert-scale-based measure of the FFM (measuring five domains and each of the domain’s six

facets), whereby participants rate the degree to which they agree each statement accurately

describes them. The choice to use one measure over another can depend on factors such as test

time restrictions and the desired specificity measurement of the personality domain or facet.

The Big Five framework and its various measures are used in numerous fields, such as in

health psychology, industrial-organizational psychology, and clinical psychology (see Ozer

and Benet-Martínez 2006 for a review).

In education, personality researchers have primarily focused on understanding student person-

ality. Multiple meta-analyses have reported that student Big Five domains are positively associ-

ated with academic achievement, predicted most strongly by conscientiousness, with effect sizes

ranging from .22 to .27 (O’Connor and Paunonen 2007; Poropat 2009; Richardson et al. 2012;

Trapmann et al. 2007). The Big Five framework has also been useful in predicting other

educational outcomes, such as academicmotivation (Komarraju et al. 2009), academic dishonesty

(Giluk and Postlethwaite 2015), and career decision-making (Martincin and Stead 2015).

On the other hand, despite a long history of interest in the personality profile of effective

teachers (Dodge 1943), there has been a lack of studies on teacher personality, especially using

established personality theories. In Göncz’s (2017) review of teacher personality research, he

outlined five categories of studies that have been conducted in this area: (a) descriptions of teacher

types, (b) qualities of Bdesirable^ as opposed to Bundesirable^ teachers, (c) impact of teacher

professional behavior (e.g., teaching methods), (d) impact of teachers’ professional identity (e.g.,

self-concept), and (e) teacher personality within a personality framework. Many of the studies of

the second category are qualitative. For example, Witty (1947) examined 12,000 letters from

primary and secondary school students describing Bthe teacher who has helped me most.^ A

tabulation of the repeated characteristics or traits showed that the most mentioned traits included

Bcooperative, demographic attitude,^ Bkindliness and consideration for the individual,^ and

Bpatience.^ Other studies have evaluated teacher’s personality on a global scale, such as by

asking BHow do you feel about the instructor as a person^ on a Likert scale from BDoesn’t appeal

to me at all^ to BTerrific; a great person^ (Jones 1989). However, these lists and questions lack

robust theoretical and empirical background.We agree with Göncz, who argued that more studies

using established personality frameworks should be conducted, given it is the most promising

avenue to building comprehensive teacher personality theories.

Job-Related Outcomes: Teacher Effectiveness and Burnout

One must identify the criteria against which to evaluate which are the important teacher

personal characteristics; that is, to establish its criterion validity (Gordon et al. 2006). Among

Educational Psychology Review



many job-related outcomes integral to the teaching profession, teacher effectiveness and

burnout capture important cross-sections of teachers’ professional impact and experience. As

such, this meta-analysis will focus on how teacher personality is associated with these two

criterion outcomes.

Teacher Effectiveness

Although various conceptualizations of teacher effectiveness have been proposed throughout

the years (e.g., Barr 1939; Cheng and Tsui 1999; Doyle 1977; Muijs 2006), we still do not

have a consensual definition (see Goe et al. 2008 for a review). Yet, teacher effectiveness has

been the focus of educational impact research, including the $45 million Measures of Effective

Teaching (MET) project. The MET study was designed to assess and promote effective

teaching, and the study included three measures of teacher effectiveness to achieve this aim:

student evaluations of teaching, classroom observation, and student academic achievement

(Kane et al. 2014). What is agreed, however, is that these are the most common teacher

effectiveness measures (see Goe et al. 2008 for a review of teacher effectiveness measures).

Student evaluations of teaching aim to capture students’ perception of the classroom and the

teacher. Of many measures of student evaluations, the Tripod perception survey (Ferguson

2010) is the most popularly used tool in the USA (Wallace et al. 2016), which consists of seven

dimensions, including care (level of interpersonal relationship support), confer (level of

soliciting and inviting students’ perspectives), and captivate (level of interest and relevancy

of teaching). Tripod is adapted for two educational levels—elementary and secondary. In

higher education, one of the most widely used student evaluation tools is the Student

Evaluations of Educational Quality questionnaire (SEEQ; Marsh, 1984), which contains seven

domains assessing the level of university teaching, including group interaction (stimulation of

classroom discussions and enquiry), enthusiasm (level of enthusiasm in the classroom), and

organization (clarity of instructions, preparation of course material). Some researchers argue

the validity of student evaluations as a marker of student learning (see Clayson 2009 for a

review). However, its frequent use by practitioners and policymakers—including to provide

feedback to instructors (Taylor and Tyler 2012) and make high-stake decisions (Glazerman

et al. 2010; Murray et al. 1990)—compels researchers to consider it as a teacher effectiveness

measure.

Classroom observations are one of the most labor-intensive measure of teacher effective-

ness. It often requires training observers to code an individual’s effectiveness in the classroom

over multiple lessons. The most common classroom observation tools are Classroom Assess-

ment Scoring System (CLASS; Pianta et al. 2008) and Danielson’s Framework for Teaching

(FfT; Danielson 2013), both of which were implemented in the MET study. CLASS offers an

observation tool adapted for different educational levels (i.e., infant, toddler, lower elementary,

upper elementary, and secondary), whereas Fft offers an observation adapted for different

subject areas (i.e., mathematic and English Language Arts) as well as a generic subject area.

Student academic achievement, a marker for the level and progress of student learning, is

arguably the most common measure of teacher effectiveness and often considered as a gold

standard outcome to evaluate the influences of various factors. The type of achievement

outcome used can vary, including standardized test scores, such as the Texas Assessment of

Knowledge Skills test (e.g., Garcia et al. 2011), as well as non-standardized scores, such as

school GPA or ACT scores (e.g., Radmacher and Martin 2001), and university subject marks

(e.g., Kim and MacCann 2018).
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Student performance self-efficacy (PSE, also known as academic performance self-

efficacy) is also a teacher effectiveness measure, which is students’ perception of their

capability to perform academically (Shell & Husman, 2001). With a strong theoretical

background, particularly that from Bandura (1977) within social cognitive theory

(Bandura, 1986), PSE is mostly used in student non-cognitive research to understand

its effect on student academic functioning (e.g., Bandura et al. 1996) and how it can be

enhanced (e.g., Schunk & Ertmer, 2000). PSE is most often measured by asking students

to report a mark that they expect to receive in a particular subject (e.g., Shell & Husman,

2001; Kim et al., 2018; Kim and MacCann 2018) or their confidence that they will

perform well academically on specific tasks, such as note taking, test taking, and writing

papers (e.g., Chemers et al. 2001). Each of the above-mentioned teacher effectiveness

measures can contribute uniquely to providing a holistic picture of teacher effectiveness

(Muijs 2006; Rockoff & Speroni, 2010).

Burnout

Teaching can be stressful (Kyriacou 2001) and can result in burnout, which is considered a

consequence of unsuccessful execution of coping strategies resulting in prolonged stress

(Guglielmi and Tatrow 1998; Vandenberghe and Huberman 1999). Burnout is a syndrome

of emotional exhaustion (emotional overextension and exhaustion), depersonalization (uncar-

ing attitude towards others), and reduced personal accomplishment (low levels self-

competence and satisfaction with own work; Maslach et al. 2001). The most commonly used

measure of burnout is the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI; Maslach et al. 1996), which

measures the frequency of one’s experiences of burnout symptoms from never to every day.

The MBI was originally developed for the human service occupations (MBI-Human Services

Survey) but now also has the MBI-Educators Survey (MBI-ES) and the MBI-General Survey

(MBI-GS; Maslach et al. 2001). The MBIs have validity evidence for use in both normal and

clinical populations (Schaufeli et al. 2001) as well as in different occupational groups and

cultures (Schutte et al. 2000). Within the education field, the MBI-GS and MBI-ES have been

used across elementary, intermediate, secondary, and university educators (e.g., Byrne 1991;

Byrne 1993; Kokkinos 2006) as well as teachers from across cultures (e.g., Schwarzer et al.

2000; Van Horn et al. 2004).

Burning out is a particular risk for individuals working with other people in some capacity

(Maslach et al. 2001). The teaching profession is composed of long episodes of engagement

and interactions with students and staff and high workload, which can present opportunities for

emotional draining and discouragement (Chang 2009). The significance of the problem is

highlighted by a meta-analytic finding that burnout is associated with absenteeism, turnover,

and job performance (Swider and Zimmerman 2010).

Job-Related Outcomes: Teacher Personality

Previous studies have examined the associations between teacher factors (including teacher

personality) and teacher effectiveness and teacher burnout to various degrees. Some of the

most notable teacher effectiveness findings are those from Hattie, who updated his original

meta-analysis of meta-analyses (Hattie 2009) to list over 250 factors that impact on student

academic achievement (see Visible Learning Plus 2018 for a full list of factors and effect
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sizes). These factors are categorized into seven sources of impact: (a) teaching (teaching/

instruction strategies, student learning strategies, and implementation methods), (b)

teacher, (c) student, (d) school, (e) home, (f) curricula, and (g) classroom. The teacher

source is further divided into teacher attributes, teacher-student interactions, and teacher

education. The strengths of the effect sizes vary among the 14 identified teacher factors,

ranging from teacher performance pay (d = .05) to teacher estimates of student achieve-

ment (d = 1.29). Teacher personality is also included in the list of factors (d = 0.24),

which is greater than teacher verbal ability (d = 0.22). We cannot comment on the

specifics of the study as details, such as the search terms and the studies that were

included in the meta-analysis, are not available. Klassen and Tze (2014) also conducted a

meta-analysis between teacher personality and teacher effectiveness and found a small

but significant relationship (r = .08, p < .05). However, like Hattie, they also considered

teacher personality as a unidimensional construct, which is not in line with dominant

personality theories, including the Big Five framework.

In Chang’s (2009) review of the teacher burnout literature, she identifies that there are

generally three sources contributing to burnout: individual factors (e.g., gender, years of

experience, personality, coping strategies); organizational factors (e.g., work demands, school

socioeconomic status/culture, organizational rigidity); and transactional factors, which are

interactions between individual and organizational factors (e.g., teachers’ judgements of

student misbehaviors; perceived support from principal, peers, and administration). Although

teacher personality was one of the identified factors, only non-Big Five characteristics were

outlined (e.g., low hardiness, type-A personality, lower self-esteem, and high expectations).

Systematic reviews and meta-analyses have also linked teacher burnout with other factors,

such as teacher emotional intelligence (Mérida-López and Extremera 2017), teacher self-

efficacy (Brown 2012), student motivation (Shen et al. 2015), and student misbehavior

(Aloe et al. 2014). However, there is yet a meta-analysis on the possible link between teacher

personality and burnout.

Teacher Effectiveness

Teacher effectiveness is a measure of job performance in the teaching profession (Gordon et al.

2006), as it can capture the impact the teacher has had in performing their job. Thus, we can

use both research from organizational psychology and educational psychology to hypothesize

about the potential associations each of the Big Five domains (conscientiousness, emotional

stability, extraversion, agreeableness, and openness) may have with teacher effectiveness.

Individuals with high levels of conscientiousness tend to be oriented towards being

achievement-focused, highly responsible, and organized (John et al. 2008). As such behaviors

are helpful in successful completing tasks, conscientiousness has typically been the strongest

predictor of job performance in meta-analyses (Barrick and Mount 1991; Salgado 2003).

Particularly, the facets of achievement striving (drive to achieve goals), dutifulness (sense of

moral conscience), and self-discipline (ability to begin and complete tasks) are the facets most

positively associated with job performance (Judge et al. 2013). In the teaching profession,

Klassen et al. (2017) identified that organization and planning were important personal

characteristics for effective teachers. This group of characteristics captured one’s ability to

manage competing priorities and their time, and display general organization skills, which are

conceptually very similar to elements of conscientiousness, and thus indicating that conscien-

tiousness may also be an important predictor of teacher effectiveness. Empirical study findings
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also support that teacher conscientiousness is positively associated with teacher effectiveness

measures (e.g., Garcia et al. 2011; Kim et al. 2018; Kim and MacCann 2018; Murray et al.

1990). For example, Patrick (2011) found that overall teacher evaluations at tertiary level were

predicted most strongly by high levels of teacher conscientiousness, even after controlling for

students’ previous learning and expected grade. Given that teaching requires planning and

independence to complete tasks and to impart knowledge to others, we expect that teacher

conscientiousness will be positively associated with teacher effectiveness (H1a).

Individuals with high levels of emotional stability are calm, secure, and tolerant of stress

(John et al. 2008) and these qualities can be helpful to establish trust and credibility with

others, particularly for jobs requiring interpersonal interactions (Mount et al. 1998). Emotional

stability is typically the second strongest predictor of job performance in meta-analyses

(Barrick and Mount 1991; Salgado 2003). Particularly, the facets of impulsiveness (low self-

control), depression (guilt, sadness), and anxiety (fear, worry) are the facets most negatively

associated with job performance (Judge et al. 2013). Teachers are emotional contagions; their

emotions displayed in the classroom can be transmitted to students (Frenzel et al. 2018;

Hatfield et al. 1994). Students too can become anxious and nervous, when observing an

anxious and nervous teacher. In turn, students’ perceptions of the school and the teacher and

their academic ability may be affected. Thus, we expect that emotional stability will be

positively associated with teacher effectiveness (H1b).

Individuals with high levels of extraversion display their energy outwards (Fielden et al.

2015), which is positively associated with higher levels of communication, sensitivity, disclo-

sure, and provision of social support (Wilt and Revelle 2009). Barrick andMount (1991) found

in their meta-analysis that extraversion was positively associated with job performance for

occupational groups requiring interpersonal interactions (i.e., managers and sales representa-

tives; p̂ = 0.18, 0.15, respectively) in a way that did not extend to other occupational groups

(p̂ = − 0.05 to 0.09). Within teaching, Isaacson et al. (1963) found that university teaching

fellows are rated as high in surgency (similar to extraversion) received high ratings in

individual rapport and group interaction in teaching evaluations. Teaching requires assertive-

ness and social interaction, for which gregariousness and sociability may be an advantage.

Thus, we expect teacher extraversion will be positively associated with teacher effectiveness

(H1c).

Individuals with high levels of agreeableness are kind, caring, and helpful (John et al.

2008). Such qualities can be helpful to create positive and warm environments, which

students require in learning (Pianta and Hamre 2009). For jobs requiring interpersonal

interactions, like teaching, agreeableness is the strongest predictor of job performance

(Mount et al. 1998). Agreeableness is conceptually aligned with the empathy aspect of

empathy and communication from Klassen et al.’s (2017) identified effective teacher char-

acteristics. This quality measures one’s level of actively listening and engaging in a conver-

sation, seeking advice, and adjusting their communication style. Empirical study findings

from the teaching domain also support the importance of agreeableness in students’ percep-

tions of effective teaching. At tertiary level, teacher agreeableness was the strongest predictor

of overall teacher evaluation, individual rapport, and enthusiasm (Kim and MacCann 2018).

At secondary level, teacher agreeableness was the strongest predictor of students’ report of

teacher personal support (Kim et al. 2018). The quality of being warm and sensitive with

students, staff, and parents is a quality required daily in teachers as they come to interact with

them. Thus, we expect teacher agreeableness will be positively associated with teacher

effectiveness (H1d).
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Individuals with high levels of openness are intellectually curious, creative, and liberal

(John et al. 2008). Openness is one of the weakest predictors of job performance, although the

values (readiness to reexamine opinions and values, liberal) facet of the domain still seems to

be important in predicting job performance (Judge et al. 2013). Openness is also aligned with

Klassen et al.’s (2017) adaptability aspect of the resilience and adaptability domain, which

measures one’s level of flexibility in lesson delivery and persistence under pressure. Patrick

(2011) reported that teacher openness was the strongest predictor of overall class ratings,

controlling for students’ previous learning and expected grade. Similarly, Kim and MacCann

(2018) found that teacher openness was the strongest predictor of overall course evaluations.

The ability to be flexible in teaching and engaging with students’ ideas and opinions is a highly

valued quality in teachers. We expect that teacher openness will be positively associated with

teacher effectiveness (H1e).

Burnout

Burnout occurs particularly in jobs requiring interpersonal interactions, which teaching

does (Maslach et al. 2001). The association between personality and burnout has been

extensively studied in multiple professions using meta-analytic approaches (e.g., Alarcon

et al. 2009; Swider and Zimmerman 2010). However, a meta-analysis on the association

between personality and burnout in the teaching profession has not been conducted,

although reducing teacher burnout is a prominent topic of discussion among researchers,

practitioners, and policymakers (see Iancu et al. 2018 for a review on burnout

interventions). Meta-analytic findings from other fields as well as teacher studies allow

us to form hypotheses about how the Big Five domains (emotional stability, extraversion,

conscientiousness, agreeableness, and openness) may be associated with teacher burnout,

with the strongest effects from the first three domains.

Numerous meta-analyses have shown that emotional stability is the strongest correlate of

burnout (Alarcon et al. 2009; Swider and Zimmerman 2010). Similarly in teaching, Kokkinos

(2007) examined the associations between teacher Big Five domains and the three domains of

the MBI-ES and found that high levels of teacher emotional stability were associated with low

levels of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and high levels of reduced personal accom-

plishment. Individuals low in emotional stability, by definition, tend to experience negative,

distressing emotions. Thus, we expect teacher emotional stability will be negatively associated

with job burnout (H2a).

Meta-analyses have also shown that extraversion is the second strongest correlate of

burnout, especially with the strongest effect for the reduced personal accomplishment domain

(Alarcon et al. 2009; Swider and Zimmerman 2010). Individuals with low levels on this

domain tend to focus on negative aspects of situations (Suls et al. 1998), encode and recall

negative information (Watson and Clark 1984), and use ineffective coping strategies such as

wishful thinking, withdrawal, and emotion-focused coping (Connor-Smith and Flachsbart

2007). Thus, we expect teacher extraversion will be negatively associated with teacher burnout

(H2b).

Conscientiousness is also a strong correlate of burnout, and is especially strongly related

with the depersonalization domain (Alarcon et al. 2009; Swider and Zimmerman 2010).

Conscientiousness, by definition, describes approach-oriented individuals, thus is not compat-

ible with behaviors associated with withdrawal. In teaching, Kokkinos (2007) found that

teacher conscientiousness was particularly important for two of the three domains of burnout:
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depersonalization and reduced personal accomplishment. That is, teachers who are less strong

willed and persistent in pursuing goals are more prone to build emotional callousness,

withdraw themselves from situations, and become cynical to avoid further stress and strain.

Furthermore, given the link between conscientiousness and job performance (Judge et al.

2013) and job satisfaction (Judge et al. 2002), individuals high in this domain are less likely to

feel that they are not achieving in their work. Thus, we expect teacher conscientiousness will

be negatively associated with burnout (H2c).

Agreeableness is a moderate correlate of burnout (Alarcon et al. 2009; Swider and

Zimmerman 2010). Individuals with high levels on this domain are warm and supportive; as

such, they tend to build successful interpersonal relationships at work (Organ and Lingl 1995).

They tend to be cooperative, and their kind behaviors are often reciprocated by colleagues

(Bowling et al. 2004). The positive work environment that they create diminishes the

likelihood that they would feel isolated at work. Thus, we expect teacher agreeableness will

be negatively associated with burnout (H2d).

Openness is usually the weakest correlate of burnout (Alarcon et al. 2009; Swider and

Zimmerman 2010). Individuals with high levels on this domain are intellectually curious and

open-minded. In effect, they view work difficulties as opportunities for personal growth rather

than a hindrance (Zimmerman 2008). There are inconsistent findings on the association

between openness and coping strategies; some studies report significant associations with

problem-focused coping strategies (e.g., Strutton et al. 1995) while other report significant

associations with emotion-focused coping strategies instead (e.g., David and Suls 1999). The

inconsistent findings may explain the low effect sizes with burnout in previous studies. Thus,

we expect teacher openness will be negatively associated with burnout (H2e).

Moderators: Teacher Effectiveness Measure, Source of Report,
and Educational Level

To fully appreciate the complexity of the associations between teacher personality and the

two job-related outcomes, we investigate three possible moderators in our meta-analysis: (a)

type of teacher effectiveness measure, (b) source of teacher personality report, and (c) level of

education taught by the teacher. First, we examine whether the association between teacher

personality and teacher effectiveness changes depending on the type of the teacher effective-

ness measure (i.e., evaluations of teaching, student performance self-efficacy, classroom

observations, and academic achievement). Since teacher effectiveness is multidimensional,

it cannot be captured by a single criterion (Muijs 2006). Furthermore, the type of teacher

effectiveness measure used may determine whether it is or is not associated with teacher

personality. For example, a recent study found that teacher personality predicted student-

reports of teacher academic support and teacher personal support but not academic achieve-

ment (Kim et al. 2018). A similar study conducted at tertiary education level found that

teacher personality predicted student evaluations of teaching but not academic achievement

(Kim and MacCann 2018). We expect that teacher personality will be associated with

outcomes proximal to the predictor and high in fidelity (e.g., evaluations of teaching), but

not with other measures distal to the predictor and low in fidelity (e.g., academic achieve-

ment; H3).

The difference between who one reports oneself to be (self-report) and who others report

the individual to be (other-report) can lead to different strengths of empirical associations with
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the outcome variables. Self-reports are more easily prone to intentional and unintentional

socially desirable responding, in order to hide socially undesirable qualities or to enhance

desirable ones (Paulhus 2002). Such behavior can explain why meta-analytic findings that

other-reports of an individual’s personality are stronger correlate with student academic

achievement (Poropat 2014) and job performance (Connelly and Ones 2010; Oh et al. 2011)

than self-reported personality. Similarly, we expect that teachers’ other-reported personality

will be more strongly associated with the outcomes than teachers’ self-reported personality

(H4).

Lastly, we examine whether teacher personality is important in different ways across

educational levels (i.e., teachers teaching in elementary, secondary, and tertiary education).

Poropat’s (2009) hypothesis on the reduced influence of student personality on academic

achievement due to increased variety of learning environments and activities with increasing

levels of education can also be applied in the teacher context. That is, at lower educational

levels, teacher personality has a greater influence on a variety of outcomes, given the

comparably limited sources of learning students may have. Furthermore, teachers may have

more opportunities to give individual attention and foster student engagement, often as a result

of smaller classes at lower education levels (Blatchford et al. 2011). Finally, the greater

emphasis on delivering a centralized and structured curriculum at higher levels of education,

that often requires self-directed learning (Wilcox 1996), may diminish the opportunity for

teacher personality to be displayed in teaching. This difference may explain how teacher

emotional stability predicted student performance self-efficacy in secondary school students

(Kim et al. 2018) but not in tertiary education students (Kim and MacCann 2018). The effect

of these three phenomena is that there are more opportunities for a teacher’s personality to be

displayed and to be an influence to students. Thus, we expect that the association between

teacher Big Five domains and the outcomes to be the strongest in lower educational levels

(H5).

Purpose of This Meta-Analysis

As previously mentioned, Klassen and Tze (2014) found a small though statistically significant

association (r = .08, p < .05) between teacher personality and teacher effectiveness. However,

there are three major limitations to the meta-analysis that may explain the small effect size.

First, Klassen and Tze treated personality as a unidimensional construct by combining the

multiple personality domains into one. Such an approach is problematic both theoretically and

empirically. Of the very large number of theoretical models of personality, only one (the

General Factor of Personality; Musek 2007) proposes that personality is a single dimension.

Empirically, averaging multiple effect sizes from multiple domain can be problematic as large

associations of one personality domain with the outcomes may be masked by small or negative

effects from other personality domains. Second, Klassen and Tze combined results across

multiple teacher effectiveness measures (i.e., evaluations of teaching and student academic

achievement). Teacher effectiveness is a multidimensional construct, whereby one of its

measures may not measure the same aspect as another (Muijs 2006). Thus, averaging across

measures can mask the potential effect that personality has on one teacher effectiveness

measure by another measure. Third, Klassen and Tze used restricted search terms, both in

terms of predictors and outcome terms. As a result, their meta-analytic finding was the

aggregated findings from only 10 studies.
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Accordingly, we build upon Klassen and Tze’s (2014) findings in five primary ways. First,

we examine personality as a multidimensional construct using the most established personality

framework by considering each personality domains within the Big Five framework. Second,

we examine multiple aspects of teacher effectiveness and their relationship with teacher

personality as a moderator. Third, we aim to capture more studies in the meta-analysis by

including more specific search terms for both the predictor and the outcomes. Fourth, we

examine other moderators that could affect the association between teacher personality and

outcomes (i.e., source of personality report and educational level). Fifth, we consider an

additional important outcome within the teaching profession (teacher burnout).

In sum, this meta-analysis examines how teacher personality (using the Big Five frame-

work) may be associated with teacher effectiveness and job burnout. Furthermore, three

moderator effects will be examined: the effect of type of teacher effectiveness measure, source

of personality report, and educational level.

Method

Literature Search

Our systematic literature search used three search strategies to identify all relevant literature

concerning the relationship between teacher Big Five personality domains and the two job-

related outcomes. First, we conducted an electronic search of the relevant articles using

different databases relevant to our particular topic: PsycINFO (for psychological research

and related fields), ERIC (for educational research), Web of Science (referencing science of all

kinds), and Proquest Theses and Dissertations Global (in order to include unpublished

literature and avoid publication bias). For our electronic search, we developed the following

search term: (Bteacher personality^ OR Bpersonality of teacher*^ OR Bteacher* disposition*^

OR Bdisposition* of teacher*^ OR Bteacher* trait*^ OR Btrait* of teacher*^ OR Bteacher big

five^ OR Bteacher five factor model^ OR Bteacher openness^ OR Bteacher intellect^ OR

Bteacher agreeableness^ OR Bteacher conscientiousness^ OR Bteacher extraversion^ OR

Bteacher emotional stability^ OR Bteacher neuroticism^) AND (effectiveness OR grade OR

performance OR achievement OR motivation OR commitment OR engagement OR satisfaction

OR burnout OR retention OR attrition OR dropout OR outcome OR self-efficacy OR success

OR health OR well-being OR efficacy). We searched for articles with no date restrictions as

well as both peer-reviewed and non-peer-reviewed articles to reduce the chance of including

articles with publication biases. Second, we examined Klassen and Tze’s (2014) meta-analysis

for studies they included on teacher personality and teacher effectiveness. Third, we examined

studies citing Klassen and Tze’s meta-analysis.

The electronic search resulted in a total of 1121 abstracts (PsycINFO 551 articles, Web of

Science 90 articles, Proquest Dissertation Global 256 articles, ERIC 324 articles) and 11

additional studies. In the first step, we excluded 738 records. We excluded studies that were not

applicable to the current meta-analysis, including expert opinions, theoretical discussions, and

qualitative data. We also excluded studies reporting relationships not associated with our

research questions, including studies on perspectives of students’ teacher personality prefer-

ences and on the associations between student personality and educational outcomes. This

process led to further examining 129 studies. The flow diagram (see Fig. 1) illustrates our

process through the different phases.
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Exclusion Criteria

We examined the remaining 129 studies by reading the full texts and excluded studies if a copy

was not available (e.g., searching through the university open repositories) or if the study met

one or more of these exclusion criteria:

a) the personality measures could not be classified within the Big Five framework empiri-

cally or theoretically,

b) the outcome measures could not be classified within the three criterion outcomes, and

c) information on the statistical associations between the relevant variables was missing.

For example, we excluded studies on Myers-Briggs Type Indicator profiles of teachers because

profiles cannot be transformed into levels within the Big Five domain. We also excluded

studies not reporting effect sizes or descriptive statistics from which effect sizes could not be

computed.

As per previous meta-analytic practices (e.g., Barrick and Mount 1991; Judge et al. 2002;

Judge et al. 2013), we included studies with personality measures that could be classified

within the Big Five framework. The process of classification involved examining the proper-

ties within the described characteristics and aligning them with the closest fitting Big Five

domain, which were guided by previous works on Big Five classifications (e.g., Digman 1990;

Goldberg 1999; Piedmont et al. 1992; Rossier et al. 2004). For example, the 16PF (Cattell et al.

1970) was aligned to the Big Five framework based on empirical strength associations studies

(e.g., Rossier et al. 2004) and theoretical models (John et al. 2008). After applying the above-

Fig. 1 Flow chart of the inclusion and exclusion of studies
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mentioned stages of inclusion and exclusion, 25 studies (18 studies with teacher effectiveness

and 7 studies with teacher burnout) were included for final analysis.

Calculating Effect Sizes

A program called Meta-Essentials (Suurmond et al. 2017) was used to conduct a random-

effects meta-analysis. To compute the effect sizes for the overall effects and each moderator

effect, individual Pearson r coefficients were transformed into Fisher’s z scores. When multiple

Fisher’s z scores were present within one study (e.g., multiple effect sizes between teacher

conscientiousness and multiple aspects of evaluations of teaching), the Fisher’s z scores were

averaged within each study and by the type of moderator analysis category because including

multiple effect sizes from the same study would violate the assumptions of independence

(Lipsey and Wilson 2001). That is, mean effect sizes were calculated by averaging the Fisher’s

z scores. The average Fisher’s z scores were then transformed back to Pearson r coefficients.

These transformed Pearson r coefficients were then used to calculate the final effect sizes for

the meta-analysis.

Results

Descriptive Statistics

A summary of all of the included studies is reported in Table 1. The majority of the studies

(64% or 16/25) were PhD dissertations, with 32% (8/25) published in academic journals, and

4% (1/25) published as a report. Most of the studies—60%—were conducted in the USA (15/

25), with the remaining studies conducted in Australia (2), Canada (2), Cyprus (1), Israel (1),

Poland (1), Romania (1), Taiwan (1), and Turkey (1). The sample sizes ranged from 16 to

2671, M = 251.77, SD = 528.27.

Overall Effects

The associations between each of the criterion outcomes with the Big Five domains were

examined. Estimates of the overall effect as well as the three moderators can be found in

Table 2, outlining the corresponding number of effect sizes (k), effect sizes, 95% lower and

upper confidence intervals, Q-statistic with p value, and I2.

Teacher Effectiveness

For teacher effectiveness (k = 14 to 17), all Big Five domains, except for agreeableness, were

significant correlates, with the greatest effect sizes for extraversion (r = .17, p < .05), conscien-

tiousness (r = .13, p < .05), emotional stability (r = .10, p < .05), openness (r = .10, p < .05), and

lastly agreeableness (r = .03, p > .05). Thus, the results were in support of H1a-e, but not H1d.

In regard to the heterogeneity of the effects, the Q-statistic (or Cochrane’s Q) was

significant for each of the Big Five domains, Q(14 to 17) = 22.76 to 159.16, p < .001,

indicating that there were significantly different effect sizes across studies. Furthermore, I2s

ranged from 42.87 to 89.95%, indicating that there were substantial proportions of variability

across the studies. These two measures indicated the suitability of moderator analyses.
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Table 1 Summary of included studies

Study details Big Five domains Source of personality report Educational level

Authors and date Type Country Personality measure Outcome Big Five
domain

N k Effect
size

Source N k Effect
size

Level N k Effect
size

Acaray and Yildirim
(2017)

Dissertation Turkey NEO-PI (McCrae and Costa
1982)

Burnout O 254 3 .07 S-R 254 3 .07 – –

C 254 3 −.07 254 3 −.07
E 254 3 .03 254 3 .03
A 254 3 −.12 254 3 −.12
ES 254 3 .14 254 3 .14

Chan (2003) Dissertation USA BFI (John et al, 1991) TE/EoT O 44 25 .05 S-R 44 25 .05 Ter 44 25 .05
C 44 25 .22 44 25 .22 44 25 .22
E 44 25 .30 44 25 .30 44 25 .30
A 44 25 .06 44 25 .06 44 25 .06
ES 44 25 −.01 44 25 −.01 44 25 −.01

Chu (2003) Dissertation Taiwan MPQ5 (Cameron 1996) TE/EoT O 130 1 .11 S-R 130 1 .11 Ele 130 1 .11
C 130 1 .28 130 1 .28 130 1 .28
E 130 1 .12 130 1 .12 130 1 .12
A 130 1 −.17 130 1 −.17 130 1 −.17
ES 130 1 .19 130 1 .19 130 1 .19

Colomeischi (2015) Journal
article

Romania FFPI (Hendriks et al. 1999) Burnout O 575 3 .23 S-R 575 3 .23 – –

C 575 3 .32 575 3 .32
E 575 3 .32 575 3 .32
A 575 3 .28 575 3 .28
ES 575 3 .38 575 3 .38
E 188 4 .27 188 4 .27
A 188 2 .29 188 2 .29
ES 188 3 .37 188 3 .37

Cooper and Bemis
(1967)

Report USA ToPS (self-developed) TE O 60 27 −.06 O-R 60 27 −.06 Ele 60 27 −.06
CO 7 −.07
AA 20 −.06

TE C 60 25 .01 60 25 .01 60 25 .01
CO 15 .02
AA 10 −.01

TE E 60 30 .01 60 30 .01 60 30 .01
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Table 1 (continued)

Study details Big Five domains Source of personality report Educational level

Authors and date Type Country Personality measure Outcome Big Five
domain

N k Effect
size

Source N k Effect
size

Level N k Effect
size

CO 10 .01
AA 20 .01

TE A 60 17 .09 60 17 .09 60 17 .09
CO 7 .11
AA 10 .07

TE ES 60 17 −.07 60 17 −.07 60 17 −.07
CO 7 −.01
AA 10 −.13

Cutchin (1998) Dissertation USA NEO-PI-R (Costa and McCrae
1992)

TE/EoT O 123 6 .06 S-R 123 6 .06 Sec 123 6 .06
C 123 6 .09 123 6 .09 123 6 .09
E 123 6 .04 123 6 .04 123 6 .04
A 123 6 −.07 123 6 −.07 123 6 −.07
ES 123 6 .01 123 6 .01 123 6 .01

Emmerich et al.
(2006)

Journal
article

USA AFSDI (Christal 1994;
Tupes and Christal 1992)

TE/CO O 2671 1 .03 S-R 2671 1 .03 – –

C 2671 1 .01 2671 1 .01
E 2671 1 .00 2671 1 .00
A 2671 1 −.09 2671 1 −.09
ES 2671 1 −.05 2671 1 −.05

Isaacson et al.
(1963)

Journal
article

USA 16 PF (Cattell et al. 1970) TE/EoT O 16 19 .17 S-R 16 19 .17 Ter 16 19 .17
C 16 12 −.33 16 12 −.33 16 12 −.33
E 16 16 .15 16 16 .15 16 16 .15
A 16 12 .17 16 12 .17 16 12 .17
ES 16 24 −.10 16 24 −.10 16 24 −.10

Jamil et al. (2012) Journal
article

USA NEO-FFI (Costa and McCrae
1992)

TE/Co E 509 3 .02 S-R 509 3 .02 – –

ES 509 3 .04 509 3 .04
Job (2004) Dissertation USA NEO-FFI (Costa and McCrae

1992)
TE/EoT O 190 1 −.04 S-R 190 1 −.04 Ter 190 1 −.04

C 190 1 .03 190 1 .03 190 1 .03
E 190 1 .08 190 1 .08 190 1 .08
A 190 1 −.04 190 1 −.04 190 1 −.04
ES 190 1 .10 190 1 .10 190 1 .10
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Table 1 (continued)

Study details Big Five domains Source of personality report Educational level

Authors and date Type Country Personality measure Outcome Big Five
domain

N k Effect
size

Source N k Effect
size

Level N k Effect
size

Jones (2014) Dissertation USA NEO-FFI-3
(McCrae and Costa 2010)

TE/CO O 57 7 .10 S-R 57 7 .10 Ele 57 7 .10
C 57 7 .07 57 7 .07 57 7 .07
E 57 7 .10 57 7 .10 57 7 .10
A 57 7 .03 57 7 .03 57 7 .03
ES 57 7 .13 57 7 .13 57 7 .13

Kim et al. (2018) Journal
article

Australia BFI (John, 1990) TE O 54.83 24 .26 O-R 89 8 .51 Sec 54.8 24 .26
EoT 55 12 .42
SPS 54.33 6 .06 S-R 37.8 16 .12
AA 55 6 .11

TE C 54.83 24 .20 O-R 89 8 .45 54.8 24 .20
EoT 55 12 .32
SPS 54.33 6 .11 S-R 37.8 16 .05
AA 55 6 .02

TE E 54.83 24 .24 O-R 89 8 .43 54.8 24 .24
EoT 55 12 .34
SPS 54.33 6 .13 S-R 37.8 16 .13
AA 55 6 .13

TE A 54.83 24 .29 O-R 89 8 .51 54.8 24 .29
EoT 55 12 .45
SPS 54.33 6 .11 S-R 37.8 16 .16
AA 55 6 .09

TE ES 54.83 24 .22 O-R 89 8 .42 54.8 24 .22
EoT 55 12 .33
SPS 54.33 6 .18 S-R 37.8 16 .11
AA 55 6 .03

Kim & MacCann
(2018)

Journal
article

Australia Mini-Markers
(Saucier 1994)

TE O 66.5 18 .13 O-R 88 9 .30 Ter 66.5 18 .13
EoT 66.5 14 .17
SPS 66.5 2 .10 S-R 45 9 −.04
AA 66.5 2 −.07

TE C 66.5 18 .14 O-R 88 9 .34 66.5 18 .14
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Table 1 (continued)

Study details Big Five domains Source of personality report Educational level

Authors and date Type Country Personality measure Outcome Big Five
domain

N k Effect
size

Source N k Effect
size

Level N k Effect
size

EoT 66.5 14 .20
SPS 66.5 2 −.15 S-R 45 9 −.07
AA 66.5 2 −.05

TE E 66.5 18 .15 O-R 88 9 .39 66.5 18 .15
EoT 66.5 14 .21
SPS 66.5 2 −.08 S-R 45 9 −.11
AA 66.5 2 −.08

TE A 66.5 18 .16 O-R 88 9 .37 66.5 18 .16
EoT 66.5 14 .22
SPS 66.5 2 −.10 S-R 45 9 −.07
AA 66.5 2 −.07

TE ES 66.5 18 .08 O-R 88 9 .33 66.5 18 .08
EoT 66.5 14 .11
SPS 66.5 2 −.14 S-R 45 9 −.19
AA 66.5 2 .03

Klis (1997) Journal
article

Poland SEE (Mehrabian and Epstein
1972)

Burnout A 130 24 −.01 S-R 130 24 −.01 Ele 130 24 −.01

Kokkinos (2007) Journal
article

Cyprus NEO-FFI
(Costa and McCrae 1992)

Burnout O 447 3 .02 S-R 447 3 .02 Ele 447 3 .02
C 447 3 .07 447 3 .07 447 3 .07
E 447 3 −.04 447 3 −.04 447 3 −.04
ES 447 3 −.19 447 3 −.19 447 3 −.19

Monsour (1987) Dissertation USA CPI (Megargee 1972) TE/CO A 48 1 .00 S-R 48 1 .00 Ele 48 1 .00
Murray (1975) Journal

article
Canada 20 personality traits

(self-developed)
TE/EoT O 36 1 .59 O-R 36 1 .59 Ter 36 1 .59

C 36 1 .39 36 1 .39 36 1 .39
E 36 5 .49 36 5 .49 36 5 .49
A 36 2 .07 36 2 .07 36 2 .07
ES 36 2 .58 36 2 .58 36 2 .58

Murray et al. (1990) Journal
article

Canada JPRF (1984) & EPQ (Eysenck
and Eysenck 1975)

TE/EoT O 46 31 .18 O-R 46 31 .18 Ter 46 31 .18
C 46 33 .26 46 33 .26 46 33 .26
E 46 43 .35 46 43 .35 46 43 .35
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Table 1 (continued)

Study details Big Five domains Source of personality report Educational level

Authors and date Type Country Personality measure Outcome Big Five
domain

N k Effect
size

Source N k Effect
size

Level N k Effect
size

A 46 30 .09 46 30 .09 46 30 .09
ES 46 41 −.02 46 41 −.02 46 41 −.02

Phillips et al. (1985) Journal
article

USA 16 PF (Cattell et al. 1970) TE O 18 12 .05 S-R 18 12 .05 – –

CO 18 10 .01
AA 18 2 .20

TE C 18 12 −.08 18 12 −.08
CO 18 10 −.04
AA 18 2 −.31

TE E 18 24 −.01 18 24 −.01
CO 18 19 −.04
AA 18 5 .14

TE A 18 12 −.13 18 12 −.13
CO 18 10 −.12
AA 18 2 −.17

TE ES 18 24 .03 18 24 .03
CO 18 19 .02
AA 18 5 .11

Radmacher and
Martin (2001)

Journal
article

USA SEFF (self-developed) TE E 348 2 .59 O-R 348 2 .59 Ter 348 2 .59
EoT 348 1 .79 348 1 .79 348 1 .79
AA 348 1 .28 348 1 .28 348 1 .28

Richard (1992) Dissertation USA EPQ
(Eysenck and Eysenck 1975)

TE/AA E 44 9 .01 S-R 44 9 .01 Ele 44 9 .01
ES 44 10 .16 44 10 .16 44 10 .16

Ripski et al. (2011) Journal
article

USA NEO-FFI
(Costa and McCrae 1992)

Burnout O 67 3 −.21 S-R 67 3 −.21 – –

C 67 3 .29 67 3 .29
E 67 3 .30 67 3 .30
A 67 3 .28 67 3 .28
ES 67 3 .51 67 3 .51

Shapiro (1987) Dissertation USA 16 PF (Cattell et al. 1970) Burnout E 220 1 −.04 S-R 220 1 −.04 Ele 220 1 −.04
ES 220 1 .00 220 1 .00 220 1 .00

Shechtman (1989) Israel 16 PF (Cattell et al. 1970) TE/CO O 92 3 .20 O-R 92 2 .18 – –
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Table 1 (continued)

Study details Big Five domains Source of personality report Educational level

Authors and date Type Country Personality measure Outcome Big Five
domain

N k Effect
size

Source N k Effect
size

Level N k Effect
size

Journal
article

S-R 92 1 .24
C 92 1 .28 O-R 92 1 .28
E 92 4 .18 O-R 92 2 .24

S-R 92 2 .13
A 92 2 .33 O-R 92 1 .42

S-R 92 1 .24
ES 92 2 .34 O-R 92 2 .34

Teven (2007) Journal
article

USA Big Five measure
(Sager and Gastil 2002)

Burnout O 48 3 −.09 S-R 48 3 −.09 Ter 48 3 −.09
C 48 3 .39 48 3 .39 48 3 .39
E 48 3 .28 48 3 .28 48 3 .28
A 48 3 .28 48 3 .28 48 3 .28
ES 48 3 .42 48 3 .42 48 3 .42

Note. k = number of effect sizes; EoT = evaluations of teaching; SPS = student performance self-efficacy; CO = classroom observation; AA = academic achievement; NEO-PI = NEO
Personality Inventory; BFI = Big Five Inventory; MPQ5 = Manchester Personality Questionnaire 5; FFPI = Five-Factor Personality Inventory; ToPS = Teacher Observation Personality
Schedule; NEO-PI-R, NEO Personality Inventory Revised; AFSDI = Air Force Self-description Inventory; 16 PF = 16 Personality Factors; NEO-FFI = NEO Five Factory Inventory;
SEE = Scale of Emotional Empathy; CPI = California Psychological Inventory; JPRF, Jackson’s Personality Research Form; EPQ = Eysenck Personality Questionnaire; SEEF =
Student Evaluation of Faculty Forum; O = openness; C = conscientiousness; E = extraversion; A = agreeableness; ES = emotional stability; S-R = self-rated; O-R, other-rated; Ele =
elementary; Sec = secondary; Ter = tertiary
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Table 2 Correlations between teacher Big Five personality and job-related outcomes, and moderators (teacher
effectiveness measure, source of personality report, and educational level)

Moderator k Effect size 95% CI (LL, UL) Q pQ I2 (%)

Job-related outcomes
Openness
Teacher effectiveness 14 0.10 (0.01, 0.18) 22.76 0.04 42.87

EoT 9 0.17 (0.01, 0.33) 21.62 0.01 63.00
SPS 2 0.09 (− 0.18, 0.34) 0.05 0.82 0.00
CO 5 0.03 (− 0.01, 0.08) 3.38 0.50 0.00
AA 4 0.01 (− 0.17, 0.18) 1.70 0.64 0.00

Burnout 5 0.04 (− 0.16, 0.23) 20.53 0.00 80.52
Conscientiousness
Teacher effectiveness 14 0.13 (0.04, 0.21) 28.11 0.01 53.75

EoT 8 0.19 (0.08, 0.29) 10.03 0.19 30.24
SPS 2 0.02 (− 0.75, 0.77) 0.70 0.40 0.00
CO 5 0.07 (− 0.08, 0.22) 6.85 0.14 41.58
AA 4 −0.07 (− 0.26, 0.12) 2.04 0.56 0.00

Burnout 5 0.19 (− 0.06, 0.41) 37.22 0.00 89.25
Extraversion
Teacher effectiveness 17 0.17 (0.07, 0.27) 159.16 0.00 89.95

AA 6 0.10 (− 0.06, 0.25) 11.31 0.05 55.80
CO 6 0.01 (− 0.03, 0.05) 3.55 0.62 0.00
EoT 10 0.32 (0.10, 0.50) 199.12 0.00 95.48
SPS 2 0.02 (− 0.88, 0.89) 1.36 0.24 26.39

Burnout 6 0.13 (− 0.06, 0.31) 46.92 0.00 89.34
Agreeableness
Teacher effectiveness 15 0.03 (− 0.05, 0.12) 33.14 0.00 57.76

EoT 9 0.07 (− 0.09, 0.22) 21.17 0.01 62.21
SPS 2 0.00 (− 0.87, 0.87) 1.25 0.26 20.02
CO 6 0.06 (− 0.13, 0.23) 19.28 0.00 74.07
AA 4 0.01 (− 0.15, 0.16) 1.35 0.72 0.00

Burnout 5 0.13 (− 0.11, 0.37) 34.35 0.00 88.35
Emotional stability
Teacher effectiveness 16 0.10 (0.01, 0.18) 44.63 0.00 66.39

EoT 10 0.13 (− 0.01, 0.26) 16.46 0.04 51.39
SPS 2 0.01 (− 0.97, 0.97) 2.99 0.08 66.51
CO 6 0.06 (− 0.09, 0.21) 17.42 0.00 71.29
AA 5 0.02 (− 0.12, 0.15) 2.20 0.70 0.00

Burnout 6 0.21 (− 0.09, 0.48) 107.14 0.00 95.33
Source of personality report

Openness 22 0.16 (− 0.09, 0.38) 72.62 0.00 71.08
Other-reported 6 0.29 (0.02, 0.52) 20.09 0.00 75.12
Self-reported 16 0.06 (0.00, 0.12) 31.12 0.01 51.80

Conscientiousness 22 0.20 (0.00, 0.37) 101.61 0.00 80.32
Other-reported 6 0.29 (0.12, 0.44) 8.90 0.11 43.83
Self-reported 15 0.11 (0.02, 0.20) 72.93 0.00 80.80

Extraversion 26 0.23 (− 0.08, 0.50) 229.41 0.00 89.10
Other-reported 7 0.37 (0.19, 0.53) 32.32 0.00 81.43
Self-reported 19 0.09 (0.02, 0.15) 69.10 0.00 73.95

Agreeableness 22 0.16 (− 0.11, 0.40) 151.06 0.00 86.10
Other-reported 6 0.29 (0.07, 0.48) 14.17 0.01 64.71
Self-reported 16 0.04 (− 0.05, 0.13) 90.82 0.00 83.48

Emotional stability 23 0.17 (− 0.01, 0.32) 198.25 0.00 88.90
Other-reported 6 0.28 (0.00, 0.51) 19.02 0.00 73.71
Self-reported 17 0.10 (0.00, 0.21) 153.91 0.00 89.60

Educational level
Openness 13 0.05 (− 0.01, 0.10) 20.91 0.05 42.62
Elementary 4 0.03 (− 0.05, 0.12) 1.57 0.67 0.00
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Burnout

As the numbers of effect sizes for burnout were very small (k = 5 to 6), the results should be

approached with caution. The small number of effect sizes may also explain why none of the

effects were statistically significant. Nevertheless, the greatest effect sizes were for emotional

stability (r = .21, p > .05), conscientiousness (r = .19, p > .05), extraversion (r = .13, p > .05),

agreeableness (r = .13, p > .05), and lastly openness (r = .04, p > .05). In terms of relative effect

sizes, H2a-e were supported.

Publication Bias

Three indicators were used to assess publication bias in the estimates using a fixed

estimates model per Big Five domain. The two criterion outcomes were combined for

this purpose given the small number of effect sizes in some of the criterion outcomes.

First, the relatively symmetrical spread of the estimates in the funnel plots for each Big

Five domain with the combined criterion outcomes indicate that there may not be a

publication bias. Second, the non-significant Egger’s regression test (Egger et al. 1997)

with an intercept estimate of 0.54 (95% CI − 0.62 to 1.70) for openness, 1.18 (95% CI −

0.30 to 2.66) for conscientiousness, 1.46 (95% CI − 0.62, 3.53) for extraversion, 1.35

(95% CI − 0.18, 2.88) for agreeableness, and 1.79 (95% CI − 0.10, 3.67) for emotional

stability. Finally, Rosenthal’s (1979) fail-safe N tests indicate that a large number of

studies (i.e., 113, 280, 589, and 258 studies for openness, conscientiousness, extraver-

sion, and emotional stability, respectively) with non-significant results would be needed

to make the association non-significant, which again indicates that there may not be a

publication bias, except for agreeableness (n = 18). Thus, there did not appear to be

major publication bias in the findings.

Table 2 (continued)

Moderator k Effect size 95% CI (LL, UL) Q pQ I2 (%)

Secondary 2 0.13 (− 0.82, 0.89) 1.59 0.21 37.28
Tertiary 7 0.13 (− 0.10, 0.35) 16.82 0.01 64.33

Conscientiousness 13 0.13 (0.09, 0.17) 18.10 0.11 33.72
Elementary 4 0.12 (− 0.07, 0.30) 5.23 0.16 42.67
Secondary 2 0.12 (− 0.48, 0.65) 0.45 0.50 0.00
Tertiary 7 0.18 (− 0.01, 0.36) 11.95 0.06 49.78

Extraversion 16 0.14 (− 0.07, 0.34) 132.87 0.00 88.71
Elementary 6 0.00 (− 0.07, 0.06) 3.39 0.64 0.00
Secondary 2 0.11 (− 0.82, 0.88) 1.52 0.22 34.04
Tertiary 8 0.31 (0.14, 0.46) 52.82 0.00 86.75

Agreeableness 13 0.03 (− 0.05, 0.11) 15.64 0.21 23.29
Elementary 4 − 0.05 (− 0.24, 0.15) 3.40 0.33 11.82
Secondary 2 0.10 (− 0.98, 0.98) 4.89 0.03 79.55
Tertiary 7 0.06 (− 0.05, 0.17) 5.00 0.54 0.00

Emotional stability 15 0.07 (− 0.03, 0.16) 52.01 0.00 70.45
Elementary 6 0.02 (− 0.14, 0.18) 20.66 0.00 75.79
Secondary 2 0.09 (− 0.84, 0.89) 1.64 0.20 38.97
Tertiary 7 0.17 (− 0.07, 0.39) 16.79 0.01 64.26

Note. k, number of effect sizes; 95% CI (LL, UL), 95% confidence interval (lower limit, upper limit); Q, Q-
statistic, pQ, p value for the Q-statistic; EoT, evaluations of teaching; SPS, student performance self-efficacy; CO,
classroom observation; AA, academic achievement
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Moderated Effects

To obtain a more nuanced understanding of the effect of teacher personality on the two job-

related outcomes, three moderator analyses were conducted. In regard to the type of teacher

effectiveness measure as a moderator (k = 19 to 24), only evaluation of teaching was

significantly associated with teacher personality, specifically with three domains: openness

(r = .17, p < .05), conscientiousness (r = .19, p < .05), and extraversion (r = .32, p < .05).

Across the Big Five domains, the student academic achievement correlation was the smallest

and was also non-significant. Overall, in support of H3, the strongest association between

teacher personality and the teacher effectiveness outcomes was evaluations of teaching and the

weakest was academic achievement.

The associations between the two sources of teacher personality report (self-report vs other-

report) and the outcomes were examined. Other-reported teacher personality (k = 6 to 7) were

consistently and moderately-strongly associated with the outcomes in general (r = .28 to .37),

which were all statistically significant except for emotional stability. On the other hand, self-

reported teacher personality (k = 15 to 19) were consistently but weakly associated with the

outcomes in general (r = .04 to .11), of which only conscientiousness and extraversion were

statistically significant. Overall, the correlations for other-reports were consistently stronger

than self-reports for each Big Five domain (z = 2.15 to 3.50, p < .05), except for emotional

stability (z = 1.48, p > .05), thus indicating support for H4.

The association between the three educational levels the teacher instructs in (i.e., elemen-

tary, secondary, and tertiary) and the outcomes in general were examined. Teacher personality

at elementary (k = 4 to 6), secondary (k = 2), and tertiary level (k = 7 to 8) were not statistically

associated with the outcomes in general (r = −.05 to .12, r = .09 to .13, r = .06 to .18, p > .05,

respectively). The exception was extraversion at tertiary level, which was moderately associ-

ated with the outcomes in general (r = .31, p < .05). There were no differences between

elementary and secondary levels (z = 0.68 to 1.42, p > .05) nor between secondary and tertiary

levels for each Big Five domain (z = 0.02 to 0.67, p > .05). The exception was that extraversion

at tertiary level was stronger than at secondary level (z = 1.73, p < .05), which indicated little

support for H5.

Discussion

In response to increasing attention on understanding the teacher personal characteristics

associated with job-related outcomes (e.g., Sutcher et al. 2016), various meta-analyses on

teacher factors have been conducted (e.g., Brown 2012; Mérida-López and Extremera 2017;

Visible Learning Plus 2018). Teacher personality has also been the subject of similar inves-

tigations; however, none of the studies were a meta-analysis conceptualizing teacher person-

ality as a multidimensional construct. Accordingly, the current meta-analysis investigated the

association between teacher personality (within the Big Five framework) and teacher effec-

tiveness and teacher burnout.

Job-Related Outcomes

Teacher Big Five domains indeed have important links with teacher effectiveness. Visible

Learning Plus (2018) reported that teacher personality is associated with student learning
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and Klassen and Tze (2014) similarly reported that teacher personality is associated with

teacher effectiveness (a sum of student achievement and evaluated teaching perfor-

mance). However, it was impossible to dissect which elements of a teacher’s personality

was important given their unidimensional conceptualization of teacher personality. We

found in our study that four of the Big Five domains (not agreeableness) can shape

students’ educational experiences and outcomes. Teachers’ levels of extraversion and

conscientiousness were particularly important, especially for student evaluations of

teaching. Meta-analyses summarizing findings from multiple occupations report that

conscientiousness is the strongest predictor of job performance (Barrick and Mount

1991; Salgado 2003). However, we found that extraversion was slightly more strongly

associated with teacher effectiveness than conscientiousness. The fundamental social

nature of the teaching profession may explain this finding, whereby one’s level of

assertiveness and energy is just as important or even more important than one’s level

of achievement-focus and organization. This finding seems to indicate that job perfor-

mance in organizations may not be equivalent to job performance in the teaching

profession. Providing instructional and emotional support are primary components of

the teaching profession (Danielson 2013; Pianta et al. 2008), but these are not typical

markers of job performance in other organizations, which can thus help explain why

extraversion was a stronger predictor than conscientiousness.

Contrary to expectation, agreeableness was not associated with teacher effectiveness. This

finding was surprising as a meta-analysis found that this domain was more important for jobs

requiring teamwork (and, therefore, greater interpersonal interactions) than those involving

dyadic interactions (Mount et al. 1998). However, our finding may be an artifact of examining

only one profession, whereby the limited variation of agreeableness across teachers may have

caused a restricted statistical correlation with the outcome. Mount et al. (1998) compared the

job performance of employees in manufacturing plants working in teams (teamwork group)

against employees from a variety of settings (dyadic service group). Given the limited

specificity of the inclusion criteria of the teamwork group, the samples may have been from

different jobs and be different types of people, which in effect would result in large variance

within the teamwork group and thus a significant finding. In contrast, our meta-analysis

included only individuals in the teaching profession. As further evidence to the possibility

that our finding may be a statistical artifact, a meta-analysis of meta-analyses found that the

effect sizes between agreeableness within occupation groups (i.e., sales, managers, profes-

sionals, police, and skilled or semi-skilled labor) and job performance were close to zero and

non-significant for two groups (i.e., sales and skilled or semi-skilled laborers; Barrick et al.

2001). Thus, we warn against drawing practical implications from this finding.

In regard to teacher burnout, although Chang (2009) identified teacher personality

characteristics were associated with burnout, she did not identify the Big Five domains.

Studies from across multiple professions have found though that burnout was most

strongly associated with emotional stability, followed by conscientiousness and extra-

version (Alarcon et al. 2009; Swider and Zimmerman 2010). Similar to their findings, we

found that in terms of effect sizes, teachers’ low levels of emotional stability were most

strongly associated with burnout followed by high levels of conscientiousness, extraver-

sion, agreeableness, and openness. However, these effects were not statistically signifi-

cant, which may be due to the small number of effect sizes in the analysis. Thus, more

studies should be conducted on the possible association between teacher personality and

burnout before these findings can be generalized.
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Moderators: Teacher Effectiveness Measure, Source of Report, and Educational Level

Multiple types of teacher effectiveness measures are available (see Goe et al. 2008 for a

review) and so we examined this factor as a potential moderator. Evaluation of teaching was

the only type of teacher effectiveness measure associated with teacher personality, namely with

extraversion, conscientiousness, and openness. The majority of the evaluations of teaching in

the meta-analysis were in the form of student evaluations of teaching, indicating that students

are affected by the teachers’ display of their levels of energy, organization skills, and

intellectual curiosity in the classroom and in school in general. These three personality

domains may be important because these qualities are often featured in student evaluations

of teaching. For example, Marsh’s (1984) Student Evaluations of Educational Quality ques-

tionnaire contains seven domains assessing the level of university teaching, including group

interaction (stimulation of classroom discussions and enquiry), enthusiasm (level of enthusi-

asm in the classroom), and organization (clarity of instructions, preparation of course material).

These three teaching domains are strongly associated with teacher openness, extraversion, and

conscientiousness, respectively (Kim and MacCann 2018). Our results highlight the need to

consider the impact of teacher personality on student educational experiences, which can often

be overseen in educational research.

Obtaining self-reported personality is often logistically easier than other-reported

personality. However, other-reports are sometimes better predictors than self-reports

due to multiple factors, such as one’s tendency to fake in self-assessments and having

limited self-knowledge (see Vazire and Carlson 2011 for a review). As personality

questionnaires are often very transparent on what the socially desirable answers are,

individuals can fake their responses, whereby they consciously or unconsciously distort

their responses in a way that enhances their positive characteristics and suppresses their

negative characteristics (McFarland and Ryan 2000). For example, a study found that

teacher education students’ responses to personality questionnaires were different before

the application stage of the program and 6 months afterwards, indicating that they had

potentially altered their personality responses to reflect socially desirable responses

(Krammer et al. 2017). Thus, we assessed source of report as a moderator, given that

self-reports can contain distorted responses. Other-reports of teacher personality indeed

were more strongly related to job-related outcomes than self-reports, except for emo-

tional stability, where the effect was stronger for other-reports but not statistically

significantly so. Overall, our findings were consistent with meta-analytic findings that

other-reports have higher validities than self-reports (Connelly and Ones 2010; Oh et al.

2011; Poropat 2014). Thus, it seems that assessing personality from another person’s

perspective may be useful in teacher research as it is in other fields.

The teacher personality–outcome effect sizes across the educational levels seemed to

grow with higher levels of education, although the finding was not statistically signifi-

cant. For example, the effect of openness was particularly prominent in secondary and

tertiary levels. The effect seemed to also increase for conscientiousness, extraversion,

and emotional stability, which was contrary to expectation. Longitudinal studies have

found that individuals change in their level of personality and the most personality trait

change occurs during young adulthood (Roberts et al. 2006). Thus, students may be

looking for and most benefit from people who are similar to them at different stages of

their lives, as a match between student and teacher personality can be beneficial for

student educational experiences (Kim and MacCann 2016).
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Theoretical and Practical Implications of Findings

Understanding the personal characteristics of effective teachers through a consensual evidence-

based framework, such as the Big Five framework, can help in theory development and

refinement. Multiple descriptive frameworks are used by educational researchers to describe

the qualities of effective teachers. Yet, there are no consensual models nor terminologies that

group these descriptors together. Using common descriptors and models is helpful when

conducting and disseminating research. Personality models have been established and tested

for decades, including the Big Five framework, for the purpose of giving a common language

to describing human characteristics (John et al. 2008). Using common descriptors can help us

identify the predictors of important outcomes and later identify the mediators and moderators

of such relationships. As such, theoretical models outlining the links between teacher personal

characteristics, the processes, and the relevant outcomes can be established by using

descriptors within a consensual framework. We agree with Göncz (2017) that findings from

studies that use established personality theories, such as our current meta-analysis, can inform

the building of a comprehensive theory of teacher personality within an educational psychol-

ogy context.

Before practical implications can be suggested, one should be aware of the current

educational climate. The use of some assessments for making high-stake decisions has ignited

a controversial debate among practitioners and policymakers. For example, some states in the

USA are using student academic achievement outcomes to make high-stake decisions about

teachers (e.g., salary, retention, and hiring), which has provoked the American Educational

Research Association (AERA) to release a statement on how these evaluations should and

should not be used (American Educational Research Association 2015). In line with AERA’s

views and being respective of the sensitive climate around assessment, we suggest that

personality assessments should not be used for selection but could be used for professional

feedback purposes.

Organizations have for decades used personality assessments to inform personnel selection

decisions (see Salgado and De Fruyt 2017 for a review). The usefulness of personality

assessments to aid in selection in the teaching arena is, thus, an inevitable topic of discussion.

Researchers have previously suggested using personality assessments to aid in selection

decisions for initial teacher education programs (Thornton et al. 2005) and for entering

teaching practice (Kennedy 2008). As our meta-analysis shows, there are a limited number

of studies on teacher personality and its associations with important outcomes (e.g., teacher

effectiveness). Furthermore, it is unclear whether the standard conceptualizations and phe-

nomena drawn from and found in organizational psychology can be directly applied to

educational systems and institutions. That is, given the unique nature of the educational

context and the teaching profession, it is questionable whether policies and practices used in

organizations can be directly transferred and applied in the teaching profession. Thus, using

personality assessments to inform selection decisions for pre-service and in-service teachers

may be premature in its current state.

The debate whether personality is stable or malleable has been continuing for decades (e.g.,

McCrae and Costa 1982). There is growing evidence, however, that personality can change

although very modestly through age (e.g., see Roberts et al. 2006 for a review) and also

through interventions (see Roberts et al. 2017 for a review). Moreover, the way that others

perceive an individual can differ from how one perceives themselves, including in personality

assessment (Vazire 2010). In light of this evidence, organizations often conduct multisource or
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360-degree feedback. This feedback is a reflective assessment of how an employee perceive

themselves, is perceived by their superior, and their fellow colleagues (DeNisi and Kluger

2000), which can help improve future job performance (Smither et al. 2005). Accordingly,

personality assessments could provide an individual feedback about which qualities they may

wish to enhance or suppress depending on the context. Namely, such feedback can help

teachers reflect on how they may be perceived at school, how they may perceive themselves,

and the potential impact they may be having on the school environment and individuals. As a

result, their self-awareness may increase, and they may choose to engage in a form of skill

development.

Interventions to increase students’ social and emotional skills are increasingly popular, with

promising evidence of their effectiveness (Durlak et al. 2011). Similar programs could be

offered to teachers as part of their continued professional development, especially given that

the effectiveness of current interventions for reducing teacher burnout is minimal (see Iancu

et al. 2018 for a review). One example may be offering emotion regulation workshops to

teachers. Emotional stability is often associated with difficulties in regulating one’s emotions

(see Segerstrom and Smith 2019 for a review), which can have negative influences on teachers

(e.g., emotional exhaustion; Tsouloupas et al. 2010). As such, personality assessments could

be beneficial for the teacher (e.g., well-being) but also for the students and the school in

general.

Limitations and Future Directions

The results from the meta-analysis, especially the moderator analyses, should be approached

with caution. Some of the studies contained small sample sizes, which could have compro-

mised the quality of data. Furthermore, the small number of effect sizes within each category

may have contributed to the non-significant findings. Nevertheless, the magnitude of the effect

sizes is a promising indicator, encouraging further studies of the associations between teacher

personality and burnout as well as its moderators.

Furthermore, most of the studies included in the meta-analysis were from countries that

could be classified as Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and Democratic (WEIRD).

Increasingly, researchers are recognizing that collecting samples from WEIRD samples and

generalizing the findings to non-WEIRD populations are strongly questionable (Henrich et al.

2010). Given that norms of teacher practices, student behaviors, and educational contexts often

differ between countries (Klassen et al. 2018), it is important that future studies on teacher

personality are conducted in a variety of countries.

Finer-grained examinations of the link between teacher personality and outcomes

could also be investigated with further research on this topic. Examining teacher Big

Five at the facet level could provide further information on which elements of teachers’

personality are important (see Soto and John 2017 for a discussion on personality domain

and facet measurement). An alternative approach is to examine teacher personality using

different personality models. For example, the HEXACO model—with six domains of

honesty-humility, extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness—has

empirical, theoretical, and practical advantages over the Big Five framework (see

Ashton and Lee 2007 for a review), which could be worthy of study in teacher

personality research. As such, more studies should be conducted in this area to strength-

en the generalizability of the findings as researchers explore more of the mechanisms

between teacher personality and important outcomes.
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Our meta-analysis was a cross-sectional analysis, whereby the correlation between teacher

personality and an outcome measure given at a certain time was examined. However, some

researchers found that teacher effects carry over time, including the likelihood of students

dropping out, taking SATs, intending to go to college, attending higher-ranked collages,

earning higher salaries, living in higher SES neighborhoods, and having more retirement

savings (Chetty et al. 2011; Judge et al. 2013). Given the limited number of studies in our

meta-analysis, such examination could not be undertaken. However, future studies on teacher

personality should consider examining both the immediate and the long-term effects of a

teacher’s personality on students’ education and job-related outcomes.

The field of teacher personality is expanding, and the potential implications of such research

are exciting. Our study aimed to summarize the current research that has examined teacher

personality in relation to its effect on teacher effectiveness and burnout. Much more research is

necessary to understand its place in teaching and learning before its appropriate use can be

determined. Future academic endeavors in the area of teacher personality would not only be

relevant and beneficial to students, but also to teachers and the education system as a whole.

Acknowledgements The authors gratefully acknowledge support from the Erasmus Plus Internship Program.
The authors gratefully acknowledge funding from the European Research Council Consolidator Grant,

SELECTION [grant number 647234].

Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International
License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and repro-
duction in any medium, provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a
link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and
institutional affiliations.

References

*Acaray, A., & Yildirim, S. (2017). The impact of personality traits on organizational cynicism in the education
sector. World Journal of Entrepreneurship, Management and Sustainable Development, 13, 65–76.

Alarcon, G., Eschleman, K. J., & Bowling, N. A. (2009). Relationships between personality variables and
burnout: A meta-analysis. Work & Stress, 23(3), 244–263.

Allport, G.W., & Odbert, H. S. (1936). Trait-names: A psycho-lexical study. Psychological Monographs, 47, 1–171.
Aloe, A. M., Shisler, S. M., Norris, B. D., Nickerson, A. B., & Rinker, T. W. (2014). A multivariate meta-analysis

of student misbehavior and teacher burnout. Educational Research Review, 12, 30–44.
American Educational Research Association. (2015). AERA statement on use of value-added models (VAM) for

the evaluation of educators and educator preparation programs. Educational Researcher, 44, 448–452.
Ashton, M. C., & Lee, K. (2007). Empirical, theoretical, and practical advantages of the HEXACO model of

personality structure. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 11(2), 150–166.
Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change. Psychological Review, 84(2),

191–215.
Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ:

Prentice-Hall.
Bandura, A., Barbaranelli, C., Caprara, G. V., & Pastorelli, C. (1996). Multifaceted impact of self-efficacy beliefs

on academic functioning. Child Development, 67, 1206–1222.
Barr, A. S. (1939). The systematic study of teaching and teaching efficiency. Journal of Educational Research,

32(9), 641–648.
Barrick, M. R., & Mount, M. K. (1991). The big five personality dimensions and job performance: A meta-

analysis. Personnel Psychology, 44(1), 1–26.

Educational Psychology Review



Barrick, M. R., Mount, M. K., & Judge, T. A. (2001). Personality and performance at the beginning of the new
millennium: What do we know and where do we go next? International Journal of Selection and

Assessment, 9(1&2), 9–30.
Blatchford, P., Bassett, P., & Brown, P. (2011). Examining the effect of class size on classroom engagement and

teacher–pupil interaction: Differences in relation to pupil prior attainment and primary vs. secondary schools.
Learning and Instruction, 21(6), 715–730.

Bowling, N. A., Beehr, T. A., Johnson, A. L., Semmer, N. K., Hendricks, E. A., & Webster, H. A. (2004).
Explaining potential antecedents of workplace social support: Reciprocity or attractiveness? Journal of

Occupational Health Psychology, 9(4), 339–350.
Brown, C. G. (2012). A systematic review of the relationship between self-efficacy and burnout in teachers.

Educational and Child Psychology, 29(4), 47–63.
Byrne, B. M. (1991). The Maslach Burnout Inventory: Validating factorial structure and invariance across

intermediate, secondary, and university educators. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 26(4), 583–605.
Byrne, B. M. (1993). The Maslach Burnout Inventory: Testing for factorial validity and invariance across

elementary, intermediate and secondary teachers. Journal of Occupational and Organizational

Psychology, 66(3), 197–212.
Buchanan, J., Prescott, A., Schuck, S., Aubusson, P., Burke, P., & Louviere, J.(2013) Teacher Retention and

Attrition: Views of Early Career Teachers. Australian Journal of Teacher Education 38 (3)
Cameron, A. P. (1996). Manchester personality questionnaire: Technical and user manual (2nd ed.). Amherst:

HRD Press.
Cattell, R. B. (1943). The description of personality: Basic traits resolved into clusters. Journal of Abnormal and

Social Psychology, 38(4), 476–506.
Cattell, R. B., Eber, H. W., & Tatsuoka, M. M. (1970). Handbook for the sixteen personality factor questionnaire

(16 PF). Champaign, IL: Institute for Personality and Ability Testing.
*Chan, S. (2003). Influence of instructors’ and students’ personalities on student ratings of teaching effectiveness

(Doctoral dissertation). Available from ProQuest Dissertations and Theses database. (UMI No. 1418157).
Chang, M.-L. (2009). An appraisal perspective of teacher burnout: Examining the emotional work of teachers.

Educational Psychology Review, 21(3), 193–218.
Chemers, M. M., Hu, L.-T., & Garcia, B. F. (2001). Academic self-efficacy and first year college student

performance and adjustment. Journal of Educational Psychology, 93(1), 55–64.
Cheng, Y. C., & Tsui, K. T. (1999). Multimodels of teacher effectiveness: Implications for research. Journal of

Educational Research, 92(3), 141–150.
Chetty, R., Friedman, J. N., & Rockoff, J. E. (2011). The long-term impacts of teachers: Teacher value-added

and student outcomes in adulthood. National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper 17699.
Chetty, R., Friedman, J. N., & Rockoff, J. E. (2014). Measuring the impacts of teachers II: Teacher value-added

and student outcomes in adulthood. American Economic Review, 104(9), 2633–2679.
Christal, R. E. (1994). Non-cognitive research involving systems of testing and learning. Brooks Air Force Base,

TX: Armstrong Laboratory.
Clayson, D. E. (2009). Student evaluations of teaching: Are they related to what students learn?: A meta-analysis

and review of the literature. Journal of Marketing Education, 31(1), 16–30.
*Chu, C.-L. (2003). A study of the relationship between personality traits and teaching effectiveness of teachers

in reward and non-reward kindergarten in Taiwan (Doctoral dissertation). Available from ProQuest
Dissertations and Theses database. (UMI No. 3103355).

*Colomeischi, A. A. (2015). Teachers burnout in relation with their emotional intelligence and personality traits.
Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 180, 1067–1073.

Connelly, B. S., & Ones, D. S. (2010). An other perspective on personality: Meta-analytic integration of
observers’ accuracy and predictive validity. Psychological Bulletin, 136(6), 1092–1122.

Connor-Smith, J. K., & Flachsbart, C. (2007). Relations between personality and coping: A meta-analysis.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 93(6), 1080–1107.

*Cooper, J. G., & Bemis, K. A. (1967). Final report for teacher personality, teacher behavior, and their effects

upon pupil achievement. University of New Mexico, College of Education.
Costa, P. T., Jr., & McCrae, R. R. (1976). Age differences in personality structure: A cluster analytic approach.

Journal of Gerontology, 31(5), 564–570.
Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1978). Objective personality assessment. In M. Storandt, I. C. Siegler, & M. F.

Elias (Eds.), The clinical psychology of aging (pp. 119–143). Boston, MA: Springer US.
Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1985). NEO personality inventory professional manual. Odessa, FL:

Psychological Assessment Resources, Inc..
Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1992). Revised NEO personality inventory (NEO-PI-R) and NEO five-factor

inventory (NEO-FFI) professional manual. Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment Resources.

Educational Psychology Review



*Cutchin, G. C. (1998). Relationships between the Big Five personality factors and performance criteria for in-

service high-school teachers (Doctoral dissertation). Purdue University.
Danielson, C. (2013). The framework for teaching evaluation instrument: Instructionally focused edition.

Retrieved from https://www.danielsongroup.org/resource-item/the-framework-for-teaching-evaluation-
instrument/

David, J. P., & Suls, J. (1999). Coping efforts in daily life: Role of big five traits and problem appraisals. Journal
of Personality, 67(2), 265–294.

DeNisi, A. S., & Kluger, A. N. (2000). Feedback effectiveness: Can 360-degree appraisals be improved?
Academy of Management Perspectives, 14(1), 129–139.

DeYoung, C. G., Quilty, L. C., & Peterson, J. B. (2007). Between facets and domains: 10 aspects of the Big Five.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 93(5), 880–896.

Digman, J. M. (1990). Personality structure: Emergence of the five-factor model. Annual Review of Psychology,

41(1), 417–440.
Dodge, A. F. (1943). What are the personality traits of the successful teacher? Journal of Applied Psychology,

27(4), 325–337.
Doyle, W. (1977). Paradigms for research on teacher effectiveness. Review of Research in Education, 5, 163–

198.
Durlak, J. A., Weissberg, R. P., Dymnicki, A. B., Taylor, R. D., & Schellinger, K. B. (2011). The impact of

enhancing students’ social and emotional learning: A meta-analysis of school-based universal interventions.
Child Development, 82(1), 405–432.

Egger, M., Davey Smith, G., Schneider, M., & Minder, C. (1997). Bias in meta-analysis detected by a simple,
graphical test. BMJ, 315(7109), 629–634.

*Emmerich, W., Rock, D. A., & Trapani, C. S. (2006). Personality in relation to occupational outcomes among
established teachers. Journal of Research in Personality, 40, 501–528, 5.

Eysenck, H. J., & Eysenck, S. B. G. (1975). Manual of the Eysenck personality questionnaire. San Diego, CA:
Educational and Industrial Testing Service.

Ferguson, R. F. (2010). Student perceptions of teaching effectiveness. (Discussion brief from the National Center

for Teacher Effectiveness and the Achievement Gap Initiative). Boston, MA: Harvard University.
Fielden, C., Kim, L. E., &MacCann, C. (2015). Extraversion. In J. D. Wright (Ed.), International encyclopedia of

the social & behavioral sciences (Second Edition) (pp. 623–627). Oxford: Elsevier.
Frenzel, A. C., Becker-Kurz, B., Pekrun, R., Goetz, T., & Lüdtke, O. (2018). Emotion transmission in the

classroom revisited: A reciprocal effects model of teacher and student enjoyment. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 110(5), 628–639.

Garcia, P. L. S., Kupczynski, L., & Holland, G. (2011). The impact of teacher personality styles on academic
excellence of secondary students. National Forum of Teacher Education Journal, 21(3), 1–8.

Giluk, T. L., & Postlethwaite, B. E. (2015). Big Five personality and academic dishonesty: A meta-analytic
review. Personality and Individual Differences, 72, 59–67.

Glazerman, S., Loeb, S., Goldhaber, D. D., Raudenbush, S., & Whitehurst, G. J. (2010). Evaluating teachers:

The important role of value-added on Teacher Quality (Vol. 201). Brown Center on Education Policy Task
Group. Retrieved from http://www.leg.state.vt.us/WorkGroups/EdOp/Brookings%20Value%20
ADDED1117_evaluating_teachers.pdf

Göncz, L. (2017). Teacher personality: A review of psychological research and guidelines for a more compre-
hensive theory in educational psychology. Open Review of Educational Research, 4(1), 75–95.

Goe, L., Bell, C., & Little, O. (2008). Approaches to evaluating teacher effectiveness: A research synthesis.
Washington, DC: National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quality. Retrieved from https://eric.ed.
gov/?id=ED521228

Goldberg, L. R. (1999). A broad-bandwidth, public domain, personality inventory measuring the lower-
level facets of several five-factor models. In I. Mervielde, I. J. Deary, F. De Fruyt, & F. Ostendorf
(Eds.), Personality psychology in Europe (Vol. 7, pp. 7–28). Tilburg: The Netherlands: Tilburg
University Press.

Gordon, R., Kane, T. J., & Staiger, D. O. (2006). Identifying effective teachers using performance on the job (No.
White Paper 2006-01). Hamilton Proj., Washington, DC. Retrieved from https://www.dartmouth.
edu/~dstaiger/Papers/200604hamilton_1.pdf

Gosling, S. D., Rentfrow, P. J., & Swann, W. B., Jr. (2003). A very brief measure of the Big-Five personality
domains. Journal of Research in Personality, 37(6), 504–528.

Guglielmi, R. S., & Tatrow, K. (1998). Occupational stress, burnout, and health in teachers: A methodological
and theoretical analysis. Review of Educational Research, 68(1), 61–99.

Hatfield, E., Cacioppo, J., & Rapson, R. L. (1994). Emotional contagion. NY: Cambridge University Press.
Hattie, J. (2009). Visible learning: A synthesis of 800+ meta-analyses on achievement. Abingdon: Routledge.

Educational Psychology Review

https://www.danielsongroup.org/resource-item/the-framework-for-teaching-evaluation-instrument/
https://www.danielsongroup.org/resource-item/the-framework-for-teaching-evaluation-instrument/
http://www.leg.state.vt.us/WorkGroups/EdOp/Brookings%20Value%20ADDED1117_evaluating_teachers.pdf
http://www.leg.state.vt.us/WorkGroups/EdOp/Brookings%20Value%20ADDED1117_evaluating_teachers.pdf
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED521228
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED521228
https://www.dartmouth.edu/~dstaiger/Papers/200604hamilton_1.pdf
https://www.dartmouth.edu/~dstaiger/Papers/200604hamilton_1.pdf


Hendriks, A. a. J., Hofstee, W. K. B., & Raad, B. D. (1999). The five-factor personality inventory (FFPI).
Personality and Individual Differences, 27(2), 307–325.

Henrich, J., Heine, S. J., & Norenzayan, A. (2010). Most people are not WEIRD. Nature, 466(7302), 29–29.
Iancu, A. E., Rusu, A., Măroiu, C., Păcurar, R., & Maricuțoiu, L. P. (2018). The effectiveness of interventions

aimed at reducing teacher burnout: A meta-analysis. Educational Psychology Review, 30, 373–396.
*Isaacson, R. L., McKeachie, W. J., & Milholland, J. E. (1963). Correlation of teacher personality variables and

student ratings. Journal of Educational Psychology, 54, 110–117, 2.
*Jamil, F. M., Downer, J. T., & Pianta, R. C. (2012). Association of pre-service teachers’ performance, personality, and

beliefs with teacher self-efficacy at program completion. Teacher Education Quarterly, 39(4), 119–138.
*Job, A. P. (2004). The relationship between personality, occupation and student evaluations of teaching

effectiveness of adjunct faculty (Doctoral dissertation). Portland State University.
John, O. P., Donahue, E. M., & Kentle, R. L. (1991). The big five inventory—Versions 4a and 54. Berkeley, CA:

University of California, Berkeley, Institute of Personality and Social Research.
John, O. P., Naumann, L. P., & Soto, C. J. (2008). Paradigm shift to the integrative big five trait taxonomy.

Handbook of Personality: Theory and Research, 3, 114–158.
Jones, J. (1989). Students’ ratings of teacher personality and teaching competence. Higher Education, 18(5), 551–558.
*Jones, N. M. (2014). The role of personality and professional learning community quality in predicting teacher

effectiveness (Doctoral dissertation). George Mason University. Retrieved from http://mars.gmu.
edu/handle/1920/9170

Judge, T. A., Heller, D., & Mount, M. K. (2002). Five-factor model of personality and job satisfaction: A meta-
analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(3), 530–541.

Judge, T. A., Rodell, J. B., Klinger, R. L., Simon, L. S., & Crawford, E. R. (2013). Hierarchical representations of
the five-factor model of personality in predicting job performance: Integrating three organizing frameworks
with two theoretical perspectives. Journal of Applied Psychology, 98(6), 875–925.

Kane, T., Kerr, K., & Pianta, R. (2014). Designing teacher evaluation systems: New guidance from the measures

of effective teaching project. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Kennedy, M. M. (2008). Sorting out teacher quality. Phi Delta Kappan, 90(1), 59–63.
*Kim, L. E., Dar-Nimrod, I., & MacCann, C. (2018). Teacher personality and teacher effectiveness in secondary

school: Personality predicts teacher support and student self-efficacy but not academic achievement. Journal
of Educational Psychology, 110, 309–323, 3.

Kim, L. E., & MacCann, C. (2016). What is students’ ideal university instructor personality? An investigation of
absolute and relative personality preferences. Personality and Individual Differences, 102, 190–203.

*Kim, L. E., & MacCann, C. (2018). Instructor personality matters for student evaluations: Evidence from two
subject areas at university. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 88, 584–605, 4.

Klassen, R. M., Durksen, T., Kim, L., Patterson, F., Rowett, E., Warwick, J., et al. (2017). Developing a proof-of-
concept selection test for entry into primary teacher education programs. International Journal of

Assessment Tools in Education, 4, 96–114.
Klassen, R. M., Durksen, T. L., Al Hashmi, W., Kim, L. E., Longden, K., Metsäpelto, R.-L., et al. (2018).

National context and teacher characteristics: Exploring the critical non-cognitive attributes of novice teachers
in four countries. Teaching and Teacher Education, 72, 64–74.

Klassen, R. M., & Tze, V. (2014). Teachers’ self-efficacy, personality, and teaching effectiveness: A meta-
analysis. Educational Research Review, 12, 59–76.

*Klis, M. J. (1997). The relation of empathy to some dimensions of teachers personality across their professional
life. Polish Psychological Bulletin, 28, 71–82.

*Kokkinos, C. M. (2006). Factor structure and psychometric properties of the Maslach Burnout Inventory-Educators
Survey among elementary and secondary school teachers in Cyprus. Stress and Health, 22, 25–33, 1.

Kokkinos, C. M. (2007). Job stressors, personality and burnout in primary school teachers. British Journal of

Educational Psychology, 77(1), 229–243.
Komarraju, M., Karau, S. J., & Schmeck, R. R. (2009). Role of the Big Five personality traits in predicting

college students’ academic motivation and achievement. Learning and Individual Differences, 19(1), 47–52.
Krammer, G., Sommer, M., & Arendasy, M. E. (2017). The psychometric costs of applicants’ faking: Examining

measurement invariance and retest correlations across response conditions. Journal of Personality

Assessment, 99(5), 510–523.
Kyriacou, C. (2001). Teacher stress: Directions for future research. Educational Review, 53(1), 27–35.
Lipsey, M. W., & Wilson, D. B. (2001). Practical meta-analysis (Vol. 49). Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE

Publications, Inc.
Marsh, H. W. (1984). Students’ evaluations of university teaching: Dimensionality, reliability, validity, potential

biases, and utility. Journal of Educational Psychology, 76(5), 707–754.
Martincin, K. M., & Stead, G. B. (2015). Five-factor model and difficulties in career decision making: A meta-

analysis. Journal of Career Assessment, 23(1), 3–19.

Educational Psychology Review

http://mars.gmu.edu/handle/1920/9170
http://mars.gmu.edu/handle/1920/9170


Maslach, C., Jackson, S., & Leiter, M. (1996). Maslach burnout inventory manual (3rd ed.). Palo Alto, CA:
Consulting Psychologist Press.

Maslach, C., Schaufeli, W. B., & Leiter, M. P. (2001). Job burnout. Annual Review of Psychology, 52(1), 397–422.
McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T. (1982). Self-concept and the stability of personality: Cross-sectional comparisons

of self-reports and ratings. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 43(6), 1282–1292.
McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T. (2010). NEO Inventories for the NEO Personality Inventory-3 (NEO-PI-3), NEO

Five-Factor Inventory-3 (NEO-FFI-3), NEO Personality Inventory-Revised (NEO PI-R): Professional

Manual. Lutz, FL: Psychological Assessment Resources.
McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T., Jr. (1987). Validation of the five-factor model of personality across instruments

and observers. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 52(1), 81–90.
McFarland, L. A., & Ryan, A. M. (2000). Variance in faking across noncognitive measures. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 85(5), 812–821.
Megargee, E. I. (1972). California Personality Inventory Handbook. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychological

Press.
Mehrabian, A., & Epstein, N. (1972). A measure of emotional empathy. Journal of Personality, 40(4), 525–543.
Mérida-López, S., & Extremera, N. (2017). Emotional intelligence and teacher burnout: A systematic review.

International Journal of Educational Research, 85, 121–130.
*Monsour, D. K. (1987). Student teacher effectiveness and job satisfaction: An analysis of personality and

cognitive variables in relation to performance (Doctoral dissertation). Available from ProQuest Dissertations
and Theses database. (UMI No. 8711910).

Mount, M. K., Barrick, M. R., & Stewart, G. L. (1998). Five-factor model of personality and performance in jobs
involving interpersonal interactions. Human Performance, 11(2-3), 145–165.

Muijs, D. (2006). Measuring teacher effectiveness: Some methodological reflections. Educational Research and

Evaluation, 12(1), 53–74.
*Murray, H. G. (1975). Predicting student ratings of college teaching from peer ratings of personality types.

Teaching of Psychology, 2, 66–69.
*Murray, H. G., Rushton, J. P., & Paunonen, S. V. (1990). Teacher personality traits and student instructional

ratings in six types of university courses. Journal of Educational Psychology, 82, 250–261.
Musek, J. (2007). A general factor of personality: Evidence for the Big One in the five-factor model. Journal of

Research in Personality, 41(6), 1213–1233.
Myers, I.B., McCaulley, M.H., Quenk, N.L., Hammer, A.L., (1998). MBTI Manual: A Guide to the

Development and Use of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator1, Third Edition. Consulting Psychologists,
Palo Alto, CA.

O’Connor, M. C., & Paunonen, S. V. (2007). Big Five personality predictors of post-secondary academic
performance. Personality and Individual Differences, 43(5), 971–990.

Oh, I.-S., Wang, G., & Mount, M. K. (2011). Validity of observer ratings of the five-factor model of personality
traits: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96(4), 762–773.

Organ, D. W., & Lingl, A. (1995). Personality, satisfaction, and organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of
Social Psychology, 135(3), 339–350.

Oshio, A., Taku, K., Hirano, M., & Saeed, G. (2018). Resilience and Big Five personality traits: A meta-analysis.
Personality and Individual Differences, 127, 54–60.

Ozer, D. J., & Benet-Martínez, V. (2006). Personality and the prediction of consequential outcomes. Annual
Review of Psychology, 57(1), 401–421.

Parks-Leduc, L., Feldman, G., & Bardi, A. (2015). Personality traits and personal values: a meta-analysis.
Personality and Social Psychology Review, 19(1), 3–29.

Patrick, C. L. (2011). Student evaluations of teaching: Effects of the Big Five personality traits, grades and the
validity hypothesis. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 36(2), 239–249.

Paulhus, D. L. (2002). Socially desirable responding: The evolution of a construct. In H. Braun, D. N. Jackson, &
D. E. Wiley (Eds.), The role of constructs in psychological and educational measurement (pp. 49–69).
Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

*Phillips, D. A., Carlisle, C. S., Hautala, R., & Larson, R. (1985). Personality traits and teacher–student behaviors
in physical education. Journal of Educational Psychology, 77, 408–416, 4.

Pianta, R. C., La Paro, K. M., & Hamre, B. K. (2008). Classroom assessment scoring system (CLASS) manual,
K-3. Baltimore: Paul H. Brookes Publishing Company.

Pianta, R. C., & Hamre, B. K. (2009). Conceptualization, measurement, and improvement of classroom
processes: Standardized observation can leverage capacity. Educational Researcher, 38(2), 109–119.

Piedmont, R. L., McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T., Jr. (1992). An assessment of the Edwards Personal Preference
Schedule from the perspective of the five-factor model. Journal of Personality Assessment, 58(1), 67–78.

Poropat, A. E. (2009). A meta-analysis of the five-factor model of personality and academic performance.
Psychological Bulletin, 135(2), 322–338.

Educational Psychology Review



Poropat, A. E. (2014). Other-rated personality and academic performance: Evidence and implications. Learning
and Individual Differences, 34, 24–32.

*Radmacher, S. A., & Martin, D. J. (2001). Identifying significant predictors of student evaluations of faculty
through hierarchical regression analysis. Journal of Psychology, 135, 259–268, 3.

*Richard, L. S. (1992). The effect of teacher and student personality similarity on academic achievement in

elementary school-aged children (Doctoral dissertation).
Richardson, M., Abraham, C., & Bond, R. (2012). Psychological correlates of university students’ academic

performance: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 138(2), 353–387.
*Ripski, M. B., LoCasale-Crouch, J., & Decker, L. (2011). Pre-service teachers: Dispositional traits, emotional

states, and quality of teacher-student interactions. Teacher Education Quarterly, 38(2), 77–96.
Roberts, B. W., & DelVecchio, W. F. (2000). The rank-order consistency of personality traits from childhood to

old age: A quantitative review of longitudinal studies. Psychological Bulletin, 126(1), 3–25.
Roberts, B. W., & Jackson, J. J. (2008). Sociogenomic personality psychology. Journal of Personality, 76(6),

1523–1544.
Roberts, B. W., Luo, J., Briley, D. A., Chow, P. I., Su, R., & Hill, P. L. (2017). A systematic review of personality

trait change through intervention. Psychological Bulletin, 143(2), 117–141.
Roberts, B. W., Walton, K. E., & Viechtbauer, W. (2006). Patterns of mean-level change in personality traits

across the life course: A meta-analysis of longitudinal studies. Psychological Bulletin, 132(1), 1–25.
Rockoff, J. E., & Speroni, C. (2010). Subjective and objective evaluations of teacher effectiveness. American

Economic Review, 100(2), 261–266.
Rosenthal, R. (1979). The file drawer problem and tolerance for null results. Psychological Bulletin, 86(3), 638–

641.
Rossier, J., Meyer de Stadelhofen, F., & Berthoud, S. (2004). The hierarchical structures of the NEO PI-R and the

16 PF 51. European Journal of Psychological Assessment, 20(1), 27–38.
Sager, K. L., & Gastil, J. (2002). Exploring the psychological foundations of democratic group deliberation:

Personality factors, confirming interaction, and democratic decision making. Communication Research

Reports: CRR, 19(1), 56–65.
Salgado, J. F. (2003). Predicting job performance using FFM and non-FFM personality measures. Journal of

Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 76(3), 323–346.
Salgado, J. F., & De Fruyt, F. (2017). Personality in personnel selection. In A. Evers, O. Schmit-Voskuyl, & N.

Anderson (Eds.), The Blackwell handbook of personnel selection (pp. 174–198). Oxford, UK: Wiley-
Blackwell Publishing.

Saucier, G. (1994). Mini-markers: A brief version of Goldberg’s unipolar big-five markers. Journal of
Personality Assessment, 63(3), 506–516.

Saucier, G., & Goldberg, L. R. (1996). Evidence for the Big Five in analyses of familiar English personality
adjectives. European Journal of Personality, 10(1), 61–77.

Schaufeli, W. B., Bakker, A. B., Hoogduin, K., Schaap, C., & Kladler, A. (2001). On the clinical validity of the
Maslach Burnout Inventory and the Burnout Measure. Psychology & Health, 16(5), 565–582.

Shell, D. F., & Husman, J. (2001). The multivariate dimensionality of personal control and future time
perspective beliefs in achievement and self-regulation. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 26, 481–506.

Schunk, D. H., and Ertmer, P. (2000). Self-regulation and academic learning: Self-efficacy enhancing interven-
tions. In Boekaerts, M., Pintrich, P. R., and Zeidner, M. (eds.), Handbook of Self-Regulation, Academic
Press, San Diego, CA, pp. 631–649.

Schutte, N., Toppinen, S., Kalimo, R., & Schaufeli, W. (2000). The factorial validity of the Maslach Burnout
Inventory-General Survey (MBI-GS) across occupational groups and nations. Journal of Occupational and
Organizational Psychology, 73(1), 53–66.

Schwarzer, R., Schmitz, G. S., & Tang, C. (2000). Teacher burnout in Hong Kong and Germany: A cross-cultural
validation of the Maslach Burnout Inventory. Anxiety, Stress, and Coping, 13, 309–326.

Segerstrom, S. C., & Smith, G. T. (2019). Personality and coping: Individual differences in responses to emotion.
Annual Review of Psychology, 70, 1–30.

*Shapiro, B. L. (1987). The relationship of teacher burnout to individual and environmental variables (Doctoral
dissertation). Available from ProQuest Dissertations and Theses database. (UMI No. 8711410).

*Shechtman, Z. (1989). The contribution of interpersonal behavior evaluation to the prediction of initial teaching
success: A research note. Teaching and Teacher Education, 5(3), 243–248.

Shen, B., McCaughtry, N., Martin, J., Garn, A., Kulik, N., & Fahlman, M. (2015). The relationship between
teacher burnout and student motivation. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 85(4), 519–532.

Soto, C. J., & John, O. P. (2017). The next Big Five Inventory (BFI-2): Developing and assessing a hierarchical
model with 15 facets to enhance bandwidth, fidelity, and predictive power. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 113(1), 117–143.

Educational Psychology Review



Smither, J. W., London, M., & Reilly, R. R. (2005). Does performance improve following multisource feedback?
A theoretical model, meta-analysis, and review of empirical findings. Personnel Psychology, 58(1), 33–66.

Strutton, D., Pelton, L. E., & Lumpkin, J. R. (1995). Personality characteristics and salespeople’s choice of
coping strategies. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 23(2), 132–140.

Suls, J., Green, P., & Hillis, S. (1998). Emotional reactivity to everyday problems, affective inertia, and
neuroticism. Personality & Social Psychology Bulletin, 24(2), 127–136.

Sutcher, L., Darling-Hammond, L., & Carver-Thomas, D. (2016). A coming crisis in teaching? Teacher supply,
demand, and shortages in the US. Learning Policy Institute. Retrieved from http://learningpolicyinstitute.
Org/product/coming-Crisis-Teaching.

Suurmond, R., van Rhee, H., & Hak, T. (2017). Introduction, comparison, and validation of meta-essentials: A
free and simple tool for meta-analysis. Research Synthesis Methods, 8(4), 537–553.

Swider, B. W., & Zimmerman, R. D. (2010). Born to burnout: A meta-analytic path model of personality, job
burnout, and work outcomes. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 76(3), 487–506.

Taylor, E. S., & Tyler, J. H. (2012). The effect of evaluation on teacher performance. American Economic Review,
102(7), 3628–3651.

*Teven, J. J. (2007). Teacher temperament: Correlates with teacher caring, burnout, and organizational outcomes.
Communication Education, 56, 382–400, 3.

Thornton, B., Peltier, G., & Hill, G. (2005). Do future teachers choose wisely: A study of pre-service teachers’
personality preference profiles. College Student Journal, 39, 489–496.

Trapmann, S., Hell, B., Hirn, J.-O. W., & Schuler, H. (2007). Meta-analysis of the relationship between the big
five and academic success at university. Swiss Journal of Psychology, 215, 132–151.

Tsouloupas, C. N., Carson, R. L., Matthews, R., Grawitch, M. J., & Barber, L. K. (2010). Exploring the
association between teachers’ perceived student misbehaviour and emotional exhaustion: The importance
of teacher efficacy beliefs and emotion regulation. Educational Psychology Review, 30(2), 173–189.

Tupes, E. C., & Christal, R. E. (1992). Recurrent personality factors based on trait ratings. Journal of Personality,
60(2), 225–251.

UNESCO Institute for Statistics. (2016). The world needs almost 69 million new teachers to reach the 2030

education goals (No. 39). Retrieved from http://uis.unesco.org/sites/default/files/documents/fs39-the-world-
needs-almost-69-million-new-teachers-to-reach-the-2030-education-goals-2016-en.pdf

Vandenberghe, R., & Huberman, A. M. (1999). Understanding and Preventing Teacher Burnout: A Sourcebook
of International Research and Practice. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.

Van Horn, J. E., Taris, T. W., Schaufeli, W. B., & Schreurs, P. J. G. (2004). The structure of occupational well-
being: A study among Dutch teachers. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 77(3), 365–
375.

Vazire, S. (2010). Who knows what about a person? The self–other knowledge asymmetry (SOKA) model.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 98(2), 281–300.

Vazire, S., & Carlson, E. N. (2011). Others sometimes know us better than we know ourselves. Current
Directions in Psychological Science, 20(2), 104–108.

Vedel, A. (2014). The Big Five and tertiary academic performance: A systematic review and meta-analysis.
Personality and Individual Differences, 71, 66–76.

Visible Learning Plus. (2018). Visible learning plus 250+ influences on student achievement. Retrieved October
4, 2018, from https://us.corwin.com/sites/default/files/250_influences_10.1.2018.pdf

Wallace, T. L., Kelcey, B., & Ruzek, E. (2016). What can student perception surveys tell us about teaching?
Empirically testing the underlying structure of the tripod student perception survey. American Educational

Research Journal, 53(6), 1834–1868.
Watson, D., & Clark, L. A. (1984). Negative affectivity: The disposition to experience aversive emotional states.

Psychological Bulletin, 96(3), 465–490.
White, P., Gorard, S., & See, B. H. (2006). What are the problems with teacher supply? Teaching and Teacher

Education, 22(3), 315–326.
Wilcox, S. (1996). Fostering self-directed learning in the university setting. Studies in Higher Education, 21(2),

165–176.
Wilt, J., & Revelle, W. (2009). Extraversion. In M. R. Leary & R. H. Hoyle (Eds.), Handbook of individual

differences in social behavior (pp. 27–45). NY: Guilford.
Witty, P. (1947). An analysis of the personality traits of the effective teacher. The Journal of Educational

Research, 40(9), 662–671.
World Bank EdStats. (2017). Education statistics. Retrieved February 2, 2018, from https://datacatalog.

worldbank.org/dataset/education-statistics
Zimmerman, R. D. (2008). Understanding the impact of personality traits on individuals’ turnover decisions: A

meta-analytic path model. Personnel Psychology, 61(2), 309–348.

Educational Psychology Review

http://learningpolicyinstitute.Org/product/coming-Crisis-Teaching
http://learningpolicyinstitute.Org/product/coming-Crisis-Teaching
http://uis.unesco.org/sites/default/files/documents/fs39-the-world-needs-almost-69-million-new-teachers-to-reach-the-2030-education-goals-2016-en.pdf
http://uis.unesco.org/sites/default/files/documents/fs39-the-world-needs-almost-69-million-new-teachers-to-reach-the-2030-education-goals-2016-en.pdf
https://us.corwin.com/sites/default/files/250_influences_10.1.2018.pdf
https://datacatalog.worldbank.org/dataset/education-statistics
https://datacatalog.worldbank.org/dataset/education-statistics

	A Meta-Analysis of the Effects of Teacher Personality on Teacher Effectiveness and Burnout
	Abstract
	Personality Model and Assessment
	Job-Related Outcomes: Teacher Effectiveness and Burnout
	Teacher Effectiveness
	Burnout

	Job-Related Outcomes: Teacher Personality
	Teacher Effectiveness
	Burnout

	Moderators: Teacher Effectiveness Measure, Source of Report, and Educational Level
	Purpose of This Meta-Analysis
	Method
	Literature Search
	Exclusion Criteria
	Calculating Effect Sizes

	Results
	Descriptive Statistics
	Overall Effects
	Teacher Effectiveness
	Burnout
	Publication Bias
	Moderated Effects

	Discussion
	Job-Related Outcomes
	Moderators: Teacher Effectiveness Measure, Source of Report, and Educational Level
	Theoretical and Practical Implications of Findings
	Limitations and Future Directions

	References


