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ABSTRACT

Thailand’s education is undergoing a reform to enhance its quality and equity, and teachers are a driving
force of this reform movement. No study has yet captured the nationwide perspective of Thailand’s in-
service teachers on supervisory behaviours, although these behaviours have an impact on their
professional learning and career attitudes. To promote teachers’ professional development also involves
the differentiation of supervisory approaches that suit individual teachers. Such a supervisory provision is
suggested to address teachers’ personality among other characteristics, but the relationship strengths and

directions between personality and teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference are still unclear.

This study sought to explore the preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers for supervisory
behaviours and to comprehensively examine the influence of personality on this preference using a
convergent mixed methods design. There were 460 teachers responding to the quantitative strand and 384
to the qualitative strand. The quantitative data were collected by closed questions with the Analytic
Hierarchy Process method and analysed through mean calculation and multiple regression analysis. The
qualitative data were gathered by open-ended questions in the sentence completion form and analysed via
content analysis and correlation analysis. The qualitative findings are used to verify and amplify the

quantitative findings.

The study’s findings suggested that teachers preferred collaborative, capable and considerate
supervisors. These supervisors positively impacted on their attitudes towards the supervision process, the
supervisors, and their professional development. Extraversion versus Introversion and Thinking versus
Feeling personality domains significantly influenced the teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference, and
the former domain had a greater influence than the latter. Extraverted teachers preferred nondirective
behaviours, whereas introverted teachers preferred directive behaviours and capable supervisors.
Thinking teachers preferred collaborative behaviours, while Feeling teachers preferred benevolent
supervisors and either directive or nondirective behaviours. These findings support and extend the notions
of differentiated supervision and educational leadership. They can also be adapted to redesign Thailand’s
standards for school leaders and used as a guideline to inform supervisory behaviours that are more

responsive to a teacher’s personality.
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CHAPTER 1:
INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides the introduction to this study. It briefly outlines research problems,
purposes and aims, theoretical framework, research questions, methodology, and key terms. The

significance of this study is also discussed.

1.1 Problem Statement

School supervision is critically important to the professional development of in-service teachers,
as it is a job-embedded learning activity provided to improve their professional practice
(Sullivan & Glanz, 2013). Literature suggests that supervision should be differentiated in
response to the individual difference in teachers (Brandon & Derrington, 2019; Glickman et al.,
2018; Zepeda, 2017). There is, however, a dearth of understanding about teachers’ personalities
in relation to their preference for supervisory behaviours, which echoes the need for further
studies through a robust methodology. This is especially necessary in Thailand where teachers
do not have adequate support for their continuing professional development; a nationwide

perspective on school supervision had never been explored.

The promotion of teachers’ professional development through school supervision
requires an understanding of teachers’ individual differences with regard to their preference for
supervisory behaviours. Teachers are adults who have different backgrounds, motivations,
needs, interests, and goals from a group of youths (Knowles et al., 2011). Supervisory efforts
made for teacher professional development are differentiated by the response expressed by
individual teachers (Brandon & Derrington, 2019). Such a practice has been found in high
achieving schools (Bouchamma, 2012; Mette et al., 2017) and reported to positively impact on
student learning (Oliveras-Ortiz & Simmons, 2019). School supervisors should consider the

teacher’s supervisory preference to enhance the teacher’s receptive response and motivation
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toward supervision, which will facilitate the supervision implementation. The provision of
teachers’ preferred supervision can incorporate behaviours that supervisors perform towards
teachers during the supervision process. Supervisory behaviours have been found to be
associated with job satisfaction expressed by teachers (Evans, 2016) and job retention (Clifton,
2010). Appropriate supervisory behaviours also increase the supervision effectiveness, since
they can support the teachers’ learning engagement during supervision and establish a positive
supervisory relationship (Sullivan & Glanz, 2013; Zepeda, 2017). Differentiated supervisory
behaviours would thus enable individual teachers to develop a positive attitude towards their
career that would allow for effective professional knowledge and skills to be acquired from
school supervision. This necessitates the exploration of individual differences among teachers in
association with their supervisory behaviour preference. The knowledge of such an association
is useful for the provision of school supervision that effectively fosters the professional

development of each teacher.

Several personal characteristics of teachers have been found to affect their preference
for supervisory behaviours, but what is known about these characteristics might not be enough
to capture the teachers’ preference. Teachers with dissimilar personal characteristics differ in
their supervisory preferences (Bouchamma et al., 2017), professional needs (Brandon &
Derrington, 2019; Sims & Jerrim, 2020), and learning styles (Vermunt & Endedijk, 2011). The
acknowledgment of teachers’ personal characteristics could enable school supervisors to
accommodate their supervisory behaviours to suit each teacher’s preference, as well as address
their professional needs and learning requirements. This would enhance supervision success and
teacher professional development through increasing teacher motivation and the learning
experience. The teachers’ preference for supervisory behavioural approaches has been shown to
be associated with various personal characteristics, including degree level, subject area of
expertise (Akinniyi, 1987), grade level of teaching (Clemente, 1990; Fraser, 1980; Johnson,

1989; Wagner, 1999), and years of teaching experience (Akinniyi, 1987; Dodd, 2006; Fraser,
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1980; Wagner, 1999). These characteristics, however, may not completely explain the teachers’
preference due to incongruent results from previous research. The recognition of these attributes
would not be adequate to select a supervisory behavioural approach that matches the preference
of each teacher. Alternative personal characteristics of teachers should be explored to

extensively determine their preference for supervisory behavioural approaches.

Personality is another personal characteristic linking to the teachers’ supervisory
behaviour preference that is to be examined. This attribute was proposed to represent a range of
teachers’ individual differences (Sergiovanni, 2009; Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1993); it was
recommended for consideration in supervisory practices of school leaders (DiPaola & Hoy,
2014; Marczely, 2002; Sergiovanni, 2009). It was reported that the acknowledgement of a
teacher’s personality can promote the effectiveness of teacher professional development
programs (Burch, 2016) and that this characteristic plays a part in the success of supervision
implementation (Greene, 1992). Personality characteristics were also found to affect the
teachers’ learning preference (Conti & McNeil, 2011; Van Daal et al., 2014), as well as impact
on people’s communication styles (Hullman et al., 2010; Leung & Bond, 2001). Supervisory
behaviours are how supervisors act toward teachers during a supervision meeting (Glickman et
al., 2018) and how they engage with the teacher during the learning process (Zepeda, 2017).
The provision of teachers’ preferred supervisory behaviours is based on personality, and how it
supports various communication styles and learning preferences of individual teachers.
Teachers would acquire professional knowledge and skills from the supervision process through
enhancing their learning and information transmission between supervisors and themselves.
This emphasises the importance of knowing how a teacher’s personality relates to their
preference for supervisory behaviours. There is, however, limited research on this topic. The
literature review suggests that only two studies have attempted to examine this topic (Clemente,
1990; Johnson, 1989), resulting in an unclear understanding of the relationship between the two

variables. A more comprehensive understanding of this relationship can be applied, together
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with those of other personal characteristics to determine the differentiation of approaches to

supervisory behaviours that better facilitate teachers’ professional development.

The relationship of a teacher’s personality to his/her supervisory behaviour preference is
under-studied. Johnson’s (1989) and Clemente’s (1990) studies, albeit with some limitations,
reported that different supervisory behaviour preferences exist among teachers with different
personalities. Limitations of these studies include evidence on a superficial relationship between
teachers’ personalities and the supervisory preference that failed to clarify the strength of the
relationship and the direction of the two variables. Correlational, predictive, and causal
relationships have not been investigated. The analysed personality data were merely on a
nonmetric scale, which is a less precise measurement than a metric scale like one at the interval
and ratio level (Hair et al., 2010). Teachers’ preference data were either on an ordinal or interval
scale, which offered less information than ratio scaled data (J. A. Lee, 2017). The relationship
was also explored through quantitative measures, which hindered the teachers’ voice by
prescriptive frameworks of the studies (Creswell & Clark, 2018). A more robust research
methodology is therefore required to pinpoint the influence of teachers’ personalities on their
supervisory behaviour preference. One such approach is a mixed method study that can apply a
higher level of data measurement and multi-modal analysis to determine the variable

relationship comprehensively.

Thailand teachers’ professional development needs to be enhanced to improve the
country’s education quality. Thailand has been through several reforms to improve its education
quality since the nineteenth century (Sangnapaboworn, 2018), but its students’ learning
achievement remains poor in the international and intranational levels. The results of OECD
Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) 2012 showed that Thai students
performed below average and fell behind those in some other Southeast Asia countries, and

most Thai students also scored less than 50% in various subjects on the Ordinary National



The supervisory behaviour preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers

Educational Tests (ONET; Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD],
2016). Inequality in education still exists in Thailand (Fry, 2018a) despite the increase of
student enrolment rate in basic education (OECD, 2016). Children in rural areas still have
poorer learning achievement than those in urban areas (OECD, 2016). Thai students’
performance, especially those from disadvantaged backgrounds, can increase through enhanced
teaching performance of Thai in-service teachers. Teachers’ professional skills and practices
impact on student learning, although their impact may be less than that of social and structural
factors beyond the school level (Loughland & Thompson, 2016). Thai in-service teachers’
professional development needs to be expanded and comprehensively supported, so that they
can be a driving force of the country’s education reform and thus the improvement of Thai

students’ learning achievement.

The continuing professional development of teachers in Thailand is inadequately
facilitated; school supervision is an important activity to ameliorate this issue. Professional
development among teachers has been a focal point in planning for education reform in
Thailand (Sangnapaboworn, 2018). There is clear acknowledgement of the teacher’s role in the
enhancement of student learning (Office of the Education Council [OEC], 2017a).
Improvements have been made in the areas of teacher preparation, teacher licensing system, and
teacher induction programs (OECD, 2016), but teachers’ ongoing professional development in
Thailand is inadequate to support their ongoing growth and development. Supervision can be
used as a tool to foster teachers’ development (Marzano et al., 2011), but Thailand’s educational
supervisors at the educational district level cannot provide adequate support for the teachers’
pedagogical improvement ("Independent board proposes restoring", 2019; Shaeffer, 2018). It is
recommended that the development of Thai in-service teachers needs to offer school-based and
job-embedded learning opportunities, as well as to provide better support from school leaders
(OECD, 2016). This suggests the importance of school supervision, because it is a school-based

and job-embedded activity that is provided by school leaders and is related to teachers’
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professional learning. The activity has been found to positively impact on the professional
development of Thai in-service teachers in different educational districts (Philaphan, 2016;
Prungchaiyaphum, 2018; Tasanagorakool, 2017; Thongbai, 2015). It was also found that
supervisory behaviours of Thai school leaders associated with the teachers’ performance
(Mekkhao, 2014), their job satisfaction (Somboon, 2014), teaching behaviours (Chokepaisarn,
2010), and professional competency (Tasanagorakool, 2017). To enhance Thai teachers’
continuing professional development, effective supervision at the school level is required, which

involves the provision of appropriate supervisory behaviours.

There is a gap in Thailand-based research on supervisory behaviours at the school level,
which should be addressed for improving the practice of Thai school leaders. Studies have
reported that some Thai school leaders applied supervisory behavioural approaches that
contradicted the expectation of their teachers (Siriphonwutthichai, 2014). The leaders were
perceived as fault finders, that is, they did not make any contribution to their teachers’
professional growth (S. Sharma et al., 2011), therefore, they were required to become more
collaborative, friendly and reasonable in their approach towards teachers (Leartprapruet, 2005;
Mekkhao, 2014). These results imply that school leaders in Thailand need to improve their
supervisory behaviours towards teachers. This improvement requires an understanding about
supervisory behaviours at Thai schools more than what is currently known. The existing studies
mostly emphasised the performance level of supervisory behaviours (Champa, 2016;
Leartprapruet, 2005; Songngamsub, 1989) and its link to other variables, including leader
experiences and school sizes (Champa, 2016), the school’s effectiveness (Leartprapruet, 2005;
Mekkhao, 2014), and teacher practices (Champa, 2016; Leartprapruet, 2005; Songngamsub,
1989). None of the studies seemed to have investigated the preference of Thai teachers for
supervisory behaviours in educational learning, nor has its relationship with teachers’
personalities been explored. The knowledge about the personality-supervisory behaviour

preference relationship in Thai in-service teachers would be useful for the provision of
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appropriate supervisory behaviours for both teachers and school leaders. The understanding of
teachers’ preference for supervisory behaviours could also benefit the development of a general
guideline for school supervision in Thailand that would improve the working lives of teachers,

as well as the effectiveness of the school.

The above statements have argued for more research on supervisory behaviours at the
school level. School supervisors can facilitate individual teacher’s professional development
through the provision of preferred supervisory behaviours that recognise the teacher’s
personality. The practice would enhance the teacher’s motivation towards supervision, his/her
learning experience during the process, and supervisory communication. There needs to be
further examination into the relationship between teachers’ personalities and their preference for
supervisory behaviours, not only to clarify the strength and direction of the relationship, but also
to express the teachers’ voice, which is important for developing and expanding on their
working lives. Thailand’s school leaders also have to improve their supervisory behaviours to
better support the ongoing professional development of their teachers, who play an integral role
in the country’s education reform movement. The improvement in leaders’ communication
skills would be benefited by an understanding of the preference by Thai in-service teachers for
supervisory behaviours and its relationship with teachers’ personalities; but these areas have not
yet been explored in Thailand-based research. This study therefore is aimed at addressing these
gaps by applying a convergent mixed methods research approach to explore the preference of
Thailand’s in-service teachers for supervisory behaviours and to examine how the relationship

of this preference is relevant to their personality.

1.2 Purpose and Aims

The purpose of this study was to inquire into Thailand’s in-service teachers’ perspectives on
supervisory behaviour preference and to gain a comprehensive understanding of the association

between teachers’ personalities and their supervisory behaviour preference. The study was
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aimed to apply a convergent mixed methods research procedure to: (i) explore the preference of
Thailand’s in-service teachers for supervisory behaviours; and (ii) investigate the influence of

personality on the supervisory behaviour preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers.

1.3 Research Questions

Two research questions provided a focus for this study:

1. What is the preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers for supervisory behaviours?

2. How does personality influence the supervisory behaviour preference of Thailand’s in-

service teachers?

1.4 Theoretical Framework

The theoretical framework of this study involved two constructs: (i) supervisory behaviours; and
(i) personality. The supervisory behaviour construct was sourced from approaches within the
supervisors’ interpersonal behaviour, as proposed by Glickman and colleagues (2018). The
personality construct was framed by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) model, which
was developed by Katharine Briggs and Isabel Myers (I. B. Myers et al., 2009) and has been an
underlying construct for personality assessment since 1942 (The Myers-Briggs Company,

2020).

The supervisory behaviour construct of Glickman and colleagues (2018) consists of four
supervisory behavioural approaches: (i) Directive Control; (ii) Directive Informational; (iii)
Collaborative; and (iv) Nondirective. The Directive Control approach allows supervisors to
make decisions and determine actions for teachers to follow. The Directive Informational
approach requires supervisors to act as the major source of information and to provide
alternatives for teachers to choose and follow. In the Collaborative approach, supervisors and

teachers share equal control over any decision-making when addressing supervisory issues. The
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Nondirective approach enables teachers to be responsible for their own decision-making,
however, the supervisor can help to reflect on their thinking. These four approaches to
supervisory behaviours are distinct alternatives that school supervisors should select from to

differentiate their supervision practice in response to individual differences in teachers.

The supervisory behaviour construct (Glickman et al., 2018) was applied by researchers
in the area. Its precedent comprised of three supervisory approaches that excluded the Directive
Informational approach. The three-approach framework was used to measure the teachers’
supervisory behaviour preference (Akinniyi, 1987; Clemente, 1990; Wagner, 1999), school
leader self-perception (Akinniyi, 1987) and preference (Adams, 2007) for their supervision. The
present construct was also utilised to explore the expectations and perceptions on supervisory
behaviours of Thailand’s teachers (Siriphonwutthichai, 2014). Such a construct was deemed

appropriate to guide the measurement of supervisory behaviour preference in this study.

The MBTI personality model (I. B. Myers et al., 2009) involves four dichotomous
domains, each of which includes two opposite personality types to gauge people’s personality in
four aspects. The four domains are: (i) Extraversion versus Introversion; (ii) Sensing versus
Intuition; (iii) Thinking versus Feeling; and (iv) Judging versus Perceiving. The Extraversion
versus Introversion domain reflects how individuals focus their attention. The Sensing versus
Intuition domain represents how they take in information. The Thinking versus Feeling domain
refers to how they make decisions. The Judging versus Perceiving domain relates to how they
deal with the outer world. It has been postulated that an individual prefers one personality type
in each domain, and these preferences underlie their interests, needs, values, and motivation

(Kaplan & Saccuzzo, 2009).

The MBTI model is a suitable construct for this study, firstly, because the personality
construct has a strong theoretical rationale for origins and differences of personality types

(Pittenger, 2005) that are rooted in functions of the human mind, as well as its readiness to act in
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a certain way (I. B. Myers et al., 2009). This theoretical background could offer critical
information to explain the effect of each personality type on the teachers’ supervisory behaviour
preference. Secondly, the four-domain structure of the MBTI model has been proven to be
distinct from one another (1. B. Myers et al., 2009), and this distinction is greater than that of the
Big Five dimensions (Jackson et al., 1996), which is another well-known model. The
application of the MBTI model would provide distinctive personality characteristics that
represent the teachers’ individual difference effectively. Finally, the MBTI construct can be
used to identify people’s personality without criticising their flaws (I. B. Myers et al., 2009); it
is predominantly utilised for counselling and staff development (Furnham et al., 2003; D. G.
Myers, 2013). These features are highly compatible to this study’s focus, which was to
recognise teachers’ personalities and to differentiate supervisory behaviours that can foster their
professional development. The personality variable of this study can be appropriately framed by

the MBTI personality model.

It is highly appropriate to scope the investigated variables of this study within Glickman
and colleagues’ (2018) approaches to supervisory behaviours and the MBTI personality model

(I. B. Myers et al., 2009), as illustrated in Figure 1.1.

Figure 1.1

Theoretical Framework Diagram

Personality Supervisory Behaviour Preference
e Extraversion versus Introversion domain e Directive Control approach
e Sensing versus Intuition domain ¢ Directive Informational approach
e Thinking versus Feeling domain e Collaborative approach
¢ Judging versus Perceiving domain e Nondirective approach
(I. B. Myers et al., 2009) (Glickman et al., 2018)

10
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1.5 Methodology

This study used a convergent mixed methods research design. A mixed method study allows
researchers to better understand the studied topic because it combines differing strengths of
quantitative and qualitative methods and suppresses weaknesses incurred by the sole
implementation of either one of them (Creswell & Clark, 2018). This study applied the
convergent design with a questionnaire variant (Creswell & Clark, 2018) where the quantitative
and qualitative data were parallelly gathered by the research survey and underwent separate
analyses. Results from two datasets were merged during the interpretation process, in which the

qualitative results were used to validate and amplify the quantitative results.

The study’s participants were Thailand’s in-service teachers who teach in the basic
education levels (K to 12). They were selected through a multistage cluster random sampling
process according to regions and schools. Cluster sampling allows researchers to administrate
the research project efficiently, especially when it is not feasible to acquire the entire list of the
research population (Babbie, 2016). A study’s sample reflects a better representation of the
population when selected randomly than conveniently (Suter, 2012). The sample size was
determined by the Krejcie and Morgan Table, resulting in 384 participants with a confidence

level of 95% and margin of error at +5%.

The research measurement comprised of three sections (Appendix D). The first section
included demographic questions to provide the description of the study’s sample. The remaining
two sections involved two instruments: (i) MBTI Form G (Thai translated version); and (ii)
Supervisory Behaviour Preference Assessment (SBPA). The MBTI instrument included closed
questions to quantitatively measure teachers’ personalities. SBPA was the researcher’s self-
developed instrument to measure the teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference quantitatively
and qualitatively. The quantitative part was a modification of Glickman and colleagues’ (2018)

Supervisory Interpersonal Behaviours Questionnaire for Working with Individuals: A Scenario

11



The supervisory behaviour preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers

(SIBQ) with an application of the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) method. The qualitative
part contained open questions in a sentence completion form. Closed questions enable
researchers to efficiently collect data integral to the study framework (Corbetta, 2003) from a
large sample size (Roulston, 2008a). The AHP method is a pairwise comparison method for
decision-making (Saaty & Vargas, 2012). This method generates clarified information about the
preferences of research participants, more than a traditional questionnaire method (Sato, 2009),
such as the Likert scale. It also yields data on a ratio scale (Doong, 2002) which provides the
highest level of data measurement precision (Hair et al., 2010). Open questions in a sentence
completion form can capture distinct perceptions of respondents that reflect their own feelings

and experiences regarding the studied topic (Burrell & Nicolini, 2017).

Several data analyses were performed to address the research questions of this study.
Quantitative data were analysed using mean calculations and multiple regression analysis;
qualitative data were analysed through a concept-driven and data-driven approach to content
analysis. The content analysis results were quantified and further analysed using response
percentage estimations and a point-biserial correlation analysis. The teachers’ preference for
supervisory behaviours was gauged by the means and response percentages. The relationship of
teachers’ personalities to their supervisory behaviour preference was explored through multiple

regression and point-biserial correlation analysis.

1.6 Definitions of Key Terms

Personality: A unique psychological characteristic of individuals that initiates and guides
behaviours (R. N. Sharma & Chandra, 2003). In this study, personality was determined
by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) personality model (I. B. Myers et al.,
2009).

Extraversion versus Introversion domain (E-I): A personality aspect that reflects the
orientations of individuals’ energy or a way they focus their attention (I. B. Myers et al.,

2009).

12
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Sensing versus Intuition domain (S-N): A personality aspect that reflects the processes of

individuals’ perception or a way they take in information (I. B. Myers et al., 2009).

Thinking versus Feeling domain (T-F): A personality aspect that reflects the processes of
individuals’ judging of a way they make a decision (I. B. Myers et al., 2009).

Judging versus Perceiving domain (J-P): A personality aspect that reflects a way individuals

deal with the outside world (I. B. Myers et al., 2009).

Extraversion type (E): A personality characteristic that refers to those who are likely to focus

their attention on people and things (Mclntire & Miller, 2007; 1. B. Myers et al., 2009).

Introversion type (I): A personality characteristic that refers to those who are likely to focus
their attention on concepts, ideas, impressions, and internal experiences (McIntire &

Miller, 2007; 1. B. Myers et al., 2009).

Sensing type (S): A personality characteristic that refers to those who tend to take in information

through the five senses (McIntire & Miller, 2007; 1. B. Myers et al., 2009).

Intuition type (N): A personality characteristic that refers to those who tend to take in
information with the reliance on meanings, relationships, possibilities, and insights

(Mclntire & Miller, 2007; 1. B. Myers et al., 2009).

Thinking type (T): A personality characteristic that refers to those who are inclined to make
decisions based on logical consequences (McIntire & Miller, 2007; 1. B. Myers et al.,
2009).

Feeling type (F): A personality characteristic that refers to those who are inclined to make
decisions based on personal or social values (Mclntire & Miller, 2007; 1. B. Myers et al.,

2009).

Judging type (J): A personality characteristic that refers to those who are likely to use the
Thinking or Feeling process to deal with their surroundings, and prefer to have things

decided, planned, and well ordered (Mclntire & Miller, 2007; 1. B. Myers et al., 2009).

Perceiving type (P): A personality characteristic that refers to those who are likely to use the

Sensing or Intuition process to deal with their surroundings, and prefer to be

13
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spontaneous, be flexible, and miss nothing (McIntire & Miller, 2007; 1. B. Myers et al.,
2009).

Supervisory Behaviours: Interpersonal actions of a school leader or supervisor who performs to
teachers during the supervision process. There are four approaches to supervisory
behaviours, (i) Directive Control; (ii) Directive Informational; (iii) Collaborative; and

(iv) Nondirective (Glickman et al., 2018).

Supervisory Behaviour Preference: The fondness for one type of supervisory behaviour more

than others.

Directive Control approach: A supervisory behavioural approach whereby the supervisor make
decisions on what the teacher is expected to do, which clearly determines the action for

the teacher to follow (Glickman et al., 2018).

Directive Informational approach: A supervisory behavioural approach whereby the supervisor
is the teacher’s main source of information, who provides restricted choices from which

the teacher can choose to follow (Glickman et al., 2018).

Collaborative approach: A supervisory behavioural approach whereby the supervisor attempts
to understand the teacher’s point of view and share with him/her an equal control over

the decision-making process through discussion (Glickman et al., 2018).

Nondirective approach: A supervisory behavioural approach whereby the supervisor acts as a
sounding board to help the teacher’s thought processes in making decisions (Glickman

et al., 2018).

1.7 Significance of the Study

On a theoretical level, the study provides a comprehensive understanding of the relationship
between teachers’ personalities and their supervisory behaviour preference. The teachers’
preference was measured using a method that provides a higher level of data measurement
accuracy and determines this preference more clearly than previous research. The personality
data were analysed on a higher measurement scale. The findings clarifies the personality-

supervisory behaviour preference relationship in terms of its strength and direction, which have
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not yet been explicated. The relationship was also more insightfully explained through the
teacher’s own voice on this matter. Such findings can describe whether it is important to
recognise a teacher’s personality in the selection of suitable approaches to supervisory
behaviours for individual teachers. This knowledge is beneficial for the notion of differentiating

supervision to foster individual professional development of teachers.

This study also uncovered the preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers for
supervisory behaviours. These findings contribute to the understanding of the nationwide
perspective of Thai teachers on in-school supervision, which has not been previously explored.
They also recognise effective qualities of school leaders or supervisors that can potentially
impact on teachers, and can be useful for the development of a school supervision or leadership

model.

On a practical level, the findings on the influence of personality on the teachers’
supervisory behaviour preference could also be developed into teaching guidelines for school
supervisors. This guideline will help supervisors to improve their supervisory behavioural
approaches that are better suit to individual teachers and to effectively enhance the teachers’
professional development. The supervisory preference of teachers identified from this study also
contributes to the leadership practice in Thailand, since teacher supervision is an ongoing duty
of school leaders. Such information can be adapted to improve Thailand’s standards for school
leaders and the Thai school leadership curriculum, which would enhance the quality of school
leaders throughout the country. The following chapter presents a review of literature related to

the investigated variables of this study.
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CHAPTER 2:
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter critically reviews the existing literature across areas that are relevant to this study.
It begins with explaining the history of school supervision perspectives, differentiated
supervision, and supervisory behaviours, followed by literature on teacher personality and
differentiated supervisory behaviours, the dispositional approach to personality, and the MBTI
model. The review suggests that supervisory behavioural approaches are to be differentiated in
response to teachers’ personal characteristics to enhance their professional development at the
school level. These personal characteristics include teacher personality. The gaps in research on
this area are also discussed. It is important to note that there are literatures on mentoring and
coaching for teacher professional development. The terms mentoring and coaching seem to
either replace the term supervision or be recognised as a vehicle for teacher supervision. The
reviews related to supervision in this chapter involve the literature that uses the term

Supervision.

2.1 History of School Supervision

Supervision is an activity conducted by individuals to ensure that tasks under their responsibility
are correctly undertaken (Supervision, n.d.). There have been different views on supervision at
the school level since the nineteenth century, and the developmental view seems appropriate to

be adopted by school supervisors in today’s educational environment.

The etymology of the word supervision is from a combination of two Latin words super
(meaning over) and videre (meaning see), which means to oversee (Kadushin & Harkness,
2002). The term supervision is used interchangeably with clinical supervision and instructional
supervision in educational literature (Zepeda, 2017). School supervision is explained as an

activity that oversees school actions (Sergiovanni et al., 2014). Its purpose is to ensure that
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school actions facilitate student learning success (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 2007), which is the
ultimate goal of schooling and education (Marzano et al., 2011). A school action that is the
focus of school supervisors is instruction (Sergiovanni et al., 2014), and teachers are the main

target because they are the ones who deliver instructions to students.

In the nineteenth century, school supervision was inspectorial. The process was
performed by educational administrators in the school system (Starratt, 2003). These
administrators were initially from external organisations that inspected whether teachers
followed the guidelines of educational authorities (Starratt, 2003). The task was then passed on
to school principals due to the growing number of schools (Starratt, 2003). General school
supervision performed by external authorities shifted to in-school supervision implemented by
the school administrators (Tesfaw & Hofman, 2014). One may argue that the inspectorial
system of supervision is too hierarchical in nature and officious to be applied in the present day.
Having to follow given orders may limit teachers’ instructional creativity and reduce their

commitment to student learning.

In the first half of the twentieth century, school supervision was affected by two
competing views of schooling: (i) scientific; and (ii) humanistic (Marzano et al., 2011). The
scientific view focused on controlling, accountability, and efficiency (Sergiovanni & Starratt,
2007). It is similar to the inspectorial view in that teachers were seen as those who must abide
by given protocols and guidelines (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 2007). School supervision was
scientifically exercised using standard measurements and data analyses to assess the prescribed
practices. The humanistic view emphasised on human progress, social development, and
democratic values (Marzano et al., 2011). School supervision was seen as a non-rigid process of
communicative interaction between teachers and supervisors (Starratt, 2003). Supervisors were
supposed to account for teachers’ rights and feelings (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 2007). Scientific

supervision does not offer much autonomy to teachers, which may cause them to burnout
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(Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010), diminish their job satisfaction, and obstruct their willingness to
produce good teaching (Pearson & Moomaw, 2006); whereas humanistic supervision might
hinder the achievement of school goals as teacher satisfaction levels could be over-emphasised.

Neither of these supervision perspectives seemed appropriate to be employed at the school level.

An alternative perspective on supervision arose at the end of the twentieth century.
Supervision theorists and researchers in the 1980s articulated a developmental perspective
whereby supervision was seen as a developmental process (Marzano et al., 2011).
Developmental supervisors continuously assessed and unified goals of individual teachers and
other school stakeholders to ensure that school actions were completed to achieve these goals
(Burns & Yendol-Hoppey, 2016). This supervision perspective also emphasised the professional
growth of teachers (Reiman & Thies-Sprinthall, 1998) and proposed that supervisory
approaches should be differentiated in response to teachers’ needs, teachers’ characteristics, and

supervisory situations (Glickman et al., 2018).

The developmental perspective of supervision is promising for school implementation.
The idea is around the midpoint on the continuum of scientific and humanistic views (Reiman &
Thies-Sprinthall, 1998), which is a balance between regulative task-oriented supervision and
permissive human-oriented supervision. This means that school goals could be achieved without
teacher burnout, and teacher satisfaction could be properly accommodated. Studies also reported
that teachers’ professional development positively impact on student learning (Andersson &
Palm, 2017; Meissel et al., 2016; Polly et al., 2015), which is the ultimate goal of schooling.
School supervision that focuses on the professional development of teachers would therefore

enhance the success of a school.

The aim of school supervision is to enhance student learning that is mainly impacted by
teachers’ instructional practices. Developmental supervision seems to be a suitable model for

supervision training at the school level. School supervision should address the needs of teachers
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and foster their professional development. This study therefore suggests that teacher supervision
is a fundamental process for teacher development, because it focuses on the differentiation of
supervisory approaches to suit individual teachers. Literature reviews on differentiated

supervision is provided in the next section.

2.2 Differentiated Supervision

School supervision has been considered as a means to enhance professional practice of teachers.
Teacher professional development can be fostered through teacher supervision that
acknowledges individual differences of teachers. School supervisors can differentiate their
supervisory efforts based on teachers’ performances, but they also have to acknowledge

teachers’ personal characteristics.

Teacher professional development is a focal point of school supervision which has
various implementations. School leaders, which include principals and those in administrative
positions, have numerous competing tasks but ‘none is as important as the work that centers on
teacher development and growth’ (Zepeda, 2017, p. 19). This essential work can be done
through teacher supervision, or what some may call instructional supervision (DiPaola & Hoy,
2014; Zepeda, 2017). Teacher supervision has been considered as a means to hold teachers
accountable for their job and help them improve their performance (Marshall, 2013). Effective
supervision can increase teachers’ expertise and thus increase student learning achievement, the
ultimate goal of schooling (Marzano et al., 2011). Teacher supervision involves supports leaders
provide for teachers through a wide range of activities. These are, for example, classroom
observations, action research, coaching (Zepeda, 2017), peer coaching, lesson study group, book
study group, and portfolio assessment (Sullivan & Glanz, 2013). It is however stated that
supervisors must perform classroom observations (Zepeda, 2017). This activity offers

supervisors opportunities to become more involved in teachers’ instructional life (Zepeda, 2017)
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and enables them to effectively identify teachers’ problems, understand the causes, and make

suggestions to address those problems (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014).

Several suggestions have been made in regard to effective teacher supervision. First,
supervisors and teachers should have a mutual understanding of how good teaching is
(Marshall, 2013), and expectations on teachers’ instruction should be clear at the beginning
(DiPaola & Hoy, 2014). Second, supervisors need to be in classroom as frequently as possible
to provide frequent feedback on teachers’ practice (Marshall, 2013). The given feedback should
also be engaging (Marshall, 2013), be constructive (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014), and focus on
specific teaching strategies or behaviours (Marzano et al., 2011). Third, teacher supervision
should not be fault finding, predicated, or triggered by unfavourable reports (Zepeda, 2017) nor
it should focus solely on teachers’ performance which results in a list of behaviours that they
have to correct (Zepeda & Ponticell, 1998). It should, instead, be implemented in a
nonthreatening way (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014) where supervisors should value teachers’ work,
recognise their abilities, respect them as professionals, and empower them to control their own
improvement (Zepeda & Ponticell, 1998). Fourth, the supervisory supports should not be only
adequate for teachers’ instructional need (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014) but also provide them with
learning opportunities to enhance their own professional development (Zepeda, 2017). Finally,
teacher supervision should also be responsive to teachers’ concerns and aspirations, as
supervision that arises from supervisors’ need would make the teachers anxious and could lead

to them avoiding interacting with their supervisors (Acheson & Gall, 1997).

School supervision that fosters teachers’ professional development needs to be
differentiated in response to their individual differences. Supervisory efforts made for teachers
can be varied in several forms. School supervisors can perform clinical supervision to
intensively observe and thoroughly analyse a teacher’s lesson or conduct administrative

monitoring to briefly visit a teacher’s classroom and give immediate feedback on one specific
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concern (Glatthorn, 1984). There are differential interpersonal behaviours to be applied for
teachers during supervision, which range from directive to nondirective behaviours (Glickman
et al., 2018). Supervision responsibility can also be distributed to the teachers’ peers or to the
teachers themselves using action research or portfolio assessments (Sullivan & Glanz, 2013;
Zepeda, 2017). There is however no one-size-fits-all form of supervision. Teachers are adults
who have a wide range of backgrounds, motivations, needs, interests, and goals (Knowles et al.,
2011). It is less effective to utilise a single form of supervision and expect it to work for all
teachers (Marczely, 2002). School leaders have been suggested to differentiate their supervision
according to teachers’ individual differences (Glatthorn, 1984; Glickman et al., 2018; Zepeda,
2017), and this differentiation is stated to genuinely enhance teachers’ professional development
(Brandon & Derrington, 2019). Studies also show that differentiated supervision positively
affects students’ achievement (Oliveras-Ortiz & Simmons, 2019) and associates with the
school’s success (Bouchamma, 2012; Mette et al., 2017). School supervisors are to acquire
information concerning the differences of teachers and carefully select appropriate supervisory
efforts for each of them. The teachers’ individual professional development will be effectively

facilitated, and this would result in the augmentation of the school’s instructional quality.

School supervisors can provide supervisory approaches based on teacher performance.
They may assess teachers’ pedagogical knowledge, content knowledge, and teaching
effectiveness. Teachers who have low levels of these aspects could be intensively supervised
through frequent classroom observations and supervisory meetings (Anderson et al., 2014).
School leaders can distribute the responsibility of supervision to experienced teachers or experts
to support those teachers who need to improve their pedagogical approach and subject content
beyond the leader’s expertise (Lochmiller, 2019). Supervisors may also use directive
supervisory behaviours for teachers whose level of adult development and commitment to
student learning are low, while applying nondirective supervisory behaviours for those at higher

levels (Glickman et al., 2018). The provision of supervision in response to teacher knowledge
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and effectiveness is said to foster the school’s instructional quality (Oliveras-Ortiz & Simmons,
2019), but this differentiation focuses only on the supervisor’s perspective. It lacks the
consideration of the teachers’ perspective on supervision, which has not been well emphasised
in the literature (Bouchamma et al., 2017). Some teachers may dislike being intensive
supervised, even though they have shown a low performance level. Some may even feel
uncomfortable when supervised by their peers, while others may progress well when working
on their own. Some teachers may dislike directive supervisory behaviours, despite their low
level of adult development. To ignore teachers’ supervisory preferences would diminish

teachers’ receptiveness and motivation toward supervision and make the process less effective.

Differentiating supervisors may address teachers’ supervisory preference through the
consideration of teachers’ personal characteristics. Personal characteristics seemed to impact on
teachers’ attitudes about supervision. Teachers in a non-permanent position were likely to
associate with school supervision more than tenured teachers (Kalule & Bouchamma, 2013).
Secondary-level teachers tended to prefer school supervisors who delegated supervisory power
and foster knowledge by sharing among teachers, more than teachers at other levels
(Bouchamma et al., 2017). Male teachers tended to favour supervisors who were available to
help or advise them when needed, more than female teachers (Fraser, 1980). The subject area of
expertise was found to influence the teacher’s preference for a supervisor walking through the
classroom (Akkaraputtapong, 2014). Less experienced teachers were also reported to appreciate
the classroom walkthrough practice (Akkaraputtapong, 2014), while more experienced teachers
were inclined to accept the mutual exchange of ideas with supervisors (Fraser, 1980). These
results affirmed the link of teachers’ personal characteristics to their views on supervision.
Effectively differentiated supervisory approaches should then be applied to respond to teachers’
differences in personal characteristics. Such a practice would allows supervisors to provide
supervisory approaches that suit the individual teacher’s preference, which would enable them

to be more participative in the supervision process to increase the success rate of supervision.
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To recognise teachers’ personal characteristics in supervision can also address their
individual needs for professional development. Teachers who were certified through a fast-track
preparation program (Elliott et al., 2010) or came from an industrial background (Anderson et
al., 2014) have been reported to find teaching more difficult than their counterparts. Beginning,
mid-career, and veteran teachers stated facing different professional challenges and aspirations
(Brandon & Derrington, 2019). Older teachers were found to have more confidence in their
ability to perform a given task than their younger peers (Bouchamma et al., 2017; Campbell,
1996), while young teachers tended to demand greater professional preparation. It was shown
that the subject area and gender affected teachers’ feeling about their teaching preparedness
(Ross et al., 1996). Female teachers were more likely than their male counterparts to want more
professional development than they received (OECD, 2009). Primary teachers were found to
feel less prepared for their lessons compared to secondary teachers (Sims & Jerrim, 2020). The
education degree also impacted on teacher confidence in teaching (Campbell, 1996) and
perceived success within their classes (Ross et al., 1996). These results suggest that teacher
professional developmental needs are varied based on teacher personal characteristics. Different
professional development needs require different approaches to supervision. The differentiation
of supervisory approaches based on teachers’ personal characteristics would thus help

supervisors to support the individual teacher’s need for professional development.

Differentiated supervision in response to teachers’ personal characteristics would further
support differential learning preferences of individual teachers. Teachers’ personal
characteristics are likely to be associated with their learning styles and educational beliefs.
Teachers are different in their adopted learning patterns (Vermunt & Endedijk, 2011). Their
differences in age, educational background, and career stage have been suggested to cause
variations in their learning preference and the distinction in how they make meaning from what
they have experienced (Drago-Severson, 2004). It has been reported that male teachers are more

likely to believe in teaching as a direct transmission of knowledge, compared with female
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teachers (OECD, 2009). Mathematics and science teachers were found to believe that teaching
is to allow learners to think and acquire knowledge on their own, more than teachers in other
subjects (OECD, 2009). These teaching beliefs may impact on the teachers’ preference for their
own learning, as teachers’ instructional preference has been found to correlate with their
learning style (Robin & Harris, 1998) and belief about learning (Sosu & Gray, 2012). It can be
implied that personal characteristics have an effect on teachers’ learning preference. Teacher
supervision is a process where teachers engage in learning dialogues for the purpose of their
professional improvement (Sullivan & Glanz, 2013); supervisory styles that are applied can
affect their learning engagement during the process (Zepeda, 2017). To help teachers obtain the
most out of the supervision process, a differentiation of supervisory styles is required that is in

accordance with teachers’ personal characteristics to support their learning.

It can be concluded that teacher supervision has to be differentiated based on teachers’
individual difference to foster their professional development. Differentiating supervisors need
to recognise teachers’ personal characteristics in the selection of suitable supervisory
approaches for individual teachers, because teachers’ personal characteristics relate to their view
on supervision, professional needs, and learning patterns. By addressing teachers’ personal
characteristics, the success of the supervision process through enhancing teacher motivation and
learning experience would increase. This study was thus interested in how the relationship of
teachers’ personal characteristics affect their preference for supervisory behaviours. The

literature on supervisory behaviours is reviewed in the following section.

2.3 Supervisory Behaviours

Differentiated supervisory approaches for teacher professional development can be in terms of
supervisory behaviours. Such behaviours are interpersonal actions that school leaders or
designated supervisors perform towards teachers during the supervision process (Glickman et

al., 2018). This section includes three subsections that provide the literature reviews: (i)
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importance of supervisory behaviours; (ii) supervisory behavioural approaches; and (iii)

personal characteristics and the teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference.

2.3.1 Importance of Supervisory Behaviours

Supervisory behaviours impact on teachers in several aspects. School leaders or designated
supervisors need to provide appropriate supervisory behaviours for teachers, since it can
enhance the teachers’ performance and the effectiveness of supervision. Suggestions have been

made with regard to the implementation of supervisory behaviours.

The behaviours of school leaders or supervisors affect teachers’ attitudes towards their
teaching career. The improvement of supervisory interactions between supervisors and teachers
can facilitate the nature of the school as a workplace (Bacharach & Mitchell, 1992). Supervisory
behaviours are reported to correlate with employees’ job stress and their attention towards
allocated duties (Gilbreath & Karimi, 2012). Studies have found that school leaders’ behaviours
are associated with teachers’ job satisfaction (Evans, 2016) and job retention (Clifton, 2010).
Human relations behaviours tend to ensure teachers are satisfied with their teaching duties, their
school leaders, school management, and policy implementation (Evans, 2016). School leaders
who express respect, trust, and friendliness are more likely to retain teachers in the profession;
while those who focus mainly on school results and production are inclined to experience a
higher turnover rate of teachers (Clifton, 2010). Behaviours that relate to the fulfilment of
teachers’ needs, promotion of teachers’ autonomy, pedagogy guidance, conflict avoidance, and
control of duties also impact on the teachers’ view on the school climate (Alhajeri, 2011), which
represents the teachers’ feeling for their workplace. Key factors that contribute to the school
climate are student performance and morale, school physical environment, and instructional
support (Alhajeri, 2011). The discrepancy between supervisory behaviour preferences of
teachers and their supervisors also tend to increase anxiety for teachers (Stein, 1985). School

leaders who fail to negotiate their supervisory behaviours with teachers could aggravate the

25



The supervisory behaviour preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers

anxiety level of teachers (Stein, 1985). School leaders therefore need to carefully consider their
supervisory behaviours toward teachers, and to perform behaviours that suit the teacher’s
preference. This will foster positive attitudes about work and enable the teacher to conduct

his/her duties more effectively.

Supervisory behaviours have affected teachers’ learning. Some supervisory behaviours
can facilitate teachers’ meaningful learning through genuine participation in supervisory
discussions, for example, listening, reflecting, and clarifying (Sullivan & Glanz, 2013). In
constrast, some behaviours may suppress teachers’ learning during the supervision process,
since they diminish their involvement in the discussion and impede effective and appropriate
responses from teachers. Such adverse behaviours include criticising, ordering, threatening,
preaching, lecturing, diverting, reassuring, withdrawing, and sarcasm (Sullivan & Glanz, 2013).
It has been suggested that supervisory behaviours should match the conceptual level of each
teacher in order to intensify the teachers’ learning engagement during the supervision process
(Zepeda, 2017). When teacher learning is enhanced by appropriate supervisory behaviours,
teachers can acquire the knowledge and skills from the supervision process to result in improved

professional development.

Suitable supervisory behaviours can also enhance the effectiveness of supervision
through a healthy supervisory relationship. It has been proposed that appropriate supervisory
behaviours impact the relationship between the supervisor and teacher (Zepeda, 2017), as well
as reduce the interpersonal barrier between them (Sullivan & Glanz, 2013), therefore, resultant
of a positive supervisory relationship (Glickman et al., 2018). Such a positive relationship has
been found to affect the success in supervision implementation (Greene, 1992), possibly
because a healthy supervisory relationship develops positive attitudes towards supervisory
activities (Caspi & Reid, 2002) that allows the teacher to become satisfied with, and receptive

to, the supervisor’s efforts (Kadushin & Harkness, 2002). Teachers with positive feelings would
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be more attentive and willing to cooperate in supervision, resulting in the opportunity to acquire

professional knowledge and skills from the activity.

Some recommendations have been made in the literature about how to perform
supervisory behaviours in teacher supervision. First, school supervisors should use purposeful
supervisory behaviours, which means their behaviours should contribute to their own decision-
making or teachers in the supervisory activity (Glickman et al., 2018). These behaviours include
listening, clarifying, encouraging, reflecting, presenting, problem solving, negotiating, directing,
standardising, and reinforcing (Glickman et al., 2018). Second, supervisors may try to use
behaviours that promote supervisor-teacher communications that will close the interpersonal
gap between the two parties (Sullivan & Glanz, 2013). They can use listening together with
nonverbal clues to enhance teachers’ open responses; clarifying and reflecting could break down
any misunderstanding between them (Sullivan & Glanz, 2013). Finally, supervisors should
study various interpersonal behaviours and exercise the approaches that work best with
individual teachers and their circumstances (Glickman et al., 2018). The applied approaches
may be contingent on teachers’ capabilities (Glickman et al., 2018; McCarthy & Quinn, 2010;
Zepeda, 2017) and their personal characteristics (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014; Glickman et al., 2018).
Supervisors may also evaluate supervisory situations, such as the teacher’s commitment to the
supervised issue (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014; Glickman et al., 2018), his/her responsibility for
solving the problem, and the urgency to address the subject (Glickman et al., 2018). All these
factors should be considered when selecting a supervisory behavioural approach for each

teacher.

Supervisory behaviours are essential to teacher supervision. They impact on teachers’
career attitudes, their learning experiences, and their relationship with supervisors. Appropriate
supervisory behaviours will enable teachers to perform their job more effectively and to gain

added benefit from the supervision process that will improve their professional practice. It is
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suggested that school supervisors should acquire a range of approaches to supervisory
behaviours and differentiate them according to individual differences among teachers. These
differences include the teachers’ personal characteristics. This study has thus placed an
emphasis on how teachers’ personal characteristics affect their preference for supervisory
behavioural approaches. The understanding of this area can help supervisors to select and use a
suitable supervisory behavioural approach for each teacher. The following subsections review
literature on supervisory behavioural approaches that school supervisors may apply to their
practice, as well as explain the research on the link of teachers’ personal characteristics to their

preference for these approaches.

2.3.2 Supervisory Behavioural Approaches

A range of supervisory behavioural approaches have appeared in the literature during the past
four decades. It is arguable that there are four approaches from which school supervisors can
choose from when interacting with teachers during supervision: (i) Directive Control; (ii)
Directive Informational; (iii) Collaborative; and (iv) Nondirective; as proposed by Glickman
and colleagues (2018). The four approaches have been acknowledged by several other scholars
in the field (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014; Gebhard, 1984; Sullivan & Glanz, 2013; Unal, 2013;
Zepeda, 2017), although different terms are used. Each approach is suggested for different

teachers under various circumstances.

Directive Control approach

The first supervisory behavioural approach is Directive Control, also labelled the Directive
model (Gebhard, 1984), Directive behaviour (Unal, 2013), and Director style (DiPaola & Hoy,
2014). A school supervisor who applies the Directive Control approach will provide
straightforward and concrete assistance for teachers. The supervisor has the absolute control to
indicate teachers’ problematic issues, decide on the solutions, and identify expected results and

assessment methods for the progress on those issues (Glickman et al., 2018). Directive Control
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supervisors need to possess more knowledge and experience than teachers (DiPaola & Hoy,
2014), especially on supervised issues. When supervised issues reach beyond the supervisor’s
expertise, the supervisor may pass on their supervisory role to a master teacher or an external

expert who is experienced and knowledgeable in those specific issues.

There exists a critique of the Directive Control approach in the literature. This approach
is argued to unnecessarily suppress a teacher’s learning, as the teacher would not be genuinely
involved in the discussion during supervision (Sullivan & Glanz, 2013). This approach might
also induce negative humanistic consequences and a contradiction to the notion that teachers
should be fully responsible for their own classroom issues (Gebhard, 1984). There are however
arguments that support the necessity of the Directive Control approach. The approach is said to
be suitable for novice teachers who lack experience and for those teachers who have limited
interest in their students’ learning (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014). These teachers should be supervised
with highly directive behaviours to develop more knowledge and commitment to their
professional practices before less directive behaviours can be applied. The Directive Control
approach is also recommended for situations where problematic issues need to be resolved
immediately and where supervisors have limited time to meet with teachers (Glickman et al.,
2018). It is thus arguable that the Directive Control approach to supervisory behaviours is
necessary. School supervisors can use this approach, not only for inexperienced teachers, but
also for experienced teachers who prefer to be directly guided with structured plans for their
professional improvement. Some teachers may be more comfortable with a clear suggestion

from supervisors than others, regardless of their teaching experience.

Directive Informational approach
The second supervisory behavioural approach is Directive Informational. This approach is
sometimes called the Alternative model (Gebhard, 1984), Guidance behaviour (Unal, 2013), or

Educator style (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014). The Directive Informational approach is slightly
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different from the Directive Control approach, in that still observe and indicate teachers’
problematic issues, but they do not point out the solution for teachers (Glickman et al., 2018).
Supervisors are the teachers’ information source who provides several alternative solution plans
from which teachers can select to address their problems (Glickman et al., 2018). School
supervisors who employ the Directive Informational approach should be seen by the teacher as
credible and willing to be responsible for any solution selected by the teacher (Glickman et al.,
2018). This approach offers teachers more responsibility in supervision than the Directive
Control approach, because teachers are allowed to choose a solution plan that they think is

achievable and suitable for them.

There have been some arguments with regard to the use of the Directive Informational
approach in the literature. Suitable conditions for the approach application are similar to those
for the Directive Control approach. It has been proposed for the application to be applied to
teachers who are struggling with new pedagogical techniques (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014) and in
situations where time is limited and concrete actions need to be taken (Glickman et al., 2018).
The Directive Informational approach has also been suggested for beginning teachers instead of
the Directive Control approach, because it promotes the teachers’ constructive learning through
authentic participation (Sullivan & Glanz, 2013). It has been argued that some beginning
teachers may not have understood their circumstances or capabilities sufficiently enough to
decide which of the given alternative solutions is appropriate for them. Such a situation could
also occur with experienced teachers who have been assigned to a new subject or experience a
change to their grade level of teaching. Supervisors may need to use the Directive Control

approach to provide a solution that best matches these teachers’ situations and capabilities.

Collaborative approach
The Collaborative approach is the third approach to supervisory behaviours. This approach is

also known as the Collaborator style (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014). Collaborative supervisory
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behaviours shift the decision-making responsibility from the supervisor’s end to the midpoint
between supervisors and teachers. Teachers are encouraged to express their own ideas, in
conjunction with opinions offered by supervisors (Glickman et al., 2018). Problematic issues to
be addressed and their solutions can emerge from the discussion and from the mutual agreement
of both parties (Glickman et al., 2018). Collaborative supervisors are expected to make an effort
to comprehend what teachers are communicating with them about for them to truly engage in
the discussion (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014). The Collaborative approach offer teachers more control
over their professional improvement than the Directive Control and Directive Informational

approaches.

The literature has suggested that the Collaborative approach may benefit teachers more
than the Directive Control and Directive Informational approaches, but it may not suit all
teachers. The Collaborative approach is proposed to provide more effectively enhance teachers’
meaningful learning than the Directive Informational approach (Sullivan & Glanz, 2013), since
teachers are allowed a greater opportunity to express and discuss their thinking with supervisors.
This approach also better supports teachers’ autonomy, which is found to positively impact their
professional development (Xu, 2015). The Collaborative approach however should not be used
with all teachers. It has been stated that this approach is for experienced teachers with the
expertise and skill that relate to the discussed issues (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014), not for novice
teachers for whom the Directive Control or Directive Informational approaches are more
suitable. Some teachers also possibly feel uncomfortable when sharing their opinions with
supervisors (Gebhard, 1984), regardless of their knowledge and skills. Some teachers ,may even
find it difficult to express their comments about supervisors’ opinions, and would agree with
those ideas despite truthfully rejecting them. These teachers may require other behavioural

approaches for effective supervision.
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Nondirective approach

Another supervisory behavioural approach is Nondirective. This approach is also called the
Self-Directed approach (Sullivan & Glanz, 2013) or Professional style (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014).
The key point of the Nondirective approach is that teachers are in charge of making decisions
during the supervision process without intervention from their supervisors. The approach gives
teachers full control to identify their problematic issues, propose and select the solutions, and
assess the results (Glickman et al., 2018). Supervisors only act as a mirror by reflecting the
teachers’ thoughts and helping them to clearly form their own solution regarding the issue
(Glickman et al., 2018). The Nondirective approach offers teachers the highest responsibility for
their professional development compared to the Directive Control, Directive Informational, and

Collaborative approaches.

There are some caveats attached to the use of the Nondirective approach. When
applying the Nondirective approach, it has been argued that it enhances teachers’ constructive
learning during supervision (Sullivan & Glanz, 2013) more than the other three approaches.
This approach can also promote teachers’ trust in their supervisors, allows them to realise their
own responsibility for student learning (Gebhard, 1984). The Nondirective approach, however,
requires teachers to develop their own ideas and actions (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014) with greater
independence than the other three approaches. Therefore, the Nondirective approach is
recommended for experienced teachers who have much knowledge, interest, and commitment to
student learning (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014) or for less experienced but creative and promising
teachers (Sullivan & Glanz, 2013). It has also been reported that some teachers felt nervous and
isolated under supervision with nondirective behaviours (Gebhard, 1984). They may have been
encouraged to improve their professional practice by the direct advice from supervisors or to
progress well through working collaboratively with their supervisors. To supervise these
teachers, school supervisors may be required to apply such behaviours as those associated with

the Directive Control, Directive Informational, or Collaborative approaches.
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One more approach is stated in the literature, but it should not be considered a distinct
supervisory behavioural approach. This approach is called Creative, as proposed by Gebhard
(1984), who suggested that supervisors can primarily use the Directive Informational approach
until the teacher acquires more experience and is able to develop his/her own ideas before
switching to the Nondirective approach. It is also possible to initially use the Nondirective
approach to obtain the teacher’s trust before following by the Collaborative approach.
Supervisors were also advised to apply knowledge from different fields to provide more
effective supervision or turn the supervision responsibility to professional experts, teachers’
peers, or the teachers themselves. It can be critiqued that the Creative approach is not a distinct
supervisory behavioural approach; it is merely an integration of approaches that supervisors use
to assess teachers’ characteristics and to employ some of the other four approaches accordingly.
To apply knowledge from other fields in this approach, an add-on to the four approaches is
likely to occur. One of these four approaches can also be used, although the supervision
responsibility is passed on to someone else. The Creative approach only provides alternative
methods to apply the approaches to supervisory behaviours. It should not be distinguished from

the Directive Control, Directive Informational, Collaborative, or Nondirective approaches.

It can be summarised that there are four supervisory behavioural approaches, as defined
by Glickman and colleagues (2018): (i) Directive Control; (ii) Directive Informational; (iii)
Collaborative; and (iv) Nondirective. Each approach is appropriate for different situations and
various groups of teachers. To differentiate supervisory efforts requires the recognition of the
teachers’ perspective on supervision based on their personal characteristics, as argued in Section
2.2. It is thus important to understand how teachers’ personal characteristics influence their
preference for these supervisory behavioural approaches. This will help supervisors to adapt
their supervisory behaviours to individual teachers, which would result in supervision that better

support the professional development of each teacher. Previous research on how teachers’
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personal characteristics associate with their supervisory behaviour preference is reviewed in the

next subsection.

2.3.3 Personal Characteristics and the Teachers’ Supervisory Behaviour
Preference

The teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference has been explored in relation to teacher personal
characteristics. The previous research on supervisory behaviour preference of in-service
teachers showed that several attributes were associated with the teachers’ preference, although
the topic has not been much explored since the 2000s. These attributes included the education
level, subject area expertise, grade level of teaching, and years of teaching experience, but little
is known about these characteristics to adequately and comprehensively describe the teachers’

preference for approaches to supervisory behaviours.

The relationship between teachers’ education level and subject area expertise to their
supervisory behaviour preference is uncertain. Akinniyi (1987) reported a significant
relationship between teachers’ degree level to their collaborative behaviour preference and the
subject area expertise to the directive behavioural preference. Teachers with a higher level of
educational attainment were found to prefer collaborative supervisory behaviours more than
those with lower educational accomplishment. Those who taught mathematics, science,
language, and social studies also differed in their preferences for directive behaviours.
Akinniyi’s (1987) study, however, indicated insignificant the relationship of two characteristics
toward the nondirective behaviour preference; each characteristic had a significant relationship
with the teachers’ preference for only one type of supervisory behaviour. Another study showed
that teachers with different degree levels or taught various subjects insignificantly differed in
their preferences for directive, collaborative, or nondirective supervisory behaviours (Johnson,
1989). Teachers’ education level and subject area expertise may not completely identify their
preference for supervisory behavioural approaches, given the limited relationships and

insignificant results found in previous studies.
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The grade level of teaching seems to have a better association with the teachers’
supervisory behaviour preference than the degree level and subject area expertise, but it cannot
explain the preference for all supervisory behavioural approaches. Teachers working in higher
grade levels indicated that they preferred supervisors who provided them with a written
summary of each observational visit compared with those in lower grade levels (Fraser, 1980).
This suggests that higher grade level teachers may have a greater preference for directive
supervisory behaviours than lower grade level teachers. The suggestion aligns with results from
other studies (Clemente, 1990; Johnson, 1989; Wagner, 1999). It was also reported that
secondary teachers had a significantly higher preference for directive supervisory behaviours
than elementary teachers (Johnson, 1989). Elementary teachers also likely preferred directive
behaviours less than collaborative and nondirective behaviours (Clemente, 1990; Wagner,
1999), although their preference was not compared with secondary teachers. Provided that no
contradicting results from previous studies were found, teachers’ grade levels of teaching might
explain their preference for supervisory behavioural approaches better than the teacher’s
education level and subject area expertise. This attribute may however describe only the
teachers’ preference for the Directive Control or Directive Informational approaches not the
Collaborative and Nondirective approaches, since it was found to have a significant relationship

to only the preference for directive supervisory behaviours.

Teachers’ years of teaching experience appeared to form the strongest relationship with
the teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference compared to the degree level, subject area
expertise, and grade level of teaching. Akinniyi (1987) found that teachers’ experience had a
positive relationship with their preference for collaborative supervisory behaviours. This is in
accord with Fraser’s (1980) study where experienced teachers were reported to prefer the
mutual exchange of ideas with supervisors as colleagues. Fraser’s (1980) results also showed
that beginning teachers preferred supervisors to help them to understand their students, which

supported Wagner’s (1999) study that indicated that teachers with 10 or less years of experience
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tended to favour directive behaviours from supervisors. Dodd (2006) also reported that teachers
with three or less years of experience preferred collaborative behaviours to directive or
nondirective behaviours, whereas teachers with four to 10 years of experience preferred
directive behaviours to the others. These results imply that the relationship between teachers’
years of teaching experience and their supervisory behaviour preference is stronger than their
education level, subject area expertise and grade level of teaching, given their association with a

wide range of supervisory behavioural approaches.

There are however contradicting results among previous studies regarding how the
number of years of teaching experience relate to the teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference
(Akinniyi, 1987; Dodd, 2006; Fraser, 1980; Wagner, 1999). Akinniyi (1987), Fraser’s (1980),
and Wagner’s (1999) results suggested that highly experienced teachers were inclined to prefer
the Collaborative approach, while less experienced teachers might prefer Directive Control or
Directive Informational approaches. This suggestion is counteracted by the inference drawn
from Dodd’s (2006) results. It can be inferred from Dodd’s (2006) results that more experienced
teachers would prefer Directive Control or Directive Informational approaches, while less
experienced teachers might prefer the Collaborative approach. The years of teaching experience,
therefore, can be used to explain teachers’ preferences for Directive and Collaborative
approaches, but the lack of a consensus in previous findings could lead one to argue that the

years of teaching experience cannot provide absolute information about these preferences.

Existing research has shown that teachers’ preference for supervisory behaviours relates
to their degree level, subject area expertise, grade level of teaching, and years of teaching
experience. Some of these personal characteristics may explain teacher preference to a greater
extent than one another, but they do not comprehensively describe their preference for all
supervisory behavioural approaches. Other personal characteristics should then be considered in

the differentiation of supervisory behavioural approaches that suit the preference of individual
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teachers. One such characteristic is personality, of which the literature is reviewed in the next

section.

24 Teacher Personality and Differentiated Supervisory Behaviours

School supervisors can differentiate their supervisory behavioural approaches in response to
teachers’ personalities in addition to other personal characteristics. This section provides
literature reviews on the importance of recognising a teacher’s personality, followed by a
critique of the existing research on the relationship between teacher personality and their
preference for supervisory behavioural approaches. It is argued that more research is needed in

this area.

2.41 Teacher Personality Recognition

It has been suggested in extant literature that teachers’ personalities are to be recognised when
providing supervisory efforts that effectively foster their professional development. Supervisory
behavioural approaches should be differentiated in response to an individual teacher’s

personality, as the attribute relates to his/her learning preference and communication style.

Personality plays an important role in teacher professional development through school
supervision. Professional development facilitators are expected to understand the personalities
of those teachers being supported in their educational development so that suitable approaches
can be implemented (Crew, 2016). It was also reported that the acknowledgement of teachers’
personalities can promote the effectiveness of teacher professional development programs
(Burch, 2016). Supervision that promotes teachers’ professional growth should then account for
teachers’ personalities in its implementation. This argument is well supported in the literature. It
was found that the individual personality of teachers affects the success of a supervision
program (Greene, 1992). Educational supervision scholars have also advocated that school

supervisors need to acknowledge different personalities of teachers to provide appropriate

37



The supervisory behaviour preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers

supervisory efforts for each of them (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014; Marczely, 2002; Sergiovanni, 2009;
Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1993). Such a provision is stated to enable teachers to response
positively to the supervision process (Sergiovanni, 2009), promote the interpersonal activities
between teachers and their supervisors (Hauser, 2005), and effectively improve teachers’
professional practice (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014). The recognition of teachers’ personalities is
arguably essential to the supervision process. School supervisors are to differentiate their
supervisory efforts in response to the teacher’s personality to effectively facilitate his/her
professional development. Supervisory efforts that can be differentiated include the approaches

to supervisory behaviours.

One important role of the teacher’s personality in the differentiation of supervisory
behaviours is that it may lie in its relationship with teachers’ learning strategies and beliefs.
Previous studies have demonstrated that personality characteristics affect teachers’ preferences
for learning in a well-planned and structured activity (Conti & McNeil, 2011), learning through
a process of trial and error (Conti & McNeil, 2011; Van Daal et al., 2014), or learning under
their self-regulation (Van Daal et al., 2014). Some personality characteristics were found to
impact on the teachers’ belief in the facilitation of learners’ autonomy in teaching (Brown,
2000; Decker & Rimm-Kaufman, 2008), while some influenced their belief in structured and
orderly teaching activities (Cetinkaya, 2006). Certain personality characteristics were also
reported to be associated with the teachers’ belief that learners should be controlled, and
conforming to the system (Brown, 2000). These teaching beliefs probably reflect the teachers’
views about their own learning. The previous results suggested that teachers with different
personality characteristics differ in their learning preferences, and the learning engagement of
each teacher can be fostered by different supervisory behaviours (Zepeda, 2017). The teacher’s
personality may thus be considered to provide a supervisory behavioural approach that suits the

learning preference of individual teachers.
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To recognise the teacher’s personality in the differentiation of supervisory behaviours
can enhance the teacher’s learning during the supervision process. Teachers who have different
learning patterns and beliefs perhaps progress well under different supervisory behavioural
approaches. Teachers who like well-planned and orderly learning activities and those who
support learners’ conformity to the system may learn well under a directive behavioural
approach, because the supervisors take control in the supervision process and provide clear and
straightforward solutions for them (Glickman et al., 2018). Teachers who like to self-regulate
their learning, as autonomous learning believers, might learn better with the Nondirective
approach, because they are allowed to independently express their ideas and solutions about
their issues (Glickman et al., 2018). Given the effect of teachers’ personalities on their learning
preference, its recognition would allow supervisors to select a supervisory behavioural approach
that effectively enhances the teacher’s learning experience. This could help that teacher to

acquire the professional knowledge and skills from the supervision process effectively.

The acknowledgement of teachers’ personalities in the provision of supervisory
behavioural approaches can also promote the communication between supervisors and teachers.
Studies have shown that personality characteristics affect how an individual communicates with
others (Hullman et al., 2010; Leung & Bond, 2001). For example, influenced communication
styles include the use of direct and precise verbal expressions, the openness in communication,
the ability to understand others’ feelings (Hullman et al., 2010; Leung & Bond, 2001), the
tendency to be silent, the ability to infer others” meanings (Leung & Bond, 2001), and the
composure during communication (Hullman et al., 2010). These results suggest that teachers’
personalities may affect their communication styles during supervision. Each supervisory
behavioural approach might suit different communication styles. The Directive Control
approach may be appropriate for teachers who are inclined to be silent, the Directive
Informational approach may be for those who are less inclined to be silent but not able to

disclose their ideas, the Collaborative approach may be for those who are open in
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communication, and the Nondirective approach may be for those who are able to infer the
supervisor’s meaning. It is therefore arguable that the recognition of teachers’ personalities
would enable supervisors to apply supervisory behavioural approaches that match the
communication style of individual teachers. This could establish a more effective supervisory
communication which will enhance the transmission of knowledge and ideas between

supervisors and teachers.

It is concluded that teachers’ personalities need to be recognised in the differentiation of
supervisory behaviours, which would enable school supervisors to provide supervisory
behavioural approaches that match the learning preferences and communication styles of
individual teachers. This could enhance the success of supervision through the facilitation of the
teacher’s learning experience during the process and the effective communication between
supervisors and teachers. It is therefore necessary that school supervisors understand the
relationship between teachers’ personalities and their preference for supervisory behavioural

approaches. The research on this matter is reviewed and discussed in the following subsection.

2.4.2 Research on Teacher Personality and Supervisory Behaviour Preference

In-service teachers’ personalities have been investigated in relation to their supervisory
behaviour preference. The findings evidence that personality characteristics impact on the
teachers’ preference for supervisory behavioural approaches, but further exploration is needed

to comprehensively explain the relationship between the two variables.

Two studies in the literature examined the link between in-service teachers’
personalities and their supervisory behaviour preference (Clemente, 1990; Johnson, 1989).
Johnson (1989) reported that teachers who had high and low scores in some personality types
likely differed in their preferences for directive and collaborative supervision. They found that
directive supervision was more likely preferred by teachers with high scores in Sensing, Sensing

Judging, and Sensing Perceiving types but less likely preferred by those with high scores in
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Intuition Feeling types. Collaborative supervision was more likely preferred by teachers with
low scores in Thinking, Sensing Perceiving, and Intuition Feeling types. Clemente (1990) also
discovered trends in the teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference based on their personality.
She concluded that Sensing Perceiving type teachers likely preferred nondirective supervision,
those Sensing Judging types seemed to favour directive supervision, and those Intuition Feeling
types and Intuition Thinking types preferred collaborative supervision. The results from these
two studies imply that teachers’ preference for supervisory behaviours is affected by their

personality.

It is however arguable that Johnson’s (1989) and Clemente’s (1990) studies have some
limitations. First, their data comparisons and results seem incomprehensive. Johnson (1989)
compared a group of teachers with high scores to those with low scores in the same personality
type. Comparison among those with high scores in different types would have offered more
meaningful information, although teachers with low scores in one personality type possibly had
high scores in other types. Clemente (1990) applied the Self-Selection Index to assess how the
percentages of sampled teachers in each personality type who preferred a supervisory style were
higher or lower than the expected percentages of those in the population. The preferences
among teachers in different types were not compared. Such a comparison would have identified
whether teachers with different personalities differed in their preferences. Moreover, both
studies did not indicate the association strengths between these variables, which would have
informed how much teachers in one personality type might prefer a certain supervisory
behavioural approach. The preference order within and among each personality group was
unclear. To clarify relationship strengths and the directive between personality types and the

teachers’ preference would have required correlation, multiple regression, or causation analysis.

Second, both studies analysed personality data of teachers at the non-metric level. They

categorised participants into groups of different personality types and compared their
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preferences. The non-metric data provided a less precise measurement (Hair et al., 2010) and
offered less information about the variable (J. A. Lee, 2017) than metric data, similar to those at
the interval level and ratio level. For a greater understanding of the subject, personality data

need to be analysed at a metric level.

Third, the measurement of the teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference was either on
an ordinal scale or interval scale. Johnson (1989) measured the preference data by using an
ordinal scale where respondents were to choose their preferred supervisory approaches based on
different task areas. Clemente (1990) used a seven-point rating scale and ranking system that
yielded interval data and ordinal data, respectively. Ordinal and interval scales offer less
accurate measurements and less meaningful information than ratio scales (J. A. Lee, 2017). The
application of a ratio scale to measure the teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference will

provide a better understanding of this variable.

Finally, only quantitative data were analysed in the two studies, which limited the
comprehension of the personality-supervisory behaviour preference relationship. Quantitative
data cannot represent the participants’ voice on the topic (Creswell & Clark, 2018). The context
or setting of the research was not fully understood, and the researchers rarely discussed their
own perspective and bias on the issue (Creswell & Clark, 2018). These weaknesses can be
overcome by a qualitative approach that is limited in its capacity for generalisability (Creswell
& Clark, 2018). The combination of both quantitative and qualitative approaches, using a mixed
methods design, would offer a comprehensive understanding of the relationship between
teachers’ personalities and their supervisory behaviour preference. The views of teachers with
different personalities on their preference could be thoroughly explained, and the results of the

variable relationships could be generalised to the population.

It is arguable that previous research does not comprehensively explain the relationship

between teachers’ personalities and their supervisory behaviour preference. There needs to be a

42



The supervisory behaviour preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers

study that precisely and comprehensively explores this association. The present study thus
utilised a mixed methods research design that analysed personality data at a metric level and
measured the preference data on a ratio scale, as well as investigated the views of teachers on
this matter. The information from this study’s results would guide school supervisors to
differentiate their supervisory behaviours based on teachers’ personalities effectively. The next
section provides the literature review on the construct that framed the personality variable of

this study.

2.5 Dispositional Personality Model: Myers-Briggs Type Indicator or Big
Five

This section introduces the dispositional personality approach as a broad concept to underlie the

teacher’s personality in this study. It also provides the rationale for the selection of the MBTI

model as a suitable dispositional construct to scope the study’s personality variable, and to

compare it with the competing model.

The personality variable of this study was grounded on the dispositional personality
approach. Psychologists have explained the term ‘personality’ as psychological qualities (Gerrig
et al., 2009) that are formulated by genetic and social factors (McShane & Glinow, 2013); these
qualities are associated with an individual’s behavioural pattern (Lilienfeld et al., 2015). There
are various approaches to personality theories in the field of psychology, for example, an
attempt was made to explain and predict an individual’s actions (Aiken, 1999), therefore, the
dispositional approach is appropriate for this study concept. The dispositional approach assumes
that each person is unique, each possessing a particular set of internal characteristics that drive
their emotions, thoughts, and behaviours (Pennington, 2003). These characteristics are mostly
invariable and consistent (Chamorro-Premuzic, 2015), that is, they seldom change over a long
period of time and across different situations. The proposed personality characteristics can be

emphasised independently of one another or combined to describe a wider behaviour of
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individuals (Pennington, 2003). This study approached personality as an individual
characteristic of teachers to be recognised in supervisory behaviour differentiation. To scope a
teacher’s personality within a dispositional theory, a set of personality characteristics is
provided that would represent the teacher’s individual difference and potentially explain their

preference for supervisory behavioural approaches across circumstances.

Dispositional personality theories can be divided into those based on type and trait
constructs (Chamorro-Premuzic, 2015). The type construct assesses personality in a categorical
fashion (Chamorro-Premuzic, 2015). It places distinct personality categories into wherever
individuals are classified (Gerrig et al., 2009; Gregory, 2007). An individual is either classified
as one type or another. Examples of personality type constructs are the Type A and Type B
personality theory, Block’s personality type, Carl Jung’s typology, and the MBTI model
(Chamorro-Premuzic, 2015). Note that the MBTI model was developed and extended from Carl
Jung’s typology (McGuiness, 2004). The trait construct defines personality in an ordinal fashion
(Chamorro-Premuzic, 2015). It involves personality components that are continuous variable
amounts among individuals (Giordano, 2008). Each person possesses the same trait but at
different levels. Examples of personality trait constructs are Gray’s personality theory,
Eysenck’s Gigantic Three, Cattell’s 16 Personality Factors, and the Five Factor Model or the
Big Five (Chamorro-Premuzic, 2015). Well-known personality type and trait constructs are the

MBTI model and the Big Five (Furnham et al., 2003; Lundgren et al., 2017).

The Big Five is a trait-based construct that proposes five major universal dimensions of
personality (Chamorro-Premuzic, 2015): (i) Neuroticism, describing people as highly anxious,
insecure, depressed, and temperamental; (ii) Extraversion, describing people as outgoing,
talkative, energetic, and sociable; (iii) Openness to Experience, describing people as
imaginative, creativeness, perceptiveness, and autonomous; (iv) Agreeableness, describing

people as trusting, helpful, considerate, and flexible; and (v) Conscientiousness, describing
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people as organised, dependable, methodical, and industrious (McShane & Glinow, 2013).
These five dimensions are claimed to be key terms commonly used to describe people’s

personalities (D. G. Myers, 2013; Pennington, 2003).

The MBTI model is a type-based construct that comprises of four dichotomous domains
of personality (I. B. Myers et al., 2009). The Extraversion versus Introversion domain refers to
people’s orientations of energy, either towards their outer world (Extraversion type) or their
inner world (Introversion type). The Sensing versus Intuition domain refers to how people
perceive information, either through their five senses (Sensing type) or based on their insight
and subjective experiences (Intuition type). The Thinking versus Feeling domain refers to
people’s decision-making process, relying on either rationales and logical consequences
(Thinking type) or emotional responses and personal or social values (Feeling type). The
Judging versus Perceiving domain refers to how people deal with the other world, preferring
either decisiveness and closure (Judging type) or flexibility and spontaneity (Perceiving type).
The MBTI model posits that an individual tends to be placed in one of the alternative types in
each personality domain (McGuiness, 2004), therefore, behaving consistently with their type

(Bayne, 2003).

The MBTI model is a more appropriate construct than the Big Five to scope teachers’
personalities in this study. First, this study could benefit from the strong theoretical view of the
MBTI model, more than the Big Five, due to its lack of a theoretical basis. The Big Five was
developed from factor analysis studies on language used to describe people (Pennington, 2003);
it did not evolve within an explicit psychological theory (McAdams, 1992). No theoretical
rationale was made for the origin of its dimensions (Burger, 2011; Chamorro-Premuzic, 2015)
or its existence in human personality (Pennington, 2003). The root of the Big Five structure in
statistical mechanism offers limited understanding of human personality (Block, 2010). It was

critiqued that the model cannot fully explain the subtlety and complexity of the human
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personality (Burger, 2011), nor can it ‘provide compelling causal explanations for human
behaviour and experience’ (McAdams, 1992, p. 329). The Big Five would be unable to provide
theoretical explanations for the relationship of its personality dimensions to the teachers’

supervisory behaviour preference, which is the subject of this study.

The structure of MBTI domains is based on theoretical assumptions of the perception
and judgement functions of the human mind, as well as its readiness to act in a certain way (I. B.
Myers et al., 2009). Each MBTI personality type has its theoretical explanation, for example,
the Sensing and Intuition types originate from alternative functions of mental perception, and
Thinking and Feeling types are opposite functions of mental judgment. It is stated that the
strong theoretical structure of the MBTI model provides casual explanations for the link
between personality and behaviour (Pittenger, 2005). This study would thus benefit from the
MBTI model, since its strong theoretical background could offer critical information to explain

the effect of personality types on the teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference.

Second, the MBTI model seems to provide more differential personality characteristics
than the Big Five. It has been reported that all Big Five dimensions are positively and
significantly intercorrelated when the Neuroticism score is reversed (Chamorro-Premuzic,
2015). The combinations of some Big Five dimensions are proposed to establish broader
personality dimensions (Block, 2010). This includes the fusion of reversed Neuroticism,
Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness, and the integration of Extraversion and Openness to
Experience. It is also shown that Neuroticism and Openness to Experience are not effectively
replicable languages, and they can be eliminated (De Raad et al., 2010). This suggests that the
Big Five dimensions lack distinction and may not capture differences in teachers’ personalities.
The distinction among the four MBTI domains by contrast is strongly supported by several
confirmatory factor analyses, as reviewed by 1. B. Myers et al. (2009). It is also reported that the

MBTI model fits the response data significantly greater than the Big Five even when the

46



The supervisory behaviour preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers

Neuroticism dimension is excluded (Jackson et al., 1996). The greater model fitness implies that
the four MBTI domains may be the better representative of the difference in people’s
personality compared to the Big Five dimensions. The application of the MBTI model would
therefore provide this study with distinctive personality characteristics that better represent the

teachers’ individual difference.

Finally, the MBTI model is more suitable for the context of this study than the Big Five.
The Big Five is predominantly used in academic research (Furnham et al., 2003; Moutafi et al.,
2003), possibly because it consists of the trait in nature, which offers continuous variables that
can be examined by a wide range of statistical techniques (Quenk, 1993). The trait in nature,
however, has a downside in practice because it could lead people to judge others according to
their trait levels (I. B. Myers et al., 2009; Quenk, 1993). Trait levels that are too high or too low
could be analysed as abnormal or deficient in certain abilities. The Big Five is useful for clinical
disorder examinations, psychological therapy, and employment selection or promotion (Burger,
2011), but the value attached to its traits may cause discomfort to those who are being assessed

for other purposes, such as professional development, which is emphasised in this study.

MBTI is a less threatening model than the Big Five. It categorises people into one of
two opposing types in a dichotomy to which they belong, however, to be included in one type
does not mean a lack in the other type (I. B. Myers et al., 2009). For people to learn that they are
in the Intuition type is considered more comforting than knowing that they have a high level of
the Neuroticism trait (Pittenger, 2005). Most people agree with their MBTI type profile and use
it as a guideline to understand the types of co-workers and tasks that are suitable for their
personality (D. G. Myers, 2013). Given the nonthreatening nature of the MBTI model, teachers
would be receptive to their personality type identified by this model more than the Big Five
model. MBTI has also been a distinctly popular model in practise (Lilienfeld et al., 2015;

McShane & Glinow, 2013). The model is not only suitable for educational settings (Kise, 2017;
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Levitt, 2011) but is mostly used to assess personality for counselling and staff development
(Furnham et al., 2003; D. G. Myers, 2013). It is arguable that the MBTI model is a better choice
of construct to measure teachers’ personalities for the purpose of their professional
development, compared to the Big Five. This study focused on the facilitation of teacher
professional development through differentiated supervisory behavioural approaches based on
teachers’ personalities. To apply the MBTI model instead of the Big Five would thus be

appropriate for the framework of this study.

It can be summarised that the dispositional approach to personality theories aligns with
the concept of this study. The approach offers a set of personality characteristics that represent
individual differences in teachers and how they influence their preference of supervisory
behavioural approaches. The most well-known dispositional personality constructs are the
MBTI model and the Big Five. It is however argued that the MBTI model has a stronger
theoretical background, a greater distinction among its personality characteristics, and it is more
practical for this study’s context than the Big Five. The MBTI model is therefore deemed
appropriate to frame the personality variable of this study. The following section provides the
literature review on the MBTI personality framework and existing research on teachers’ MBTI

personality and other variables that are relevant to their supervisory behaviour preference.

2.6 Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) Personality

The MBTI is a personality model that has been adopted in various applied fields, including
education (I. B. Myers et al., 2009). This section reviews the MBTI personality framework used
to measure teachers’ personalities in this study. It then discusses previous research that is
relevant to links of MBTI personality types to the teaches’ preference for supervisory

behavioural approaches.
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2.6.1 MBTI Personality Framework

The MBTI model is structured upon a theoretical assumption about how people experience the
world. The literature suggests a range of people’s behaviours driven by MBTI personality types

and supports the construct ability to distinguish teachers from one another.

The MBTI model was developed by Myers and Briggs based on Carl Jung’s typology (1.
B. Myers et al., 2009). The model postulates that we all have specific preferences for the way
we construe our experiences; these preferences underlie our interests, needs, values, and
motivation (Kaplan & Saccuzzo, 2009). Carl Jung’s typology involves three personality
domains that describe individuals’ personality through their preferred way to focus their energy,
to perceive the surrounding information, and to judge or make decisions (McShane & Glinow,
2013). Myers and Briggs interpreted the typology and created another domain that identified the
way in which people preferred to deal with the outer world (Pittenger, 1993). There are four
domains in the MBTI personality structure. These personality domains are assumed to be the
four main aspects on how an individual experiences the world (Kaplan & Saccuzzo, 2009) and
have been an underlying construct for personality assessment since 1942 (The Myers-Briggs

Company, 2020).

Myers and her colleagues (2009) explained that the four domains can be classified into
orientation and function classes. The orientation class includes Extraversion versus Introversion
(E-I) and Judging versus Perceiving (J-P) domains. The E-I domain refers to people’s
orientation of energy towards either the outer world of people and things (Extraversion type) or
the inner world of concepts, impressions, and internal experiences (Introversion type). The J-P
domain reflects people’s orientation when dealing with the outer world towards either
decisiveness and closure (Judging type) or flexibility and spontaneity (Perceiving type). The
function class involves Sensing versus Intuition (S-N) and Thinking versus Feeling (T-F)

domains. The S-N domain reflects people’s perception of functions, either through the five
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senses (Sensing type) or based on their insight and subjective experience (Intuition type). The
T-F domain refers to people’s judgement of functions that rely on either rationales and logical
consequences (Thinking type) or emotional responses and personal or social values (Feeling
type). These four domains are dichotomous. A person is assumed to prefer two alternative types
in each domain. These preferences have influence on how that person pays attention to, and
draws conclusions from, their surroundings. Typical behaviours that are likely possessed by

individuals in alternative personality types of each MBTI domain are presented in Tables 2.1-2.4.

Table 2.1

Typical Behaviours of MBTI Personality Types in Extraversion Versus Introversion Domain

Extraversion Introversion

Be oriented mainly to the outer world?. Be oriented mainly to the inner world?.

Focus on people, events, activity, and things®. Focus on thoughts, ideas, impressions, and
feelings®.

Communicate more easily by talking®. Communicate better by writing®.

Pay attention to a wide range of topic during Pay attention to one problem at a time during

communication. communication®.

Sociable, expressive, and ready to take initiative =~ Reserved, contained, and taking initiative only
in work and relationship®. when the issue is very important to them®.

Start from taking action to thinking and back to Start from thinking to talking action and back to
taking action®. thinking®.

Learn better by doing or discussing?, for example Learn better by mental practice! for example
through simulations, peer teaching®, group through lecture formats, individual projects, and
projects, and trial-and-error method®. reflection®.

“Bayne (1995). ®McGuiness (2004). 1. B. Myers (1998), ‘1. B. Myers et al. (2009). °I. B. Myers and
Myers (1995).
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Table 2.2

Typical Behaviours of MBTI Personality Types in Sensing Versus Intuition Domain

Sensing

Intuition

Observe facts or happenings through one or more

of the five senses!.

Trust experience® and focus on the present and
b
past®.

Be generally contented and live life observantly
with a desire for enjoyment®.

Need to see the parts to understand the whole®.

Desire well-thought-out and detailed plansd.

Ask what and how questions and prefer practical,

realistic messages during communication®.
Observe and remember specifics®

Have a concrete conceptual learning style® and
like learning through step-by-step methods and
specific instructions?.

Be attending to meanings, relationships,
possibilities, and insights beyond the conscious
mind®.

Trust inspiration? and focus on the future®.

Be generally restless and live life expectantly
with a desire for inspiration®.

Need to see the whole to understand the parts®.
Desire challenges and possibilities¢.

Ask why questions and prefer imaginative,
creative messages during communication®.

Remember specifics when they relate to a pattern®.

Have an abstract conceptual learning style® and
like learning through theory-oriented and
creativity-supported methods®.

“Bayne (1995). ®McGuiness (2004). <I. B. Myers (1998), ‘I. B. Myers et al. (2009). °I. B. Myers and

Myers (1995).

Table 2.3

Typical Behaviours of MBTI Personality Types in Thinking Versus Feeling Domain

Thinking

Feeling

Decide impersonally on the basic of logical

consequences’.

Focus on justice, fairness, goals, and tasks®.

Appear to test others’ knowledge when
communicate?,

Tend to be tough-minded?, not easily agreeing
with others’ conclusions and thinking they may
be wrong®.

Require fair treatment based on the existing
standards® and want everyone to be equally
treated!.

Likely make decisions impersonally®.

Often be able to logically arrange facts and ideas

to state the subject®.

Have logical and systematic learning styles and
like learning in a challenging atmosphere?.

Decide primarily on the basis of personal or
social values!.

Focus on mercy, compassion, people, and
relationship®.

Strive for harmony in the interaction when
communicate?.

5

Tend to be tender-hearted?, agreeing with others
conclusions and thinking they may be right®.

Require compliments and attention® and want
everyone to be individually treated®.

Likely make decisions based on the personal
likes or dislikes of themselves or others¢.

Often have difficulties to know where to start a
statement or to arrange their ideas of what they
want to say®.

Like learning topics that they care about,
especially in a harmonious atmostphere?.

“Bayne (1995). ®"McGuiness (2004). °I. B. Myers (1998), I. B. Myers et al. (2009). °I. B. Myers and

Myers (1995).
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Table 2.4

Typical Behaviours of MBTI Personality Types in Judging Versus Perceiving Domain

Judging

Perceiving

Use Thinking or Feeling (Judging processes)
when dealing with the surroundings?.

Focus on reaching the goal® and aim to be right®.

Likely to be scheduled, systematic, and
methodical.

Prefer having things decided, planed, and orderly
as immediately as possible®.

Like to control events and enjoy working on one
project at a timeP.

Dislike overly long descriptions and procedures®.

Be stressed when working within too much
flexible time frames or deadlines®.

Tend to be independent learners who like
structure and motivation®.

Use Sensing or Intuition (Perceiving processes)
when dealing with the outer world®.

Focus on experiencing life® and aim to miss
nothing®.

Likely to be spontaneous, flexible, and open-
ended®.

Prefer keeping decisions open as much as
possible®.

Like to respond to the moment and enjoy
working on several projects at once”.

Want space to make own decisions,

Be stressed by having to work within a time
frame or deadline®.

Tend to be dependent learners who like tactile
and loud noise learning stimulus?.

“Bayne (1995). ®McGuiness (2004). 1. B. Myers (1998), 1. B. Myers et al. (2009). °I. B. Myers and

Myers (1995).

It was noted by Myers and her colleagues (2009) that the preference for an alternative type of

any MBTI domain is independent of preferences on the other. The four preferred personality

types can further structure 16 combinations to result in 16 personality types, namely, ESFP,

ESTP, ENFP, ENTP, ENFJ, ESFJ, ENTJ, ESTJ, ISFJ, ISTJ, INFJ, INTJ, ISTP, INTP, ISFP,

and INFP. The preference for one personality type of a MBTI domain does not indicate that the
other type of that particular domain is never used. Individuals who prefer the Sensing function
may sometimes rely on the Intuition function for which they have a less preference, although the

Intuition function might not be typical for them.

Previous studies have implied that the MBTI personality construct can be used to
determine teachers’ individual differences (Liang, 2007; Ly, 2011; Perry & Ball, 2004; Redford,
1998). It was found that teachers, both pre-service and in-service, in different subject areas
tended to have different MBTI personality types (Perry & Ball, 2004; Redford, 1998). Arts or

English teachers were more likely to be Intuition (N), Feeling (F), and Perceiving (P) types,
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whereas Science or Mathematics teachers seemed to be opposing types, that is, Sensing (S),
Thinking (T), and Judging (J). University teachers with different MBTI personality pair types,
and a combination of two personality types from different domains, were indicated to have
different emotional intelligence skills (Liang, 2007). Those Sensing Thinking (ST) type teachers
had a higher degree of interpersonal skills than those typecast as Intuition Feeling (NF).
Intuition Thinking (NT) teachers appeared to possess more leadership skills than Sensing
Feeling (SF) and NF teachers. MBTI type differences were also found to be associated with
difference in teachers’ habitual styles against psychological distress (defence styles; Ly, 2011).
It was reported that the Extraversion (E) type and Intuition (I) type had opposite correlations to
a defence style, similar to T and F types. Given the previous findings, the MBTI personality
framework is arguably able to describe individual differences among teachers. The construct

may also relate to the teachers’ preference for supervisory behavioural approaches.

This study therefore measured teachers’ personalities based on four MBTI domains: (i)
Extraversion versus Introversion; (ii) Sensing versus Intuition; (iii) Thinking versus Feeling;
and (iv) Judging versus Perceiving. These personality domains were examined in relation to the
teachers’ preference for supervisory behavioural approaches; results could be explained using
typical behaviours of each personality type. Note that the MBTI personality is normally reported
as a whole profile comprising the preferred personality type of each domain. This study
however administrated the personality data as four separate domains, not in the whole profile
format. The former approach could provide the data on a metric scale, whereas the latter would
yield the data on a nonmetric scale. The metric scaled data offered a more precise measurement
(Hair et al., 2010) and wider range of statistical techniques (Quenk, 1993). Each MBTI domain
also represents different personality aspects of individuals. To separately consider each domain
would enable the researcher to compare and understand how these personality aspects differ in
their influences on supervisory behaviour preference. Existing research relevant to how MBTI

domains would associate with teacher preference is discussed in the next subsection.
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2.6.2 Teacher MBTI Personality and Supervisory Behaviour Preference

Results from extant research are related to the relationship between MBTI personality types and
the teachers’ preference for supervisory behavioural approaches. These findings can be used to
hypothesise the preferred supervisory behavioural approaches of teachers in each MBTI
personality type. Hypothesises on these preferences are provided according to the four MBTI

domains in the following part of this subsection.

Extraversion versus Introversion domain

Extraverted teachers might not prefer directive supervisory behaviours, whereas introverted
teachers might do the opposite. Studies found that extraverted teachers do not prefer
transactional leadership (Amponsah & Asamani, 2015), and the Extraversion trait of those in
other professions positively correlate with their preference for transformational (Moss & Ngu,
2006) and participative (Bertsch et al., 2017) leadership styles. Note that these studies applied
the Big Five and not the MBTI model, but the Extraversion dimension of the Big Five has been
demonstrated to positively correlate with the Extraversion type of the MBTI model (Furnham et
al., 2003; Klinkosz & Iskra, 2010). Leadership preference also relates to supervisory preference,
as supervision is a duty of an organisational leader. The supervisory behaviour preference of
teachers identified as a MBTI Extraversion type could then be implied by these results.
Transactional leaders emphasise ‘management by exception in setting standards and monitoring
deviations from these standards’ (Amponsah & Asamani, 2015, p. 3), which means that
employees or teachers are normally excluded from making any organisational decision. This
responsibility resembles directive supervisory behaviours where little accountability is offered
to teachers whose actions are determined from the supervisor’s viewpoint. Transformational
leaders, by contrast, are open to others’ opinions on how to solve a problem (Moss & Ngu,
2006), which is similar to participatory leaders who involve followers’ ideas to make
organisational decisions (Razik & Swanson, 2010). The two leadership styles are comparable to

supervisory behaviours that foster a high level of teacher responsibility. It is therefore
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hypothesised that extraverted teachers may prefer supervisory behaviours offered in
Collaborative or Nondirective approaches and not those in Directive Control or Directive
Informational approaches. Introverted teachers might prefer the two directive approaches to the

others, since the Introversion type is opposite to the Extraversion type.

Sensing versus Intuition domain

The Sensing teachers may prefer directive supervisory behaviours. Johnson (1989) reported that
teachers in this category were more likely to prefer directive supervision. It is important to note
that Johnson’s (1989) study applied the personality model of David Keirsey that was developed
based on the MBTI model, comprising of the same eight personality types. Their results were
considered comparable to those from the MBTI model application hereafter. Other studies
found that Sensing teachers were more likely to prefer a well-planned learning course with
feedback for self-assessment (Conti & McNeil, 2011); they favoured a training-like
development program with its curriculum and plans selected by the developer (found in the ST
type; Redford, 1998). They were also likely to believe that students are to be controlled and
need to learn to conform to the system (Brown, 2000), which probably reflected their belief in
directive supervision. These previous results suggest that Sensing teachers may prefer
supervisors who apply directive behaviours and provide a structured plan for them to follow,

such as using Directive Control or Directive Informational approaches.

Intuition teachers may not prefer directive supervisory behaviours. Studies reported that
this type of teacher is less likely to prefer directive supervision (found in the NF type; Johnson,
1989), but more likely preferring collaborative supervision (found in NT and NF types;
Clemente, 1990). It was found that they tended to prefer a self-directed development approach
(found in the NF type; Redford, 1998) which is comparable to nondirective supervision. They
were also more likely to account for student ideas and choices of learning activities (Brown,

2000), as well as promote teacher-student equality (found in the NF type; Jones, 2005) when
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teaching, which could reflect their preference for collaborative supervision. It can be
hypothesised from these results that Intuition teachers may not prefer directive supervisory
behaviours; they possibly prefer supervisory behaviours with which they can share their ideas
concerning problematic issues or take the responsibility to address them. Such behaviours match
those in Collaborative or Nondirective approaches, not Directive Control and Directive

Informational approaches.

Thinking versus Feeling domain

Thinking teachers probably do not prefer supervisors to perform non-directive behaviours. One
study indicated that Thinking teachers likely prefer collaborative supervision (found in the NT
type; Clemente, 1990), although another study found that they less likely preferred the approach
(Johnson, 1989). It was found that teachers in this type tended to have a step-by-step teaching
approach where a detailed lesson plan is closely followed (found in the ST type; Cetinkaya,
2006). They likely preferred a learning environment that is well-planned with feedback to keep
them on track and to support their creativity (Conti & McNeil, 2011). They also favoured a
development program with its contents and plans readily provided for them (found in the ST
type; Redford, 1998). These results imply that Thinking teachers may prefer supervisors who
provide clear plans and detailed solutions to address their issues and allow them to think and
express their ideas about the issues. Such preferences match supervisory behaviours in Directive
Control, Directive Informational, or Collaborative approaches, but not the Nondirective

approach.

Feeling teachers could prefer supervisory behaviours that are not directive. A study
reported that teachers less likely preferred directive and collaborative supervision (found in the
NF type; Johnson, 1989), although another indicated their probable preference for collaborative
supervision (found in the NF type; Clemente, 1990). They also tended to favour a self-directed

approach to staff development (found in the NF type; Redford, 1998) and learn well when they
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are actively engaged in a learning task (Conti & McNeil, 2011). These results suggest the
Feeling teachers’ preference for nondirective supervisory behaviours. Other studies also showed
that Feeling teachers inclined to have a student-centred approach to teaching (found in SF and
NF types; Cetinkaya, 2006) and believed that teachers are learning facilitators (found in the NF
type; Jones, 2005). Such teaching orientation probably reflects on how they like to be trained
and supervised, which implies their preference for nondirective behaviours. It is thus
hypothesised that teachers of the Feeling type might prefer supervisory behaviours that provide
them with extra responsibility for addressing their problems like those identified in the

Nondirective approach category.

Judging versus Perceiving domain

Judging teachers might prefer directive supervisory behaviours, while Perceiving teachers may
favour nondirective behaviours. It was reported that teachers of the Judging type likely preferred
directive supervision (found in the SJ type; Clemente, 1990). They seemed to benefit from
learning in a well-organised program that provides feedback on their study progress (Conti &
McNeil, 2011), which implies their preference for directive supervision. Teachers of the
Perceiving type, by contrast, tended to prefer nondirective supervision (found in the SP type;
Clemente, 1990) and were likely to enjoy learning in an environment that supports their
creativity and tangible experience (Conti & McNeil, 2011). The preferred learning condition

reflects their preference for nondirective behaviours in supervision.

A study also found that leaders in the Perceiving type were more likely to practise
transformational leadership than those of the Judging type (Hautala, 2006). Transformational
leadership is relevant to supervisory behaviours that are not directive, however, those who like
to perform a certain leadership style may prefer to receive it from their superiors. These
previous results suggest that Judging teachers would prefer their supervisors to take on extra

responsibility in the supervisory discussion, whereas Perceiving teachers would prefer the extra
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responsibility themselves than their supervisors in the discussion. It is thus hypothesised that
such supervisory behaviours as those in Directive Control or Directive Informational
approaches may be preferred by Judging teachers, and those using the Nondirective approach

could be preferred by Perceiving teachers.

All hypotheses of the supervisory behaviour preference of teachers in each MBTI
personality type offered here requires more empirical warrants. They have been built on
previous studies that provided only limited information. Most results were derived from a pair
type framework, combining two MBTI personality types from different domains, which may not
explicitly explain the preferences of each individual type (Brown, 2000; Cetinkaya, 2006;
Clemente, 1990; Johnson, 1989; Jones, 2005; Redford, 1998). Some are merely relevant
findings that concern teachers’ educational beliefs (Brown, 2000; Cetinkaya, 2006; Jones,
2005), teachers’ learning preferences (Conti & McNeil, 2011; Redford, 1998), or leadership
style attitudes of teachers (Amponsah & Asamani, 2015) and people in other professions
(Bertsch et al., 2017; Hautala, 2006; Moss & Ngu, 2006). Some studies applied a personality
model that corresponded to the MBTI model (Amponsah & Asamani, 2015; Bertsch et al.,
2017; Johnson, 1989; Moss & Ngu, 2006), but the results may not completely explain the type
of MBTI personality behaviours. Some are also from studies that had methodological
limitations as reviewed in Section 2.4.2 (Clemente, 1990; Johnson, 1989), despite a strong focus
on the teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference. To assert these hypothesises more empirical

evidence from further studies is required.

It is concluded from this section that the MBTI personality construct is highly applicable
for this study. The framework could represent an individual difference in teachers, which can be
used to determine their preference for supervisory behavioural approaches. Results from

previous research suggested that teachers with different MBTI personality types might prefer
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different approaches to supervisory behaviours. This assumption, however, needs more

evidence, which will be provided by this study.

2.7 Summary

Chapter 2 has reviewed relevant literature of supervisory behaviours and teachers’ personalities
which are the study’s areas of interest. The literature review gave prominence to the
developmental supervision perspective where supervision is a process required to foster
teachers’ professional development. It highlighted the importance of differentiated supervisory
efforts in relation to teachers’ personal characteristics since they relate to their views on
supervision, as well as the impact upon their professional needs and learning preferences. The
differentiated efforts can be those of supervisory behaviours as they have an effect on teachers’
career attitudes, teachers’ professional learning, and supervision success. The chapter then
explored the existing approaches to supervisory behaviours and propounded that Directive
Control, Directive Informational, Collaborative, and Nondirective are the four distinct
approaches that school supervisors may alter to suit individual teachers. The chapter further
probed into previous research on teachers’ personal characteristics and their supervisory
behaviour preference, followed by the role of the teacher’s personality in supervision. It was
argued that supervisory behavioural approaches differentiated according to each teacher’s

personality, which would enhance their learning experience and increase the effectiveness of

professional knowledge transmission during the supervision process.

There are gaps in the research on the association of teachers’ personal characteristics
and their supervisory behaviours preference. This review has critiqued that further personal
characteristics of teachers need to be explored with regard to their preference for supervisory
behavioural approaches; one potential characteristic is personality. The existing research
however seems to provide inadequate understanding about how a teacher’s personality relates to

his/her preference for a supervisory behavioural approach. Therefore, a more robust study is

59



The supervisory behaviour preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers

required to explicate this relationship in terms of its strength and direction, as well as to capture

the teacher’s voice on this matter. The MBTI model also justifiably scopes the personality

variable in this exploration. The following chapter presents the background of this research.
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CHAPTER 3:
THE RESEARCH CONTEXT

This study is aimed to investigate the supervisory behaviour preference of Thailand’s in-service
teachers in the basic education system. This chapter introduces the study context of Thailand. It
begins with a brief overview of Thailand’s geography, followed by explaining the cultural
norms of Thai society. The national culture provides a more profound understanding of this
study’s results, as it impacts on teachers’ views on supervision. The chapter also explains
Thailand’s basic educational system and reviews related literature that highlight the need for
Thai in-service teachers’ educational improvement and associated necessities to investigate the
teachers’ preference for supervisory behaviours. The literature includes Thailand’s history of
education reform, teachers’ professional development, in-school supervisory behaviours, and

school leadership standards.

3.1  Geographical Information

Thailand is the fourth largest country of the Southeast Asian region (Fry, 2018b). The country is
located in the region’s centre and is bordered by Laos to the north and east, Malaysia to the
south, Myanmar to the west, and Cambodia to the southeast (Hafner et al., n.d.). It plays an
important role in the economic growth of the Southeast Asian region and is categorised as an
upper-middle income country with a Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth per annum

forecasted to be an average of 3.6% from 2016 to 2020 (OECD, 2016).

Thailand occupies an area of 513,115.02 square kilometres with a population of
65,819,646 people (Office of the Permanent Secretary [OPS], 2017). The country’s
geographical regions include the North, South, East, West, Northeast, and Centre (Hafner et al.,
n.d.). These regions differ in their traditions, dialects, landscapes, and administrative entities

(Hafner et al., n.d.). Most Thai people speak Thai (Dutt & Mukhopadhyay, 1996), the country’s
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official language (Tapanya, 2012). Ninety-five percent of the population observe Buddhism,
while the rest practise Christianity, Islam, Hinduism, Confucianism, or Taoism (Campiranon &
Phayakvichien, 2016). Buddhist beliefs and practices are deeply-rooted in Thais’ daily lives and
rituals (Na Chiangmai, 2016). The religion offers them ‘a moral code of conduct, the rationale,
and provides them with a system of guidance to discipline the mind and body’ (Dutt &

Mukhopadhyay, 1996, p. 254).

This study used six geographical regions of Thailand as primary clusters for its
participant sampling. Participants were randomly selected based on schools in each region. The
research measurement was translated into the Thai language, since it is the country’s official
and predominant language spoken by Thai people. Major customs in the Thai culture that could
influence Thai teachers’ perception and behaviour towards supervision is discussed in the next

section.

3.2 Thai Culture

Thailand’s culture is different from cultures of Anglo countries, as implied by data on national
cultural dimension indices (Hofstede et al., 2010). Notable culture traits embodied in the Thai
society includes its high-powered differential, social smoothing relationship orientation, grateful
relationship orientation, strong uncertainty avoidance and a high sense of collectivism. These
cultural norms provide an understanding of how Thai teachers might feel and behave about

school supervision.

Thailand has a high-powered differential culture which is reflected in its strongly
hierarchical and bureaucratic society (Hallinger & Kantamara, 2000; Harada, 2017). Power
differential is a cultural dimension that refers to the degree to which ‘less powerful members of
institutions and organisations within a country expect and accept that power is distributed

unequally’ (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 61). Thais believe that, based on Buddhist teaching, their
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social status at birth is delineated by karma from their previous lives (Hallinger & Kantamara,
2000). They are taught to accept their status in society from a young age, and they are usually
content with their place in the cultural hierarchy (Hallinger & Kantamara, 2000). Thais also
respect organisational ranks or positions that are normally associated with age and experience
(Harada, 2017). This can be observed in the expressions and communications between those of
different ranks and statuses (Hallinger & Kantamara, 2000). Organisational leaders in high-
power-differential countries such as Thailand tend to be autocratic (Hofstede et al., 2010), but
subordinates could either be highly dependent on their autocratic leaders or reject such a

leadership style, but they do not openly demonstrate this rejection (Hofstede et al., 2010).

Thai society is also oriented towards social smoothing relationships (Komin, 1988;
Servaes, 2017) by placing a high value on social relations more than productivity (Hallinger &
Kantamara, 2000). Thais are influenced by their Buddhist principles to be ‘friendly, modest, and
conflict-avoiding’ (Servaes, 2017, p. 56). They are accepting and kind to fellow people, and do
not express any displeasure, criticism, or anger (Soontayatron, 2014). This cultural norm can be
represented by Thai notions of kreng jai and mai pen rai. Kreng jai is described as respectful
fear (Wyatt & Promkandorn, 2012) which relates to one’s anxiety over his/her behaviour to not
upset others. The term normally refers to Thais’ attitude towards their superiors (Henderson et
al., 1971). Mai pen rai means never mind or take it easy (Servaes, 2017). It is Thais’ common
saying in interpersonal communications. These words sometimes have only a superficial value.
Thais tend to say mai pen rai even when in a situation where they are troubled by others.
(Harada, 2017). Kreng jai and mai pen rai are highly typical words used by Thai people to

maintain harmonious social relations with others.

The trait to embrace grateful relationships is also embodied in the Thai culture.
According to Servaes (2017), Thai society involves relations on the grounds of moral kindness

(Servaes, 2017). Thais value phu mee pra-khun or those who demonstrate or offer moral
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kindness towards them (Servaes, 2017). They feel obligated to pay respect and return the favour
to phu mee pra-khun; those who lack gratitude are seen as despicable and punishable by moral
justice principles (Servaes, 2017). For example, mothers and teachers are regarded as phu mee
pra-khun in the Thai culture due to their unconditional love and moral example towards their
children and students (Servaes, 2017). Thai students are taught to pay respect and offer gratitude
to their mothers and teachers, especially on Mother’s Day and Teacher’s Day where honour

ceremonies are widely performed throughout the country.

Thai society has a strong uncertainty avoidance culture (Hallinger & Kantamara, 2000).
Uncertainty avoidance is ‘the extent to which members of a culture feel threatened by
ambiguous or unknown situations’ (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 192). Thai people feel comfortable
with stability and routines, tending not to cause any conflict nor take initiative at work to reduce
uncertainty (Hallinger & Kantamara, 2000). They also rely heavily on experts for their
knowledge and prefer to follow rules and regulations, and the direction provided for them

(Hallinger & Kantamara, 2000).

Thai culture is also highly collectivist (Hallinger & Kantamara, 2000). Collectivism
‘pertains to societies in which people from birth onward are integrated into strong, cohesive in-
groups, which throughout people’s lifetime continue to protect them in exchange for
unquestioning loyalty’ (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 92). Thai people are members of an extended
family whose actions are normally based on a collective consciousness rather than an individual
one (Hallinger & Kantamara, 2000). Each person likes to act in the group’s interest, even if it is

not for their best interest.

Thailand’s cultural norms may impact upon Thai teachers’ attitudes and actions in
relation to supervision. The strong power differential society implies that most Thai school
leaders are likely to be authoritarian or directive supervisors who take control over decision-

making during supervision. Some Thai teachers might prefer this directive supervisory style
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whilst others may only tolerate it. The orientation towards harmonious social relationships, the
strong uncertainty avoidance culture, and high collectivism also suggest that Thai teachers
would not have the courage to express their supervisory preference to their supervisors. They
might not wish to cause conflict between themselves and their supervisors and/or to disagree
with the school’s mission. Thai teachers may accept any given supervisory behavioural style
even if the given style is troublesome, makes them feel uncomfortable, and does not suit their
way of learning. This necessitates the exploration of Thai in-service teachers’ preference for
supervisory behaviours. The results could genuinely reflect on how they would like to be
supervised and help school supervisors to better support teachers’ professional development.
This study focused on teachers in Thailand’s basic education system. A brief explanation of this

system is provided in the next section.

3.3 Basic Education System

Thailand classifies its education into formal, non-formal, and informal (OEC, 2017a). The
formal education system determines learning curricula, objectives, methods, duration, and
evaluation for its completion (OPS, 2017). This includes basic education and higher education
(OPS, 2017). This section reviews Thailand’s basic education system as the context of this

study.

Thailand’s basic education comprises of pre-elementary or kindergarten, elementary,
lower secondary, and upper secondary levels (OPS, 2017). The kindergarten program ranges
from two to three years, after which kindergarten graduates undergo a six-year course at the
elementary level, a three-year course at the lower secondary level, and another three-year course
at the upper secondary level. All Thai children receive free basic education from kindergarten to
upper secondary levels, however, compulsory education covers only elementary and lower
secondary levels (OEC, 2017a). There were approximately 11.6 million students registered in

Thailand’s basic education system in the academic year 2017, of which approximately 79.5%
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studied in the public sector and 20.5% in the private sector (OEC, 2018). In 2015, 673,663
teachers were registered in the basic education system, which resulted in a student/teacher ratio

of 17to 1 (OEC, 2016).

Each level of education has different aims (OPS, 2017). The instructional activities of
the kindergarten level aim to develop students’ physical, mental, intellectual, and emotional
skills required for further study at the elementary level. The elementary level focuses on
fundamental numeracy and literacy skills, as well as the cultivation of desirable behaviours in
students. The lower secondary course continues to develop the students’ knowledge, skills, and
ethics. It also aims to have students explore their needs, interests, and aptitudes, which will
enable them to achieve their appropriate careers. There are two tracks in the upper secondary
level: general stream; and (ii) vocational stream (OPS, 2017). The general stream aims to
develop students based on aptitude, interest, and potential for higher education, while the
vocational stream prepares students for the labour market through the development of

occupational knowledge and skills.

Thailand’s basic education system still needs improvement at the present time, although
many attempts at education reform have been made since the nineteenth century. The
achievements and problems regarding these reforms are presented and discussed in the

following section.

3.4 Education Reforms

Thailand’s education has been through various reforms to improve its quality and equity. These
reforms can be divided into three phases: (i) reign of King Chulalongkorn the Great (King Rama
V); (ii) aftermath of student rebellion in 1973; and (iii) enactment of the 1999 National
Education Act (Fry & Bi, 2013; Sangnapaboworn, 2018). Success has been achieved, and

problematic issues have arisen from attempting these reforms.
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King Rama V instituted the first major reform in Thailand’s education system. He
wanted Thailand’s bureaucratic system to become modernised to avoid Western colonisation
(Fry & Bi, 2013) and to prepare Thai people for the modernisation of education
(Sangnapaboworn, 2018). During his reign (1868-1910), the Department of Education was
founded, followed by the launch of the country’s first education plan (OEC, 2017a). A national
curriculum for elementary, secondary, and higher education was drafted but not completed
(Sangnapaboworn, 2018). Training schools for teachers were established along with the
development of textbooks for teaching the Thai language and morality (Sangnapaboworn,
2018). English language teaching was initiated and available for those who passed the
elementary education (Fry & Bi, 2013). There was also the establishment of formal schools at
temple sites to provide additional education (Sangnapaboworn, 2018). Not long after King
Rama V’s reign, the provision of higher education was realised in 1916 by the foundation of
Thailand’s first national university (Chulalongkorn University), which led to elementary
education becoming compulsory for Thai children in 1921 (OEC, 2017a). There was, however,
a critique that educational resources were overly concentrated in Bangkok and other main cities,

resulting in a highly centralised education system (Fry & Bi, 2013).

The second wave of education reform took place in the 1970s. In 1973, a student
rebellion raised Thais’ awareness of their participation in the country’s administration, leading
to a demand for reforms in education (Sangnapaboworn, 2018). Several education reform issues
were proposed by appointed committees throughout the decade (Sangnapaboworn, 2018). These
issues concerned the administration and management of education (Fry & Bi, 2013), education
system, curriculum and teaching, teacher professional development, administrative power
decentralisation, and private education promotion (Sangnapaboworn, 2018). Although the
proposed reforms were rejected at ministerial meetings (Sangnapaboworn, 2018), some reform

issues were accomplished during this period:
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o Transfer of rural primary education administration from the Ministry of Interior to the
Ministry of Education.

. Foundation of the National Primary Education Commission (Fry & Bi, 2013).

o Change in education system from a 4-3-3-2 to a 6-3-3 structure (OEC, 2017a) — from

four year elementary, three year lower secondary, three year upper secondary, and two
year pre-university schooling (Timtiampet, 1985) to six year elementary, three year

lower secondary, and three year upper secondary schooling.

o Revision of curricula to promote student thinking and problem-solving skills.

o Expansion of education to rural areas by establishing kindergartens and opportunity

expansion schools — rongrian kayai ogat (Sangnapaboworn, 2018).

The third phase of education reform in Thailand occurred from 1999 until present day. It was a
major reform that emanated from the Asian economic crisis in 1997 (Fry & Bi, 2013).
Thailand’s education system experienced serious problems regarding student enrolment and
achievement, teachers’ professional development, and the education administration. There was a
nationwide demand for education reform to turn Thailand into a learning society, so that the
country could compete and survive in the era of globalisation (Sangnapaboworn, 2018). This
demand was addressed by the promulgation of the National Education Act — the first education
law in Thailand’s history —in 1999, followed by the foundation of the Office of Education
Reform (OER; Sangnapaboworn, 2018). The OER then proposed an enactment of related laws
and the action plan for implementing education reform was based on the Act (Sangnapaboworn,
2018), which caused concern about the transformation of the entire education system in

Thailand.

Thailand’s education reform in the past two decades has not reached its goals due to the
country’s political instability (Sangnapaboworn, 2018). The country had undergone several
changes in its national government, including six prime ministers and more than 20 ministers of

education (Sangnapaboworn, 2018). Some government administration did not focus on the
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education policy, and some ministers of education either ignored the reform movement or
disrupted its implementation (Sangnapaboworn, 2018). A few education reform proposals were
formulated by the government but they were not successfully enacted. The proposals either were
rejected by high-ranking officials who were afraid of change or they could not be entirely
implemented within the same administration and subsequently discontinued by the next

government in power (Sangnapaboworn, 2018).

Essential reforms were implemented in Thailand’s education system despite

experiencing political instability:

Extension of compulsory education from six to nine years.

o Permission for families and entrepreneurs to provide education.
o Provision of facilities for disabled students in learning with others.
o Separation of the Ministry of Education from the departments related to religion, art,

culture, and sports (Sangnapaboworn, 2018).

o Formulation of basic education curriculum that emphasises the learner-centred approach

to teaching (Ministry of Education, n.d.).

o 12-year free education project which was later expanded to 15 years (Fry, 2018a).

o Establishment of regional education offices and provincial education offices to

administrate the education at the local levels (OEC, 2017a).

o An increase of the teacher education program length from four to five years to augment

the pre-service teachers’ knowledge and experience (Sangnapaboworn, 2018).

A range of education reform elements were also flagged in the National Scheme of Education
B. E. 2560-2579, the 20-year plan of national education from 2017 to 2036, which included four
fundamental objectives; (i) to improve the quality and efficiency of the education provision

system; (ii) to develop the desirable citizenship, morals, skills, and capabilities in Thai people;
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(ii1) to transform Thai society into a learning society with morals and ethics; and (iv) to remedy
inequities in the country (OEC, 2017b). To date, no concrete evidence of the plan’s

achievements have been realised.

Thailand’s education system requires improvement despite many attempts at education
reform, its expansion in providing professional development (Fry, 2018a), and increasing the
student enrolment rate in basic education (OEC, 2018). Although there is improvement in the
Thai education system, student achievement remains poor at the national and international
levels. Inequality in the country’s education also still exists (Fry, 2018a). The majority of Thai
students scored under 50% in several subjects on the Ordinary National Educational Tests
(OECD, 2016). The results of OECD Programme for International Student Assessment 2012
showed that Thai student performance was below average and fell behind those in some other
Southeast Asia countries, such as Singapore and Vietnam (OECD, 2016). Children from
disadvantaged backgrounds also had fewer opportunities and poorer performance in education
compared to those in higher sections of society (OECD, 2016). It was noted that ‘too many poor
children do not attend school altogether, and too many fail to reach the minimum standards
needed for full participation in society’ (OECD, 2016, p. 3). This points out that there persists
the necessity to enhance the quality and equity of Thailand’s education system. This initiative
requires the expanded provision of professional development for Thai teachers. The review on

teacher professional development in Thailand is provided in the following section.

3.5 Teacher Professional Development

The teaching profession is highly respected and honoured in Thai society (Fry, 2018a). Thai
people feel that they owe teachers a debt of gratitude for their efforts, knowledge and morals
(Malikhao, 2017). It is a tradition for Thai students to pay respect to their teachers, whether
current and former teachers, on Teacher’s Day every year (Fry, 2018a) when honour ceremonies

for teachers are held at schools across the country.
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To enter the teaching profession in Thailand, the achievement of professional standards
is required. It has been mentioned by the Teachers Council of Thailand (TCT) that those who
pursue the profession need to acquire at least a bachelor’s degree in education or the equivalent,
and to meet the knowledge standards with a minimum one year of practical training in schools
(TCT, 2013a). These requirements can be accomplished by completing the teacher education

program that is available at the bachelor’s and master’s degree levels (OEC, 2017a).

Teacher professional development has been a focal point in Thailand’s attempts at
education reform over several decades (Sangnapaboworn, 2018). Thai governments
acknowledge the essential role of teachers as ‘they play an important role in developing the
learning process and enhancing the quality of students’ learning’ at the school level (OEC,
2017a, p. 101). The quality of the teaching profession has been augmented through changes in
the length of the teacher education course, teacher licensing system, and teacher induction
program (OECD, 2016); but there remains various issues that need to be addressed. Thai
teachers have to endure difficult working conditions at school (Fry, 2018a), where they are
offered little opportunity to advance their career. They are usually assigned to duties unrelated
to teaching, as well as inappropriately allocated to teach subjects outside their expertise.
Professional training for Thai in-service teachers is also not effective for their development as

learning facilitators.

The continuing professional development of Thai in-service teachers did not seem to be
sufficiently promoted, which resulted in Thai in-service teachers reporting that they were
insufficiently prepared for the country’s education reforms (OECD, 2016). The reform of
teachers’ ongoing professional development remains in the National Scheme of Education B. E.
2560-2579 (OEC, 2017b). In 2016, OECD suggested that the content of Thai teachers’
professional development should relate to skills required to work towards the achievement of

reform goals. Opportunities for development should recognise the needs of the teacher and the
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school, as well as emphasise school-based and job-embedded learning of teachers. It also

highlighted that Thai in-service teachers needed greater support from their school leaders.

Thai school leaders can foster in-service teacher professional development through
teacher supervision. The process is a school-based and job-embedded professional learning
opportunity for teachers, since it is a school activity that is aimed to improve teacher
instructional practices for the enhancement of student learning (Sullivan & Glanz, 2013).
Teacher supervision could effectively address the needs of schools and teachers because school
leaders will gain an understanding of the school goals and will be able to closely observe
teachers’ professional issues and practices. Supervision practices positively impact on Thai
teachers’ performance, professional ethics (Prungchaiyaphum, 2018), learning management
effectiveness (Philaphan, 2016), and teaching competency (Tasanagorakool, 2017; Thongbai,
2015). It was also suggested that supervision should be differentiated (Hemmabutr, 2012) and
continuously implemented (Che-mudo, 2016; Hemmabutr, 2012) to effectively improve Thai

teachers’ professional practices.

The professional development of Thai in-service teachers can be supported through the
provision of differentiated supervisory behaviours in response to their personality. It was stated
that appropriate supervisory behaviours promote the teachers’ learning engagement during the
supervision process (Zepeda, 2017). It has been reported that supervisory behaviour is a causal
factor of professional competency of Thai school teachers (Tasanagorakool, 2017). Studies also
showed that Thai teachers’ personalities influence their professional practices (Kaeosriha, 2015;
Kwankijwongthron, 2015) and career attitudes (Lekthum, 1992), which might relate to their
cooperation and attention to a given professional development effort, such as supervision. This
implies that personality could affect Thai teachers’ preference for supervisory behaviours. To

enhance Thai teachers’ on-going professional development, school leaders need to careful
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consider their supervisory behaviours and to perform supervisory behaviours that suit the

teacher’s personality.

Teachers are a key element in reforming the Thai education system. Their teaching
practices impact upon student learning, although they have less influence than that of social and
structural factors beyond the school level (Loughland & Thompson, 2016), for example, family
socio-economic status and school funding. Thai in-service teachers’ professional skills and
practices need to be comprehensively supported, so that they can be the driving force of the
country’s education reform movement. For the enhancement of Thai teachers’ ongoing
professional development, efforts could be made to improve the school leader’s behaviour
during teacher supervision, such as altering supervisory behaviours in response to the preference
of individual teachers based on their personality. This study is thus focused on the relationship
between Thai teachers’ personalities and their preference for supervisory behaviours. The next
section provides the background of educational supervision in Thailand, which suggests a

necessity to emphasise the supervisory practice at the school level.

3.6 Educational Supervision

Educational supervision in Thailand has occurred since the middle of the twentieth century. It
has been however at the state and educational district levels, which may not sufficiently

facilitate Thai in-service teachers’ professional development.

Thailand has acknowledged the role of educational supervision in its education quality
improvement. The educational background explained by Kongsakhon (2020) suggests
educational supervision has been implemented in Thailand for about 68 years. The first
educational supervisory division was founded as recommended by the United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization or UNESCO in 1952. Experts in different

subject areas were selected and trained to work as educational supervisors at the state level.
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Their duties were to assist, suggest, and improve the learning and teaching effectiveness of Thai
educational institutes so that quality students could be produced for Thai society. The
supervision task was then expanded through the establishment of educational supervisory
divisions at the provincial level in 1960 to oversee the education tasks in each of 73 provinces.
Thereafter, there were various transformations of the administrative structure within the
Ministry of Education from 1967 to 2010, which caused changes in the supervisors’ affiliations.
The major change would be in 2003 due to the promulgation of the National Education Act in
1999. The state and provincial supervisors were assigned to work under the administration of
Education Service Area Offices as a task group for supervision, monitoring, and evaluation of
the educational provision in each educational district. Note that there are 225 education districts

nationwide (OEC, 2017a).

The change in 2003 negatively impacted the whole system of Thailand’s educational
supervision. There was a lack of cohesion between the supervisory implementations at the state
and educational district levels. The development of supervision is each district went in different
directions. These resulted in weakness of supervision in Thailand’s basic education system
(Education Supervision Development Center, n.d.). Two state agencies have thus been
established to address this problem. The Education Supervision Development Center was
founded in 2011 to coordinate supervision tasks between the state and educational districts and
to support the supervision process at the districts for the enhancement of basic education quality
(Education Supervision Development Center, n.d.). This was followed by the establishment of
the Educational Supervisory Division of the Office of Basic Education Commission in 2017.
This division’s role is to provide plans and directions for the supervisory system in basic
education and to develop the educational supervisors’ competency (Education Supervision

Development Center, n.d.).
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To improve the professional practice of Thai in-service teachers cannot rely solely on
the supervision of educational supervisors at the district level. The supervisors in the Education
Service Area Offices may not effectively provide pedagogical support for in-service teachers.
They are overwhelmed by office paperwork, not sufficiently trained to become instructional
leaders, and have limited budget to visit schools under their responsibility (Shaeffer, 2018). The
Independent Committee for Education Reform notes that most educational supervisors only
follow up on projects assigned to schools from government authorities ("Bot itsara sanoe fuen",
2019), therefore spending little time to foster teachers’ professional development. The number
of educational supervisors also limit their supervision capacity. There are approximately 5,000
supervisors in all 225 educational districts ("Bot itsara sanoe fuen", 2019) overseeing 99,422
schools and 673,663 teachers (OEC, 2016), that is about one supervisor to 20 schools and to 135
teachers. One knowledgeable and skillful supervisor might not be able to frequently observe
classrooms of a hundred of teachers in twenty different schools, nor could he/she effectively
monitor and foster individual improvement of the teachers’ professional practice. Thai school
leaders need to conduct in-school supervision to provide more professional development
support for their schoolteachers. The literature on supervisory behaviours at the school level in

Thailand is reviewed in the following section.

3.7 In-School Supervisory Behaviours

Thai teachers’ professional development can be supported by school leaders through their
supervisory role. Supervisory behaviours are interpersonal behaviours of supervisors (school
leaders) towards teachers during the supervision process. They are essential to teachers’
learning and attitudes toward their profession and would lead to the enhancement of the
teachers’ professional growth when suitably applied (as argued in Chapter 2, Section 2.3.1). It
appears that Thailand’s school leaders still need to improve their supervisory behaviours and

that more studies are required regarding this matter.
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Supervisory behaviours have been found to play an important role in Thailand’s
education system, but there exist some pitfalls in the current practice. Behaviours of Thailand’s
school supervisors have been found to correlate with various school effectiveness variables,
including the ability to solve in-school problems, development of students’ morals (Karod,
2007), students’ learning achievement, schools’ ability to adapt and develop (Karod, 2007;
Somboon, 2014), and extracurricular activity performance (Jaithaingkul, 2013). It was indicated
that supervisory behaviours impact on the performance of Thai teachers (Mekkhao, 2014),
professional competency (Tasanagorakool, 2017), and job satisfaction (Somboon, 2014).
Behaviours such as creating relationships with teachers and promoting their participation in
addressing problems were reported as positive changes in teachers’ professional behaviours
(Chokepaisarn, 2010). But improvement is still required for supervisory behaviours of Thai
school leaders, although some have been indicated to apply a range of supervisory behavioural
approaches (Champa, 2016; Jaithaingkul, 2013; Siriphonwutthichai, 2014). Some school leaders
were reported to perform supervisory behavioural approaches that contradicted the approaches
expected by their teachers (Siriphonwutthichai, 2014). Some were required to improve their
supervisory behaviours, for example, to be more collaborative, friendly, and just (Leartprapruet,
2005; Mekkhao, 2014). Some leaders were also found to be fault finders who offered no
contribution to the teacher’s professional growth (S. Sharma et al., 2011). These issues suggest a

need to address supervisory behaviours practised at the school level.

There was also a gap in the research on supervisory behaviours in Thailand’s schools.
Some studies focused on performance levels of school leaders’ supervisory behaviours through
the perception of school leaders (Champa, 2016), teachers (Songngamsub, 1989), or both
(Leartprapruet, 2005). Other studies explored differences between the viewpoints of school
leaders and teachers on conducted supervisory behaviours (Leartprapruet, 2005). Further studies
have investigated links between supervisory behaviours and other variables, such as the leader’s

experience and school size (Champa, 2016), extracurricular activity performance (Jaithaingkul,
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2013), the school effectiveness (Karod, 2007; Somboon, 2014), and teachers’ practices
(Chokepaisarn, 2010; Mekkhao, 2014). The findings of extant studies is that teachers’
expectation or preference for supervisory behaviours have been under-researched. There
appears to be only one study that has reported on teachers’ expectation regarding their
supervisors’ behaviours (Siriphonwutthichai, 2014), but its results were based on schools under
the authority of an educational foundation, therefore, it is not a representative sample of the
national population. There has not been a nationwide study on Thai in-service teachers’
preference for supervisory behaviours, nor a study on the relationship between this preference

and the teacher’s personality.

More research is needed to examine the supervisory behaviour preference of Thai
teachers and the link of their personality to this preference. The knowledge about the
personality-supervisory behaviour preference relationship in Thai teachers would help school
leaders to provide appropriate and effective supervisory behaviours for each teacher (as argued
in Chapter 2, Section 2.4.1). The understanding of the preference of Thailand’s teachers for
supervisory behaviours will also be advantageous, since it could be used to establish a general
guideline for supervising teachers that is more engaging to the teacher. The information may
also facilitate Thailand’s policymakers to frame comprehensive standards for the country’s

school leaders. The discussion on Thailand’s school leadership is provided in the next section.

3.8 School Leadership Standards

School leaders play an essential role in Thailand’s educational transformation (Hallinger, 2018),
but they have been criticised for their failure to implement changes in teaching and learning at
the school level (Hallinger, 2018). The cause of their lack of instructional leadership is arguably
in the preparation system for leaders (Hallinger, 2018), which includes the design of
professional standards used to guide those in the position. The standards have been assessed as

being unreflective of the leader’s role of instructional reformers (OECD, 2016). Although a new
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set of school leadership standards have recently been formulated, they do not clearly support the
key role of school leaders in the professional development of teachers who are at the forefront

of school education.

Those who pursue the profession of educational administrators or school leaders in
Thailand are required to meet the knowledge and professional experience standards (TCT,
2013a). The TCT determines that Thai school leaders shall have attained the minimum
educational requirement of a bachelor’s degree in educational administration or the equivalent.
They are to acquire knowledge concerning professional development, instructional leadership,
educational administration and management, evaluation of curriculum and instruction, student
activities and affairs, educational quality assurance, and professional morality and ethics (TCT,
2013a). The substances and competencies regarding each knowledge are also identified.
Professional development knowledge involves the spirit, ideology, professionalism, knowledge
management, and research of the school leader profession (TCT, 2013b). Instructional
leadership knowledge concerns leadership behaviours, educational resource mobilisation,
teacher supervision, and risk and conflict management (TCT, 2013b). A school leader is also
required to have at least five years of teaching experience or experience in teaching, and to have

worked in an educational administrative position for at least two years (TCT, 2013a).

Having entered the profession, Thai school leaders must perform their administrative
duties in accordance with professional performance standards. The TCT (2013a) determines that
school leaders should perform their tasks to facilitate the development of their profession and
the development of personnel, learners, and the community. They are to implement high quality
and feasible school plans, apply innovation to improve outcome quality, and systematically
improve and report the results of the educational quality of the school. Leaders are also required

to distinguish themselves as role models and constructively cooperate with school stakeholders.
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It is important to note that the performance standard of school leaders aims for the same target

as those of education administrators who work at the educational district level.

Thailand’s current school leadership standards were taken and revised from those
implemented in 2005 (TCT, 2013a), however, they do not reflect the leaders’ responsibility to
enhance school education. The 2005 standards were assessed to be ‘vaguely worded’ and ‘do
not sufficiently reflect some of the major instructional and school management function of the
[school leaders’] role’ (OECD, 2016, p. 220). The recent standards do incorporate the
instructional role of school leaders, including knowledge standards to involve Instructional
Leadership and the Curriculum, Teaching, and Learning Evaluation subjects; but the experience
and performance standards remain unchanged. The performance standards are very similar to
those of the teacher profession that comprise of ambiguous statements, as pointed out in
previous standards by OECD (2016). They are also similar for school leaders and education
administrators, despite the difference in the administration at school and educational district
levels. It is arguable that performance standards and knowledge standards do not specifically
reflect the instructional role of school leaders, nor do they distinguish their responsibilities from
those of the teacher and education administrators. This may limit the performance appraisal
process to a superficial level of the leaders’ practices and might result in negligence when

partaking in the instructional leadership role.

Performance standards should explicitly describe the school leader’s duties, such as
those relating to the professional development of in-service teachers. The improvement of
teachers’ professional practices would positively affect school instruction and hence student
learning. Thai in-service teachers require additional support for their continued professional
development, especially from school leaders. A clear and detailed explanation of such a role

would not only encompass full recognition of teachers’ professional development from Thai
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school leaders, but also guide leaders toward enhancing their capacity to effectively facilitate

teachers’ professional growth.

3.9 Summary

Chapter 3 explains the background of the education system in Thailand which is the context of
this study. It describes the country’s geographical and cultural norms, as well as related the
cultural norms to supervisory situation. This chapter also explains Thailand’s basic education
system, followed by its attempt to reform education throughout the past century. It was argued
that there persists a need to improve the quality and equity of the country’s education system,
despite efforts for reform. The professional development of Thai in-service teachers was
discussed and pointed out as an essential element in the education reform movement. It was also
been disputed that the professional development of Thai in-service teachers is inadequately
supported and can be fostered by their school leaders through the development of supervision

guidelines.

The last three sections in Chapter 3 presented the background of Thai educational
supervision, reviewed supervisory behaviours at the school level, and discussed the national
standards for school leaders. The supervisory support from government at the educational
district level is not sufficient to effectively improve Thai teachers’ professional practice. It was
posited that supervisory behaviours of Thai leaders affect teachers’ professional development,
but improvement is still required in practices carried out by leaders. It was also critiqued that the
nationwide view of Thai teachers on such behaviours remains unknown and Thailand’s
standards for school leaders do not reflect their role of teacher development. This presents an
urgent need to extensively investigate the teachers’ preference for supervisory behaviours. The
results could be used to guide the behaviours of Thai school leaders, and be adapted for
redesigning the national standards for the teaching profession. This study, therefore, was aimed

to explore Thai in-service teachers’ preference for supervisory behaviours by using a mixed
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methods research approach. Additionally, details on the personality influence on this preference

are provided in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 4:
METHODOLOGY

The first three chapters have presented the arguments for the significance of this research study,
which focussed on Thai in-service teachers’ perspectives on in-school supervision and the
association of teacher’s personality with their supervisory behaviour preference. The study
utilised a mixed-methods methodology. This chapter begins by explaining the study’s aims and
research questions, followed by a brief review of the selected research design, study population,
and sampling procedure. It also details the rationale for the research instruments, data collection

methods, and data analyses.

4.1 Study Aims and Research Questions

The study’s aim was to investigate the preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers for
supervisory behaviours and their individual preference based on personality. To achieve the

aim, the research answered two research questions:

1. What is the preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers for supervisory behaviours?

2. How does personality influence the supervisory behaviour preference of Thailand’s in-

service teachers?

The next section describes the research design that was employed in this study to address these

questions.

4.2 Research Design

This study employed a convergent mixed methods research design (Creswell & Clark, 2018) to
explore the preference of Thai in-service teachers for supervisory behaviours and the influence

of personality on their preference. In this design, quantitative and qualitative data were
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concurrently collected and separately analysed to gain a comprehensive understanding of the

subject.

A mixed methods research approach in social sciences (Creswell, 2015) combines both
quantitative and qualitative methods (Creswell & Clark, 2018; Mertens & McLaughlin, 2004) in
the process of data gathering, analysis, and interpretation (Creswell, 2015; Watkins & Gioia,
2015). Such an approach enriches the understanding of the studied phenomenon (Scoles et al.,
2014; Watkins & Gioia, 2015) and provides conclusive results, as opposed to the sole reliance
on one research methodology (Creswell & Clark, 2018; Mertens & McLaughlin, 2004; Scoles et
al., 2014). It allows researchers to obtain generalisable findings with the participant’s voice as a
representation (Creswell & Clark, 2018) to comprehensively answer research questions through
‘inductive and deductive reasoning’ (Watkins & Gioia, 2015, p. 12), and to gain further
evidence on problems emanating from the study (Creswell & Clark, 2018). By exploring the
teachers’ preference for supervisory behaviours through two methods (quantitative and
qualitative), a better understanding of their preference and its relationship to teacher personality
was achieved, as opposed to a single method only. The approach enabled the researcher to
simultaneously apply a high level of quantitative data measurements for precise and meaningful
information about teachers’ supervisory preference, perform statistical analyses to clarify the
strength of each relationship and direction between this preference and teacher personality, and

to capture the teachers’ own voice on this subject beyond the study’s prescriptive framework.

The current research used a convergent design with the questionnaire variant proposed
by Creswell and Clark (2018). In this design alternative, quantitative and qualitative data were
comparably collected via close-ended and open-ended questions and analysed separately. The
results were then merged during the interpretation phase so that qualitative findings were used
to validate the quantitative results, to enable a rich account of the research problem. This

convergent design was recommended for the purpose of method triangulation where
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quantitative results are compared and contrasted with qualitative results to develop a greater
understanding of the research subject (Creswell & Clark, 2011). The convergent mixed methods
design also has practical features. Firstly, it is suitable for those who are new to mixed methods
research as there is a clear distinction between the quantitative and qualitative approaches.
There is no need to relate the results from each approach until the analysis or interpretation
stage of the study (Watkins & Gioia, 2015). Secondly, it allows researchers to conduct their
study efficiently since both datasets are gathered at once (Creswell & Clark, 2018). Researchers
can reduce the time and cost spent during the data collection process. The application of this
convergent design allowed this study to validate results on the preference of Thai in-service
teachers for supervisory behaviours and its association with their personality through method
triangulation, as well as provided a deep understanding of teachers’ preference. The design was
deemed appropriate for this researcher who had not conducted a mixed methods research before.
It was also a time- and cost-efficient approach for this nationwide study as data collection was
to be self-administrated by the researcher in different regions of Thailand. The research design

of this study is demonstrated in Figure 4.1.

Several methods of data collection and analysis were involved in the quantitative and
qualitative strands of this study. The teachers’ personalities were measured through closed
questions (quantitative data) and their preference for supervisory behaviours was measured
using both closed questions compliant with the AHP method (quantitative data) and open-ended
items in a sentence completion form (qualitative data). Both datasets on the teachers’ preference
were analysed separately. The quantitative data analyses included mean calculations and
multiple regression analysis. The qualitative data were analysed using content analysis,
followed by response percentage estimations and point-biserial correlation analysis. The
teachers’ preference for supervisory behaviours was gauged by means and response

percentages.
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Figure 4.1

Research Design of the Study

The relationship of the teacher’s personality to his/her supervisory behaviour preference was
explored through multiple regression and point-biserial correlation analyses. Results from the
qualitative strand were used to validate and amplify those from the quantitative strand. The
applied methods of data collections and analysis are further explained and justified in the

following sections.
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4.3 Population and Sample

The population of this study was Thailand’s in-service teachers in basic education levels (K to
12), of which they totalled 673,663 in the academic year 2015 (OEC, 2016). The research
participants were selected through multistage cluster random sampling according to regions and
schools. Random sampling is a selection process where each element in a population has the
same opportunity to be selected (Babbie, 2016). Random sampling provides added support to
the representation of a sample population and more generalisable findings than convenient
sampling (Suter, 2012). The method also eliminates any bias by the researcher on participant

selection (Babbie, 2016).

Multistage cluster sampling was used for this study. This design initially sampled
natural groups (clusters) and further sub-sampled members in each cluster (Babbie, 2016).
Cluster sampling is suggested when a researcher needs to select a sample from a population that
is hardly divided into individual elements (Suter, 2012). It allows a research study to be
administrated efficiently, especially when it is not feasible to acquire an entire list of the
population (Babbie, 2016). Multistage cluster sampling was an appropriate approach to select
this study’s sample, since it was not feasible for the researcher to obtain the full list of

Thailand’s in-service teachers.

The sample size was determined by applying the Krejcie and Morgan Table, which
resulted in 384 participants, with a confidence level of 95% and a margin of error rate of £5%.
This sample size was also suitable to conduct multiple regression analysis. Such an analysis
requires 10 to 15 participants for each independent variable (Field, 2013). There were
potentially 25 independent variables involved in this analysis, therefore, at least 375 participants
were required for the sample. The sample size of 384 teachers achieved the required number of

participants for the study’s multiple regression analysis.
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To sample the study’s population, Thai in-service teachers were primarily clustered into six
geographic regions: Centre, North, South, East, West, and Northeast. These regions differ in
their cultural traditions and administrative entities (Hafner et al., n.d.) by which teachers may
have different perspectives on in-school supervisory behaviours. To include teachers of each
region provided a sample that well represented the Thai teacher population. After all six regions
were selected, teachers in each region were clustered by schools. The schools in each region
were randomly sampled until the sampled teacher number reached the point of equal proportion

to other regions, that is, at least 64 teachers.

4.4 Data Collection

Two variables were examined in this study: (i) teachers’ personalities; and (ii) the teachers’
supervisory behaviour preference. The personality variable was quantitatively measured by the
MBTI instrument through closed questions. The teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference was
measured by both quantitative and qualitative methods. The variable was quantitatively
measured via closed questions with an application of the AHP method, in conjunction with
Glickman and colleagues’ (2018) SIBQ. It was also qualitatively examined using open-ended
items in the form of sentences. This section provides a description of the study’s data collection

methods, instruments, and the data collection procedure.

4.4.1 Quantitative Data Collection Method

Closed questions were used to quantitatively assess teachers’ personalities and their supervisory
behaviour preference. A closed question, or a close-ended question (Fink, 2003) requires
respondents to provide their answer within a predetermined range, as defined by the researcher
(Corbetta, 2003; Lavrakas, 2008; Roulston, 2008a), who will either explicitly offer multi-choice
answers for selection or implicitly define the range of answers without a specific option

(Roulston, 2008a).
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The closed question method is appropriate to the study’s investigation. The method is
said to limit the data on measured variables (Traugott, 2004), since the respondents’ own
thoughts outside the researcher’s frame cannot be expressed (Corbetta, 2003; Oliver, 2010;
Roulston, 2008a). There are, however, several advantages offered by this data collection
method. First, it enables researchers to extract certain facts regarding the topic (Roulston,
2008a). Second, the pre-established choices ease the difficulty of answering for respondents
who may not recall their experiences (Corbetta, 2003) or who are unable to express their
thoughts (Fink, 2003). The closed question method also prevents respondents from giving
answers that are irrelevant (Ornstein, 2013), vague, or ambiguous (Corbetta, 2003) since the
same scope of reference is specified (Corbetta, 2003). Finally, the method is highly suitable for
studies with a large group of participants (Corbetta, 2003; Fink, 2003; Roulston, 2008a), as the
cost and time constraints is less than other methods, such as open-ended questions (Traugott,
2004) and interviews. The utilisation of closed questions in this study allowed the researcher to
efficiently gather data that was clearly integral to variable constructs from a large sample, as

expected in the study.

The AHP method was also employed to metrically investigate teachers’ preferences for
supervisory behaviours. The method was originally a pairwise comparison method for decision-
making (Saaty & Vargas, 2012). It concerns the sequential pairwise comparisons of each
alternative to all others in a set of given criteria and a 9-point rating scale to identify their

relative importance based on the respondent’s opinion (D. Lee et al., 2000).

The AHP method is a robust approach to measuring the teachers’ supervisory behaviour
preference. This method is recommended for educational research studies that estimate
preference intensities among a set of more than two alternatives (D. Lee et al., 2000). It can
generate a clarification of preferences for investigated alternatives more accurately than the

traditional questionnaire method (Sato, 2009). Respondents are able to assess their preferences

88



The supervisory behaviour preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers

through comparisons between two items at a time, which is more efficient than the allocation of
preferences directed to each item of the set. An individual can clearly value their preference
between two alternatives than trying to estimate their preference among three or more choices at
once (D. Lee et al., 2000). The method also yields ratio scaled data that provide a more
meaningful and accurate information than those from a traditional rating scale measurement
(Doong, 2002). When a criterion is rated from 1 to 5, where ‘1’ refers to ‘strongly disagree’ and
‘5’ refers to ‘strongly agree’, it is uncertain that the ranges among these numbers are equal. It is
also unclear how much weaker or stronger one number is compared to other numbers.
Researchers cannot assume that a total score of 50 is two times stronger than a total score of 25.
Such ambiguities can be removed by the administration of the AHP method, as its result data
are on a ratio scale. Ratio scaled data represent a higher level of measurement precision than
interval scaled data (Hair et al., 2010), such as those from the traditional 5-rating scaled
measurement. The application of the AHP method provided this study with precise quantitative

data on the teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference.

To derive the participant’s preference score for each supervisory behavioural approach
through using the AHP method, the researcher modified the steps of decision analysis, as

proposed by Mu and Pereyra-Rojas (2017), and exercised the following procedure:

1. Each participant was asked to compare each supervisory behavioural approach with
each of the others and reflect their preference intensities regarding each pair. The AHP
method suggested applying Saaty’s (2012) pairwise comparison scale for decision-
making, which ranged from 1 to 9, to value the judgment from both choices, being
‘equally important’ to one being ‘extremely more important’ than the other (Table 4.1).
The application of Saaty’s scale, however, can cause some difficulties to a preference
measurement since it is not straightforward for respondents to understand (Meifiner &
Decker, 2009). This study applied a simpler scale called the bipolar scale developed by

MeiBner and Decker (2009) to simultaneously measure the directions and intensities of
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the supervisory behaviour preference. The bipolar scale is in a 9-point-scale format

where one half of the scale mirrors the other (Table 4.2). Such mirrored values of four

preference strengths are more understandable and distinct than values on Saaty’s (2012)

scale, where nine levels are used to identify how one choice is more important than the

other. When two preference approaches were being compared, the participant was to

select a point on the scale to express which approach they preferred, and by how much.

As shown in Table 4.3, the first comparison expresses that Approach B is absolutely

preferred to Approach A, whereas the comparison number 5 shows that Approach B is

strongly preferred to Approach

Table 4.1

D.

Saaty’s (2012) Pairwise Comparison Scale for Decision-Making
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Table 4.3

Example of Pairwise Comparison of Analytic Hierarchy Process
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2. Each participant’s answers were transformed into preference values using the numeric

values on MeiBiner and Decker’s (2009) bipolar scale. This developed a comparison
matrix of the four approaches. numeric values and their reciprocals were added to
corresponding cells. The example of this matrix is demonstrated in Table 4.4. If
‘absolutely prefer the right” was selected when Approach A (left) is compared with
Approach B (right), value ‘1/9.00° would be filled in the A-B cell (row A, column B).
The B-A cell, being the inverse cell, would then be filled with value ‘9.00’, the
reciprocal value of 1/9.00. Value ‘1.00’ meaning ‘indifferent’ would also be instantly

applied in A-A, B-B, C-C and D-D cells, since each approach was compared with itself.
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Table 4.4

Pairwise Comparison Matrix With Preference Values

Approach preference A B C D
A 1.00 1/9.00 1/5.20 1/1.73
B 9.00 1.00 1.73 5.20
C 5.20 1/1.73 1.00 1.00
D 1.73 1/5.20 1.00/1.00 1.00
3. Preference (priority) weights for each approach were calculated using the eigenvector

solution. The pairwise comparison matrix of each participant was normalised by the

division of each relative preference value by the sum of its column values. Mean values

in each row of the normalised matrix were then estimated. These means represented

preference weights for approaches in their rows. Such weights were relative preference

scores of each participant, and the maximum score is 1.000. As shown in Table 4.5, the

relative preference scores are 0.060, 0.543, 0.249 and 0.147 for Approaches A, B, C and

D, respectively. This means that Approach B is preferable to Approach A by 9.05 times,

Approach C by 2.18 times, and Approach D by 3.69 times.

Table 4.5

Pairwise Comparison Matrix With Preference Weights

Approach preference A B C D Preference weight
A 1.00 1/9.00 1/5.20 1/1.73 0.060
B 9.00 1.00 1.73 5.20 0.543
C 5.20 1/1.73 1.00 1.00 0.249
D 1.73 1/5.20 1.00/1.00 1.00 0.147

The AHP method for decision-making requires consistency of the pairwise comparison matrix

through the estimation of the consistency ratio (Saaty & Vargas, 2012). A revision or removal
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of the matrix is to be made when its consistency ratio is not within an acceptable range. This
study accounted for all resultant matrixes regardless of its inconsistency, because individuals
cannot perfectly estimate their values, especially on intangible items, even with a given scale
(Saaty, 2003). Teachers can be cardinally inconsistent with their preference for supervisory
behaviours. All participating teachers and their relative preference scores were therefore

included for the study’s data analysis to reflect the real situation.

4.4.2 Qualitative Data Collection Method

Qualitative data on the teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference were obtained via open-
ended questions. also referred to as open questions (Fink, 2003) or indirect questions (Roulston,
2008b), being research items that allow respondents to freely answer based on their own point
of reference to the question without any pre-set choices (Albudaiwi, 2017; Roulston, 2008b).
Such items can be formulated differently, such as unstructured questions, word associations,
thematic apperception tests, sentence completion questions, storytelling, or picture completion
exercises (Burrell & Nicolini, 2017). This study employed sentence completion questions,
whereby incomplete sentences were provided for the respondent to complete. This format can
draw out a distinct response that reflects the respondent’s feeling, opinion and experience
regarding the studied topic (Burrell & Nicolini, 2017). By applying sentence completion
questions, the researcher is able to capture the teachers’ own perception towards their preference

for supervisory behaviours.

Responses to open questions are a beneficial data source (Kronberger & Wagner, 2000).
The open-ended format can be difficult for some respondents to provide answers (Burrell &
Nicolini, 2017; Ornstein, 2013) for researchers to administrate and analyse the data (Burrell &
Nicolini, 2017; Fink, 2003; Frey, 2004). It does, however, offer rich and diverse data on the
studied topic. Such data enable researchers to holistically and comprehensively look at the

interested topic beyond their scope of understanding (Albudaiwi, 2017). This could lead to the
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discovery of innovative interesting aspects that require further exploration (Albudaiwi, 2017;
Burrell & Nicolini, 2017). Open response data can also be transformed to complement closed
response data (Kronberger & Wagner, 2000), offering quotable material that is useful for the
results report (Fink, 2003). The combination of open questions and closed questions to
investigate the teachers’ preference provided a comprehensive source of data that expanded the

researcher’s understanding of the subject.

4.4.3 Instruments

The measurement of this study was implemented via a research survey that comprised of three
sections. The first section involved demographic questions used to identify the respondent’s
gender, age, education level, subject area expertise, grade level of teaching, years of teaching
experience, and school region. Such questions provided the description of the sample and
information of possible extraneous variables. The other two sections of the survey included two
instruments: (i) MBTI Form G was translated into the Thai version and used to investigate
teachers’ personalities; and (i) SBPA was developed by the researcher to measure the teachers’
preference for supervisory behaviours, which are described and presented in the following

subheadings.

Myer-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) instrument

The MBTI instrument is a widely utilised measurement developed from Jungian theory to assess
individuals’ personality (I. B. Myers et al., 2009). It has been predominantly used in various
educational research studies that have focused on teachers’ personalities, for example, those of
Brown (2000), Sechler (2000), Perry and Ball (2004), Jones (2005), Hauser (2005), Cetinkaya
(2006), Conti and McNeil (2011), Ly (2011), Gutwein (2015), and Alexander (2017). MBTI
measures personality in four separate dichotomies: (i) Extraversion versus Introversion (E-N);
(i1) Sensing versus Intuition (S-N); (iii) Thinking versus Feeling (T-F); and (iv) Judging versus

Perceiving (J-P). The E-I dichotomy reflects the way individuals focus their energy, the S-N
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dichotomy involves how individuals take in information, the T-F dichotomy refers to the way
individuals make a decision or judgment, and the J-P dichotomy concerns how people deal with
the other world (MclIntire & Miller, 2007). The measurement result will categorise the
respondent into four personality types according to their preferred alternative of each dichotomy

(I. B. Myers et al., 2009).

The MBTI instrument is a valid personality assessment tool. Myers and her colleagues
(2009) attest that the instrument is able to indicate personality types consistent with Jungian
theory, its item structure is plausible, and its scores also reflect the related outcomes from other
existing measures. The developers revealed its basis of evidence was from several studies: (i)
plots of MBTI preference scores against the external variable confirm the dichotomous nature of
the scales; (ii) theoretical definitions of MBTI scales are well supported by several studies on
behavioural differences; (iii) distinction of the four MBTI personality scales (E-1, S-N, T-F, and
J-P) is testified through a number of exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses; and (iv)
correlations of MBTI preference scales with a range of scales in other instruments assert the
meaning of the four dichotomies and typical behaviours related to them. Other scholars have
also assessed the MBTI instrument and approved its construct validity (Carlyn, 1977), structural

validity (Thompson & Borrello, 1986), and content validity (Tischler, 1994).

The internal and external reliabilities of the MBTI instrument have also been justified.
The internal reliability is described as using split-half reliability and coefficient alpha estimates
of four scales in the instrument. These estimates support the internal consistency of this
instrument at a high level, since average values are approximately more than or equal to 0.9 (1.
B. Myers et al., 2009). For the external reliability, test-retest reliabilities demonstrate the
consistency of MBTI results over time at levels much greater than by chance (I. B. Myers et al.,
2009). A change in a personality type of subjects takes place only when the preference clarity of

their initial results is low (I. B. Myers et al., 2009). The MBTI instrument was also assessed
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through the meta-analytic reliability generalisation study of Capraro and Capraro (2002). Their
study included 50 coefficient alpha and 20 test-retest estimates of the instrument reported in 70
studies from 1998 to September 2001. The meta-analysis illustrated that the MBTI instrument is
likely to yield acceptable reliability results across all studies, since the coefficient alpha and

test-retest estimates averaged above 0.8.

Three forms of the MBTI instrument were translated into the Thai language by a Thai
psychology scholar and an organisation. Form G was translated by Phongphan Kerdpitak with
the permission from its rightful holder in 1997 (Kaewkungwal, 2001). The translated version of
Form M (revision of Form G) and Form Q were then developed (Schaubhut & Thompson,
2017). Form M was the revised version of Form G, and Form Q involved all items in Form M
and 51 additional items that provided detailed explanations of each MBTI dichotomy (I. B.
Myers et al., 2009). The Thai translated version of Form M was officially administrated by

Potentia (Thailand) Co., Ltd. (2020), the authorised body in Thailand.

The Thai translated version of Form G, Form M, and Form Q were examined for their
reliability with Thai respondents. Form G reliability was investigated by Mahiwan (2001) using
the split-half method, whereas the reliability of Form M and Form Q were explored by
Schaubhut and Thompson (2017) through coefficient alpha estimations. The reliability estimates
of each personality scale of the three forms are demonstrated in Table 4.6. Note that the

estimates of Form Q are additional items to those of Form M.
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Table 4.6

Reliability Estimates of the Thai Translated MBTI Form G, M and Q

Personality scale MBTI Form G* | MBTI Form M* | MBTI Form Q"
Extraversion versus Introversion (E-I) .86 .83 56
Sensing versus Intuition (S-N) .76 .65 37
Thinking versus Feeling (T-F) 1 81 49
Judging versus Perceiving (J-P) .80 .85 .60
Average 8 8 Sl

“Mahiwan (2001). °Schaubhut and Thompson (2017)

The Thai translated Form G is appropriate for this study for several reasons. First, it is a self-
assessment form that contains fewer items and takes less time to complete than Form Q.
Second, Form G is more applicable than Form M. The researcher was advised by Potentia
(Thailand) Co., Ltd. that Form M can only be managed by a certified individual. To be certified,
one must undergo a four-day training program, costing approximately 3,920 AUD. The
researcher would also need to purchase a copy of each instrument used in the study; to
transform the instrument into other formats was forbidden. The use of Form G did not involve
such problematic issues. Third, the average of Form G reliability estimates was almost similar to
that of Form M, albeit with a higher value for the S-N scale. Finally, Form G has been utilised
by several Thai researchers to capture the personalities of Thai participants in different
occupations, such as bankers (Mahiwan, 2001), social workers (Sukasem, 2001), engineers
(Tangsthien, 2003), business employees (Duangpattra, 2002; Thienchai, 2001), and nursing
students (Anutharun & Romphoree, 2009). This wide application underlines the suitability of
Form G for Thai people. The Thai translated MBTI Form G of Phongphan Kerdpitak was thus
the most appropriate form for this study, given its high cost and time efficiency compared with

other forms, its validity and reliability, and its suitability for Thai participants.

The MBTI Form G instrument involves 94 forced choice items, each of which has either

two or three response options (Consulting Psychologists Press, n.d.). There are four groups of
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items relevant to four personality dichotomies: E-I, S-N, T-F, and J-P. Each item scores either
of two alternatives in a dichotomy depending on the respondent’s answer. This results in eight
personality types, including Extraversion, Introversion, Sensing, Intuition, Thinking, Feeling,

Judging, and Perceiving (Kaewkungwal, 2001). The number of instruments that represent each

personality dichotomy is shown in Table 4.7.

Table 4.7

Number of Items in Each Personality Dichotomy of MBTI Form G

Personality dichotomy Number of items
Extraversion versus Introversion (E-I) 21
Sensing versus Intuition (S-N) 26
Thinking versus Feeling (T-F) 23
Judging versus Perceiving (J-P) 24
Total 94

In this study, eight MBTI personality type scores were equipped to obtain four personality
domain scores for research analysis and interpretation. The scores of two alternative personality
types in a dichotomy were transformed into positive and negative values, and then combined to
produce a personality domain score. The Extraversion type score was positive and the
Introversion type score was negative for the E-I dichotomy; the Sensing type score was positive
and the Intuition type score was negative for the S-N dichotomy; the Thinking type score was
positive and the Feeling type score was negative for the T-F dichotomy; and the Judging type
score was positive and the Perceiving type score was negative for the J-P dichotomy. Such a
transformation established four personality scales that indicated the respondent’s preference for
each personality dichotomy. On each scale, positive values referred to the preference for the
first alternative in the dichotomy, while negative values indicated the preference for the other.

For example, a score of 13 in the S-N dichotomy represented the Sensing type preference, while
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a score of -13 represented the Intuition type preference. There were four values resulting from

each participant’s response, and these values were considered their personality domain scores.

The researcher examined the reliability of Thai translated MBTI Form G on the study’s
scoring system and population. A pilot study was conducted of 30 Thailand’s in-service teachers
who were randomly sampled to resemble the study’s population. The Cronbach alpha of each

personality scale was calculated to estimate its reliability (Table 4.8).

Table 4.8

Reliability Estimates of Thai Translated MBTI Form G

Cronbach alpha
Personality scale Pilot study Actual study
(N=30) (N =460)
Extraversion versus Introversion (E-I) .65 73
Sensing versus Intuition (S-N) .67 .52
Thinking versus Feeling (T-F) 73 .64
Judging versus Perceiving (J-P) .81 .76
Average 72 .66

The personality scales obtained a Cronbach alpha of approximately .7, despite one being close
to .6; the average value was .72. It has been suggested that a highly reliable scale should have a
Cronbach alpha of .75, and a moderately reliable scale should have Cronbach alpha values from
.5 to .75 (Hinton et al., 2004). Cronbach alphas of this study’s scales were either within or above
the recommended range of moderate reliability. The average Cronbach alpha resultant from the
actual study was .66, and each personality scale had a Cronbach alpha in the acceptable reliable
interval. The responding time limit was also adequate for participants to complete this
instrument. The Thai translated MBTI Form G instrument was deemed applicable and

moderately reliable to assess teachers’ personalities in this study. The Thai translated MBTI
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Form G was the second part of the research measurement. The final part included the SBPA

instrument, details of which are described in the next section.

Supervisory Behaviour Preference Assessment (SBPA)

The SBPA was developed by the researcher to measure the teachers’ preference for supervisory
behavioural approaches with both quantitative and qualitative data. The instrument contained
two parts, including a pairwise comparison of supervisory behavioural approaches and open-
ended items. Part One is a modification of Glickman and colleagues’ (2018) SIBQ, in
conjunction with the AHP method application. Part Two was newly-created to explore further

into the teachers’ preference.

The SIBQ of Glickman and colleagues (2018) was designed for supervisors to examine
their preferred behavioural approach to supervision. Supervisors were required to read through a
supervision scenario with four alternative options and to identify which option resembled their
most frequent behaviours. These options represent four approaches to supervisory behaviours:
(1) Directive Control (DC); (ii) Directive Information (DI); (iii) Collaborative (CL); and (iv)
Nondirective (ND). The questionnaire is a valid measurement to be applied for this study, as it
was developed on the grounds of Glickman and colleagues’ (2018) approach to supervisors’
interpersonal behaviours under which the supervisory behaviour construct of this study was
scoped. The researcher modified the SIBQ instrument to suit the study’s context and to obtain
meaningful data. Some wording in the scenario was adapted to suit the study’s participants who
were teachers. The responded part was also altered with the application of the AHP method to
collect more meaningful data. The respondents were to rate their preferences when each
supervisory behavioural approach was compared to each of the others, instead of selecting their
most frequently performed approach. The modified SIBQ was employed as SBPA Part One,
producing results from the teacher’s relative preference scores for each of the four supervisory

behavioural approaches.
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SBPA Part Two contained open-ended items in a sentence completion form. The
respondents expressed their opinions and feelings with regard to their preferred supervisory
behaviours. This part of the study required respondents to complete three sentences following
three initiating phases: (i) For the improvement of my professional practices, I would like to be
supervised by a supervisor who is ... ; (i) And treats me by ... ; and (iii) Because this kind of
supervisor would make me feel ... The content of the three open-ended items was validated by
two experts: PhD scholars who have been teaching and researching in in the field of teacher
professional development for several years. Data from SBPA Part Two provided the researcher

with insight into the supervisory behaviour preference of the sampled teachers.

SBPA Parts One and Two were translated into the participants’ native language. To
conduct a survey research, the instrument needs to be comprehensible to all respondents (Stoop
& Harrison, 2012). The participants’ own language should also be recognised (Fink, 2017) since
the questionnaire translation can essentially increase the number of responses (Stoop &
Harrison, 2012). Therefore, SBPA was translated into the Thai language, being the native
language of the researcher and study participants prior to the examination of its validity and

reliability.

The validity of the translated SBPA was examined. The modification or translation
made to a valid instrument can be evaluated and validated by qualified experts (American
Educational Research Association et al., 2014). The SBPA instrument had adopted the contents
of SIBQ, which is a valid instrument, but the researcher modified the wording, altered the
responses, translated the language, and added items, all of which required validation. The
alterations made from SIBQ in SBPA Part One and the translation of the whole instrument were
assessed by an expert. The expert was an associated professor in the field of educational
supervision and curriculum development in Thailand and a reviewer for several Thai journals of

education. Two parts of the Thai translated SBPA were considered valid, although minor
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changes were suggested regarding the choice of words, clarify of the instructions, and the
format of the pairwise comparison response. The rating response format was considered to be
relatively new to Thailand’s teachers and possibly cause confusion about how teachers would
respond. The researcher followed the expert’s recommendation and transformed the rating
format into a multiple-choice system that yielded the same source of data. The final version of

the instrument was valid to measure Thai teachers’ preference for supervisory behaviours.

The SBPA reliability was assessed by Cronbach alpha estimations. The pilot sample
consisted of 30 Thailand’s in-service teachers who were asked to complete the translated SBPA.
Part One items had a Cronbach alpha of .74, which suggested comparatively high reliability
(Hinton et al., 2004). This estimate aligned with that of the actual study with a Cronbach alpha
of about .75. Some of the participants were interviewed about their experience with the
instrument. They expressed that the SBPA instrument was well arranged, and the given time to
complete it was appropriate. There was also no difficulty with the pairwise comparison items in
Part One, and the sentence complete form in Part Two was unambiguous and understandable.
The SBPA was therefore a reliable instrument to measure the teachers’ supervisory behaviour

preference in this study.

4.4.4 Data Collection Procedure

A letter of invitation was sent to each of the schools selected through multistage cluster random
sampling respectively to Thailand’s regions: Centre, North, South, East, West, and Northeast.
The letter explained the purpose of the research, the measurement procedure, and a request to
collect research data from volunteer teachers. Upon the schools’ agreement, the researcher self-
administrated the study’s survey to each volunteer teacher. This approach was to describe the
instrument itinerary and increase the response rate. The research measurement was available in
both paper-based and electronic-based forms. The participants were able to choose either

format, depending on convenience and preference. Data from both approaches were later
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assembled and recorded in a Microsoft Office Excel document for data analysis. An alternative
procedure was provided for schools where self-administration of the survey was not possible.
Such schools were asked for their support by advertising information about the study and
providing access to the online survey via the school’s communication channels, so that

interested teachers could participant in the study.

4.5 Data Analysis

Various data analyses were used according to data types collected in this study. The study’s
quantitative data included participant demographics, four personality domain scores, and four
relative preference scores for supervisory behavioural approaches. The qualitative data
consisted of participant open responses to the sentence completion form in SBPA Part Two.
Responses related to their preference for supervisory behaviours. Frequencies and percentages
were also calculated for participant demographics and personality types to provide a sample
overview. Data analyses in this study were performed using IBM SPSS Statistics Version 25
and Microsoft Excel for Office 365. The study’s research questions required both quantitative

and qualitative data analyses, as explained in the following sections.

4.5.1 Quantitative Data Analyses

The quantitative data analyses included the mean calculation and multiple regression analysis.
The mean calculation was used to assess the teachers’ preference for supervisory behaviours.
Multiple regression analysis was applied to examine the personality influence on their

preference.

Mean calculation
The mean and standard deviations were calculated to describe the participants’ preference for
each of the four approaches to supervisory behaviours. The mean is an average of values that

measures the central tendency of a continuous dataset (Field, 2013). The estimate is considered
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a good representative of the whole dataset (Nickens, 2018a), but it can be affected by extreme
values and non-normal distributions (Field, 2013), especially in a small sample size (Nickens,
2018a). The mean is suggested to be reported with a measure of variability that describes the
dataset’s distribution (Nickens, 2018b). A standard deviation is a widely used measure of
variability (Nickens, 2018b). It is the average dispersion of a dataset (Field, 2013) that describes
how each value in the dataset differs from the mean (Nickens, 2018b). The larger the standard
deviation, the more dispersed the dataset is (Nickens, 2018b). It has been noted that a non-
normal distribution of data can be neglected for a large sample size of 200 or more (Hair et al.,
2010), thus a large standard deviation could be acceptable when the sample is big enough. To
estimate the means of participants’ relative preference scores, along with standard deviations,

results in a more accurate description of the teachers’ preference for supervisory behaviours.

Multiple regression

Multiple regression was also utilised for the quantitative data analysis. This analysis is one of
the most common methods of multivariant data analysis (Hair et al., 2010) in which several
independent variables (factors) are explored in relation to a single dependent variable. It has
high applicability to research in various areas, including education (Cohen et al., 2003), where
problems may involve predictions of an outcome from known data and/or an explanation to
establish theoretical reasoning of a phenomenon (Hair et al., 2010). This statistical technique
also provides several estimates that allow researchers to know the effect size of a factor on a
dependent variable and to gauge how much the effect of each factor differs from one another
(Cohen et al., 2003). These estimates can also explain the direction of the relationship of each
factor to its dependent variable (Field, 2013). This study needed to examine the influence of
various independent variables on each supervisory behavioural approach preference. Their
influence on strengths and directions were also needed to be identified. The application of

multiple regression analysis was thus considered appropriate for this study.
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Multiple regression analysis was used to assess the influence of personality in two
aspects. The first aspect was to examine the predictive power of four personality domains for
teachers’ preferences for each supervisory behavioural approach. Four multiple regression
models were formulated for this examination. The dependent variable of each model was one of
the scores for the Directive Control approach preference (SBP_DC), Directive Informational
approach preference (SBP_DI), Collaborative approach preference (SBP_CL), and Nondirective
approach preference (SBP_ND). Independent variables of each model formed the personality
scores of the Extraversion versus Introversion domain (D_EI), Sensing versus Intuition domain
(D_SN), Thinking versus Feeling domain (D_TF), and Judging versus Perceiving domain
(D_JP). Model names were used after the approach preference they predicted: the SBP_DCa
model to predict SBP_DC, the SBP DI model to predict SBP_DI, the SBP_CL4 model to
predict SBP_CL; and the SBP_ND4 model to predict SBP_ND. The Blockwise Entry (or
Hierarchical) method was also performed in the model analysis. This method sequentially
entered the independent variables, allowing the predictive power of each to be observed while
previous ones were under control (Pallant, 2016). It provided the information of how a
preference for a certain approach to supervisory behaviours could be predicted by the four

personality domains, as well as by each of them.

The second aspect was to assess the extent to which the overall personality can predict
the teachers’ preference when compared to demographic variables. Participant demographics
were included as potential predictors, together with the overall personality for the prediction of
each approach preference. Four multiple regression models were formulated for four approach
preferences: (i) SBP_DCg model to predict SBP_DC; (ii) SBP_DIg model to predict SBP_DI;
(iii)) SBP_CLg model to predict SBP_CL; and (iv) SBP_NDg model to predict SBP_ ND. The
independent variables of each model were personality (PERS), gender (GEN), age (AGE), years

of experience (EXP), education level (EDU), subject area of expertise (SUBJ), grade level of

105



The supervisory behaviour preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers

teaching (LEV), and school region (REG). Note that PERS represents all four personality

domains.

Dummy variables were developed prior to the analysis. A dummy variable is a binary
metric variable formulated to represent a category of a nonmetric variable using values of one
and zero (Hair et al., 2010). The required number of dummy variables is one less than the
number of categories included in the nonmetric variable (Field, 2013). In other words, if there
are six categories in the variable, five dummy variables are needed. Nonmetric variables in this
study were GEN, EDU, SUBJ, LEV, and REG. The number of their categories were two, three,
10, three, and six, respectively. A total of 19 dummy variables were examined as potential
predictors, namely DUM_GEN, DUM_EDU1, DUM_EDU2, DUM SUBIJ1, DUM SUBIJ2,
DUM_SUBJ3, DUM_SUBJ4, DUM_SUBJS5, DUM _SUBJ6, DUM_SUBJ7, DUM_SUBJS,
DUM SUBJ9, DUM_LEVI1, DUM LEV2, DUM REGI, DUM_REG2, DUM REG3,

DUM_REG4, and DUM_REGS.

The Blockwise Entry method was also applied to methodically enter each independent
variable into the multiple regression models. D _EI, D_ SN, D _TF, and D _JP were entered into
each model initially to represent PERS, followed by AGE and then EXP. The groups of dummy
variables representing each nonmetric variable were then separately inputted into the model.
The dummy variable of GEN (Dum_GEN) went in first, followed by EDU (Dum_EDU]1 - 2),
SUBJ (Dum_SUBJI -9), LEV (Dum_LEV1 - 2), and REG (Dum_REGTI - 5). Such a procedure
allowed the researcher to acquire a single predictive power of each interested independent

variable for comparison simultaneously.

The researcher applied the three-step multiple regression analysis procedure proposed
by Pallant (2016): (i) analysis assumption evaluation; (ii) model evaluation; and (iii)
independent variable evaluation. The explanations of each step are provided in the following

sub-subsections.
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Analysis assumption evaluation

A multiple regression model is required to meet several assumptions to validate its parameters
and result generalisability. These assumptions concern the sample size, multicollinearity,
outliers, normality of residuals, linearity, homoscedasticity, and independence of residuals
(Pallant, 2016). The sample size and multicollinearity assumptions concern the measures that do
not relate to the dependent variable. Other assumptions relate to residuals, which are measures
that define how much the actual values of the dependent variable differ from the predicted

values (Pallant, 2016).

The sample size assumption requires that the number of participants or cases needs to be
adequately large to obtain a reliable regression model. A large sample size can increase the
statistical power as it decreases sampling errors (Hair et al., 2010). For multiple regression
analysis, it is suggested that the number of participants should range from 10 to 15 for each
independent variable (Field, 2013). Given that this study included four main independent
variables (personality domains) and 21 additional independent variables (demographics),

approximately 375 participants were needed.

The multicollinearity assumption refers to a condition in which an examined
independent variable is highly correlated with other independent variables (Hair et al., 2010). A
good multiple regression model does not comply with such a high correlation (Pallant, 2016).
Multicollinearity reduces the regression coefficient trustworthiness, limits the size of predictive
powers, and hinders the effect of individual predictors (Field, 2013). This assumption can be
assessed through correlation coefficients among the variables, or Tolerance and Variance
Inflation Factor (VIF) statistics of each independent variable (Pallant, 2016). Correlation
coefficients should be less than 0.7, Tolerance values should be well above 0.2, and VIF values

are to be well below 10 (Field, 2013). When multicollinearity occurs, the researcher may
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remove the variables under such condition, combine them, or apply the model solely for

prediction and avoid interpreting the regression coefficients (Hair et al., 2010).

The outlier assumption relates to responding cases that significantly differ from the
majority of the data (Field, 2013). Some outliers may be influential cases that disproportionately
affect the regression results (Hair et al., 2010). Outliers can be identified by the distribution of
standardised residuals or z-scores. It is recommended that 95% of z-scores be between -1.96 and
1.96, 99% to lie within -2.58 and 2.58, and 99.9% to liec between -3.29 and 3.29 (Field, 2013).
For z-scores to remain outside these scopes suggests that the multiple regression model does not
fit well with the data and that cases with large z-scores may be the outliers (Field, 2013).
Influential cases can be determined by Cook’s Distance (COO) (Field, 2013). COO estimates
‘the overall influence of a case on the [regression] model’ (Field, 2013, p. 306) to identify
whether there is any inappropriate influence caused by that case (Pallant, 2016). Outliers should
be deleted only when they are seriously abnormal and unrepresentative of the population, or
researchers may risk limiting the analysis generalisability (Hair et al., 2010). It is suggested that
an outlier with the COO value under 1 is not necessarily deleted, as it has no substantial effect

on the regression analysis (Stevens, 1996).

The normality of residual assumption refers to the normal distribution of multiple
regression model residuals (Pallant, 2016). This means that there should not be many predicted
values of the dependent variable that differ from actual values (Field, 2013). This assumption
can be detected by the histogram and the normal probability plot of z-scores. The histogram
should resemble a symmetrical bell-shape, and the normal probability plot should form a
diagonal line (Field, 2013). The remedy for non-normal distribution involves data
transformation, such as inverse, squared, or cubed (Hair et al., 2010). It should be noted that
violation of this assumption only affects confidence intervals and significance tests of the

model’s parameters (regression coefficients) in a small sample, not in a large sample where
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outliers matter more than normality (Field, 2013). A large sample size of 200 or more can

neglect such a non-normality effect (Hair et al., 2010).

The linearity assumption requires predicted values of the dependent variable to form a
straight-line relationship with the residuals (Pallant, 2016). It is the most important assumption
because a multiple regression model is a linear design where the relationship between the
dependent variable and independent variable(s) is expected to form a straight line (Field, 2013).
To violate this assumption means that the model and its parameter estimates are invalid (Field,
2013). Linearity can be evaluated by a scatter plot of standardised predicted values against z-
scores (ZPRED vs. ZRESID). The point dispersion should not form any nonlinear pattern
otherwise nonlinearity can be indicated (Hair et al., 2010). Nonlinearity can be overcome by
formulating a new variable to represent the nonlinear relationship or transforming the data of

either or both variables by taking the squared (Hair et al., 2010).

The homoscedasticity assumption relates to homogeneity of the variance of residuals.
The variance of residuals should be similar at each level of the independent variables (Field,
2013). Homoscedasticity can be diagnosed using the ZPRED vs. ZRESID scatter plot. Cloud
dots are expected to be evenly spaced without a funnel-shaped form (Field, 2013). Failure to
meet this assumption biases the confidence intervals and significance tests of the regression
coefficients, as in the normality assumption, but regression coefficients themselves are still valid
(Field, 2013). This means the model can only explain the sample, not the population. Data
transformation, such as the inverse or square root is suggested when homoscedasticity cannot be

assumed (Hair et al., 2010).

The independence of residual assumption requires residuals of any two cases to be
uncorrelated. This means the error in the dependent variable prediction of one case should not
influence that of another case (Field, 2013). The dependence of residuals affects the validity of

confidence intervals and significance tests of regression coefficients, similar to violating the
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normality and homoscedasticity assumptions. The independence of residuals can be determined
by the Durbin-Watson test, which has a value of 2 to indicate that its residuals are uncorrelated

and values under 1 or above 3 are of great concern (Field, 2013).

All these assumptions were assessed for each multiple regression model to ensure that
its parameters were valid and that its findings could explain the population phenomenon. The

model evaluation was then performed to investigate its predicting ability.

Model evaluation

The predictive powers in each model relate to the coefficient of determination (R ?) and
coefficients of determination changes (4R ?). The R? and AR ? values range from 0 and 1 (Hair et
al., 2010), and to multiply them by 100 yields a percentage of the variance in the dependent
variable that can be explained by the independent variable(s) (Field, 2013). The R? value
demonstrates the amount of variance accounted for by all independent variables in the model
(Pallant, 2016), while the AR ? value illustrates the amount of variance explained by each
independent variable (Field, 2013). In this study, the R? values of the SBP._DCa, SBP DI,
SBP CLa, and SBP_NDa models indicated the powers of all personality domains to predict the
teachers’ preferences for each supervisory behavioural approach. Their 4R ? values explained
how each personality domain could predict a certain approach preference. The R * values of the
SBP DCg, SBP_DIg, SBP_CLg, and SBP_NDg models demonstrated the predictive powers of
the combination of personality and demographic variables. The AR ? values of these models also
allowed the researcher to compare the predictive power of personality with demographic

variables.

Independent variable evaluation
Standardised regression coefficients (beta or f) were examined to explain the relationship
between the personality domain and supervisory behavioural approach preferences. A

regression coefficient (b) can be used to indicate the relationship strength and direction between
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an independent variable and a dependent variable in a regression model. A multiple regression
model has several independent variables that may be in different measurement units. All
individual relationships in a multiple regression model need to be directly compared by their
betas (Field, 2013), since betas are regression coefficients of each independent variable that
conform to the same measurement unit. In this study, betas were estimated to compare the
strength of their relationship to each approach preference and to gauge the relationship direction
of each personality type to that preference. A higher beta showed a higher relationship strength.
A positive beta indicated a positive relationship of the Extraversion, Sensing, Thinking, or
Judging types to the preference, while a negative beta indicated the positive relationship of the
Introversion, Intuition, Feeling, or Perceiving types. Note that the interpretation of relationship
directions followed the operationalisation of personality domain scores in this study. Such
relationship directions unfolded the likelihood of how teachers in each personality type would

prefer or not prefer the approach.

4.5.2 Qualitative Data Analyses

The study’s qualitative data were analysed through content analysis and correlation analysis.
Content analysis was used to explore the teachers’ preference for supervisory behaviours.
Correlation analysis was utilised to investigate how this preference was influenced by their

personalities.

Content analysis

The study’s qualitative data were primarily analysed through content analysis. The analysis is
suggested for an investigation of a large amount of textual material (Grbich, 2013), which will
be described by using coding frame categorisation (Schreier, 2014). Content analysis possesses
several assets. First, it is highly systematic, as researchers are required to thoroughly examine
the data material and undergo steps in a definite order (Schreier, 2012). Second, it is a flexible

method that allows researchers to use either a concept-driven approach or a data-driven
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approach, or both to structure the material coding categories (Schreier, 2014). Third, the method
can help to reduce the explored data by limiting it to certain aspects relevant to the research
questions (Schreier, 2012). Finally, both qualitative and quantitative techniques can also be
applied to this method to provide results in both numbers and descriptions (Grbich, 2013). The
application of content analysis thus enabled the researcher to efficiently and effectively analyse
the participants’ open-ended responses. The results could provide both statistical evidence and a
textual description beyond the researcher’s prescriptive scope of supervisory behaviour

preference.

This study applied concept-driven and data-driven approaches to content analysis. The
concept-driven approach analysed data based on a theory or prior knowledge, while the data-
driven approach accounted for all content in the material (Schreier, 2014). Participants were
grouped according to their personality type (E, I, S, N, T, F, J, and P); their responses were
classified into coding frame categories. The researcher read all responses repeatedly to generate
a coding frame that covered all information in these responses. In line with Schreier’s (2014)
suggestion, the coding frame categories were structured through concept-driven and data-driven
approaches. The main categories were developed based on the exploration scope of the study
(concept-driven approach), and subcategories were generated inductively from the existing data
in each response (data-driven approach). The researcher then coded the data after repeatedly

reading through the responses and classifying their textual units into coding frame categories.

Furthermore, coded data were transformed into numeric data. Coded data from a
qualitative analysis can be quantitatively reported by the quantification of the coded data into
frequencies and percentages in coding categories (Schreier, 2014). A frequency and percentage
in one category may be obtained through the count of responses where textual units are
classified into that category (Creswell & Clark, 2018). These transformed qualitative data can

also be incorporated into statistical analyses and integrated with quantitative findings in a mixed
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methods study (Creswell & Clark, 2018). In this study, each emergent category was transformed
into a dichotomous variable. The variable indicated the presence (scored as 1) or absence
(scored as 0) of the category for each participant’s response. Frequencies and percentages of
responses with regard to each category were calculated to provide numeric information of the
teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference beyond the study’s prescriptive theory. These

measures were then statistically tested with correlation analysis.

Correlation analysis

Correlation analysis was employed to statistically investigate the association between the
teachers’ personalities and their supervisory behaviour preference based on emergent categories
from content analysis. The point-biserial correlation coefficient () was selected from a range
of correlation coefficients, since the measure can indicate the relationship between a discrete
dichotomous variable (no underlying continuum) and a metric variable (Field, 2013). The
coefficient value determines the strength and direction of a relationship. This value ranges from
-1 to +1 where -1 indicates a perfect negative association, 0 indicates no association, and +1
indicates a perfect positive association (Chao, 2017). It has been suggested that a correlation
coefficient value of .1 represents a small relationship strength between two variables, a value
of +.3 suggests a medium strength, and a value of +.5 assumes a large strength (Field, 2013).
The examined variables of this study involved personality domains measured in metric data and
preference categories transformed into discrete dichotomous data. It was deemed appropriate to

apply point-biserial correlation analysis to investigate their relationship.

There are assumptions to be evaluated prior to the point-biserial correlation analysis, so
that the meaning of its estimates is valid. These assumptions related to the level of
measurement, normal distribution, and linearity (Chao, 2017). The level of measurement
assumption refers to accurate types of data on examined variables. The point-biserial correlation

analysis requires one to be a dichotomous nominal variable and another to be a continuous
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variable measured on either an interval or ratio scale (Chao, 2017). Other type of correlation

analysis should be applied if two variables are not under such measurement condition.

The normal distribution assumption relates to the data distribution of a continuous
variable, which is to be normally distributed for each level of the dichotomous variable (Chao,
2017). For this study, it meant that the personality domain scores in the presence level (1) and
absence level (0) of each preference category should normally distribute. The researcher
assessed this assumption by using the Shario-Wilk test, which showed whether data distribution
was significantly different from a normal distribution (Field, 2013), thus the insignificant result
assumed the normal distribution of the dataset. To violate this assumption, confidence intervals

and significance tests of the analysis parameters will be affected (Field, 2013).

The linearity assumption concerns the linear relationship of two variables. It is
suggested that two variables should be linearly related, otherwise the correlation model is
invalid (Field, 2013). The linear relationship in a point-biserial correlation analysis can be
assumed when data on each variable are normally distributed (Chao, 2017), but normal
distribution concerns the data on an interval or ratio scale, not those on a nominal or ordinal
scale (Hair et al., 2010). The point-biserial correlation analysis includes both a nominal variable
and a continuous variable (on the interval or ratio scale). The normality examination may thus
be needed only for data on a continuous variable to validate the linearity assumption. It is also
important to note that a sample size of more than 200 participants can neglect the effects of non-

normality (Hair et al., 2010).

In this study, variable pairs that achieved the analysis assumptions were estimated for
their point-biserial correlation coefficients. The measures explained the relationship strengths
between each personality domain and emergent preference categories. They also indicated the
relationship direction that revealed the inclination of how teachers in each personality type

preferred supervisory conditions in each emergent category.
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4.6 Convergence of Quantitative and Qualitative Strands

The quantitative and qualitative data of this study were separately collected and analysed. The
results from the two datasets were then integrated during interpretation where the qualitative
analysis results were used to validate and amplify those from quantitative analyses. The
teachers’ preference for supervisory behaviours was interpreted via a comparison of the results
from mean calculation of the relative preference scores for supervisory behavioural approaches
and the results from content analysis of the participants’ verbatim responses about supervisory
preference. The influence of personality on teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference was
interpreted through a comparison of the results from multiple regression analysis where the
supervisory preference was predicted by personality and the results from correlation analysis
between personality and categories emerged from content analysis. The emergent categories,
quantified data, and participants’ verbatim communication unveiled the supervisory behaviour
preference of teachers through their own voices. The correlation analysis results also offer
further statistical evidence regarding the personality-supervisory preference relationship. The
integration of quantitative results with qualitative results enabled the researcher to understand

the study’s topics more insightfully than the sole reliance on either one of them.

4.7 Ethical Issues

Ethics approval of this study was sought and granted by the Human Research Ethics committee
of the University of New South Wales (Appendix A). The study’s measurement caused no harm
to the participants. Instead, it allowed them to understand their personality and be aware of
available supervisory behavioural approaches that may suit them. Participation in the research
was voluntary and participants’ identities remained anonymous throughout the project. The
confidentiality of data was secured as they were anonymously administrated. Data were only

accessible to the researcher and supervisors.
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4.8 Summary

This chapter has presented the research methodology applied in this study. The study utilised a
convergent mixed methods research approach to gain a comprehensive understanding of Thai
in-service teachers’ preference for supervisory behaviours and to identify how their personality
influences their preference. The closed and open question methodology was applied to
quantitatively and qualitatively collect data. The research measurement involved the MBTI
Form G instrument to assess teachers’ personalities and the SBPA instrument to measure their
supervisory behaviour preference. The SBPA, a modification of Glickman and colleagues’
(2018) SIBQ, in conjunction with the AHP method, were utilised to gain precise and
meaningful information on the subject matter. The MBTI and SBPA instruments were piloted
and assessed to be valid for the measurement of this study’s variables. Quantitative data were
analysed through the mean calculation and multiple regression analysis. Qualitative data were
analysed by content analysis and correlation analysis. In this study, qualitative results were used
to validate and amplify the quantitative results. Results from two data sources are presented

separately in the Chapters 5 and 6.
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CHAPTER 5:
QUANTITATIVE RESULTS

The current study applied a mix methods design to investigate the preference of Thailand’s in-
service teachers for supervisory behaviours and how this preference is influenced by
personality. This chapter presents the results from the quantitative data analyses in this study.
These analyses included the frequency and percentage calculations to provide the sample’s
background information, the mean calculation to explain the teachers’ preferences for
supervisory behavioural approaches, and multiple regression analysis to describe the powers of
personality domains to predict the teachers’ preferences. These data analyses were performed
using IBM SPSS Statistics Version 25. The interpretation of the results are also provided where

appropriate.

5.1 Background Information

The background information of the research participants concerns their demographics and
personality types. The participants were Thailand’s in-service teachers in the basic education
system (K to 12) selected through multistage cluster random sampling according to six

Thailand’s regions: Centre, North, South, East, West, and Northeast.

Five hundred and forty-six teachers responded to the research survey. The number of
responses exceeded the determined sample size (384 participants), and each region had
responses above the expected minimum number (64 participants). There were 130 teachers from
the Centre region, 92 from the North, 95 from the South, 73 from the East, 86 from the West,
and 70 from the Northeast. The collected responses were not all usable. Eighty-six of them
provided inadequate data to analyse either personality domain scores or relative preference
scores for supervisory behavioural approaches. Twenty-seven responses provided only the

demographic information in Section One, 25 responses did not complete the personality
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measurement in Section Two, and 34 responses did not answer the supervisory preference
questions in Section Three. These errors in responses were removed, leaving 460 responses to

undergo data analyses.

5.1.1 Demographics

Respondent teachers were asked to identify their gender, age, years of teaching experience,
education level, subject area of expertise, grade level of teaching, and school region. The age
and years of experience were later categorised into groups of 10-year intervals. The frequencies

and percentages of these respondents’ demographics are illustrated in Table 5.1.

Table 5.1

Frequencies and Percentages of Demographics (N = 460)

Demographics Frequency Percent

Gender

Male 96 20.9

Female 364 79.1
Age (years)

21-25 42 9.1

26-30 85 18.5

31-35 71 15.4

36-40 74 16.1

41-45 70 15.2

46-50 42 9.1

>50 76 16.5

Years of teaching experience

0-5 145 31.5
6-10 89 19.3
11-15 64 13.9
16-20 41 8.9
21-25 53 11.5
26-30 31 6.7
>30 37 8.0
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Demographics Frequency Percent
Education levels
Bachelor’s 279 60.7
Master’s 178 38.7
Doctorate 3 0.7

Subject area of expertise

Thai Language 67 14.6
Social Studies 56 12.2
Mathematics 81 17.6
Science 85 18.5
Foreign Language 73 15.9
Career and Technology 41 8.9
Physical Education 19 4.1
Arts and Music 24 52
Childhood Education 9 2.0
Guidance 5 1.1

Grade level of teaching

Kindergarten 24 5.2
Primary 181 393
Secondary 255 55.4

School region

Centre 107 233
North 84 18.3
South 84 18.3
East 51 11.1
West 75 16.3
Northeast 59 12.8

Some biases and dispersions were identified among the sample’s demographics. Data were
substantially inclined toward female (79.1%), bachelors’ degree (60.7%), and secondary level of
teaching (55.4%). Although the sample occupied a wide range of ages, most of the teachers
were in their first 5 years of teaching (31.5%). The subject area of expertise and the school

region obtained reasonably distributed data.
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5.1.2 Personality Types

The MBTI Form G instrument was used to obtain the teachers’ scores in four personality
domains: (i) Extraversion versus Introversion (E-I); (ii) Sensing versus Intuition (S-N); (iii)
Thinking versus Feeling (T-F); and (iv) Judging versus Perceiving (J-P). The researcher
examined the domain scores and classified responding teachers into their personality types. The

frequencies and percentages of each personality types in the sample are shown in Table 5.2.

There were almost equal numbers of participating teachers identified as Extraversion
(44.6%) and Introversion (55.4%), despite a slightly higher number of introverts. Almost all
sampled teachers were placed in Sensing (91.3%), while very few were in Intuition (8.7%). The
majority of the sample were Thinking (73.5%) and Judging (82.0%) types, compared with

Feeling (26.5%) and Perceiving (18.0%), respectively.

Table 5.2

Frequencies and Percentages in Each MBTI Personality Types (N = 460)

MBTI personality type Frequency Percent

Extraversion versus Introversion domain
Extraversion 205 44.6
Introversion 255 55.4

Sensing versus Intuition domain
Sensing 420 91.3
Intuition 40 8.7

Thinking versus Feeling domain
Thinking 338 73.5
Feeling 122 26.5

Judging versus Perceiving domain
Judging 377 82.0
Perceiving 83 18.0
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5.2 Preference for Supervisory Behavioural Approaches

The participating teachers were given a supervision scenario and asked to compare their
preferences among four alternatives that represented four supervisory behavioural approaches:
(1) Directive Control (DC); (ii) Directive Informational (DI); (iii) Collaborative (CL); and (iv)
Nondirective (ND). The AHP method was applied to derive their relative preference scores for
the four approaches. The means and standard deviations of each score were calculated (Table

5.3).

Table 5.3

Means and Standard Deviations of Relative Preference Scores for Supervisory Behavioural Approaches

Supervisory behavioural approach M (N =460) SD
Directive Control approach 0.1388 0.1321
Directive Informational approach 0.1885 0.0751
Collaborative approach 0.3980 0.1555
Nondirective approach 0.2747 0.1348

The preference scores shown in Table 5.3 are on a relative scale. The maximum score is 1.0000
which means the approach is absolutely preferred, and the minimum score is zero meaning the
approach is not preferred at all. On average, the teachers preferred CL to the other three (M =
0.3980, SD = 0.1555). The second preferred approach was ND (M = 0.2747, SD = 0.1348). DC
was the least preferred approach (M = 0.1388, SD = 0.1321), despite the mean being quite close
to that of DI (M = 0.1885, SD = 0.0751). The standard deviations showed relatively normal
dispersions of the scores in CL, ND and DI preferences, but seemed to demonstrate a non-
normal distribution of the score in DC. A data non-normal distribution has been suggested to be
problematic for a small sample size of less than 200 participants (Hair et al., 2010). This study’s

sample size was 460, therefore, no concern was raised about the data distribution. The relative
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preference scores illustrated that CL was about 1.5 times more preferred than ND, twice more

preferred than DI, and three times more preferred than DC.

5.3 Predictive Power of Personality for Supervisory Behaviour
Preference

In this section, the power of personality to predict teachers’ preferences for each supervisory
behavioural approach was investigated. Multiple regression analyses utilising the Blockwise
Entry method were performed to obtain information in two aspects: predictive powers of each
personality domain for each supervisory approach preference; and (ii) comparisons between the
predictive power of overall personality domains and that of demographic variables. The

following two sections represent the analysis results of these two aspects.

5.3.1 Predictive Powers of Personality Domains

Four multiple regression models were formulated. Each model had one dependent variable
among the relative preference scores for the Directive Control approach (SBP_DC), Directive
Informational approach (SBP_DI), Collaborative approach (SBP_CL), and Nondirective
approach (SBP_ND). The models were named as SBP_ DCa, SBP_DIa, SBP_CL4, and

SBP NDa, after their dependent variables. The four models had the same set of independent
variables, which were the personality scores of the Extraversion versus Introversion domain
(D_EI), Sensing versus Intuition domain (D_SN), Thinking versus Feeling domain (D_TF), and
Judging versus Perceiving domain (D_JP). These formulated models were separately assessed,

and their related results are reported in the following subsections.

Prediction for Directive Control approach preference: SBP_DCa model
This multiple regression model concentrated on how the Thailand’s teachers’ preference for the
Directive Control approach to supervisory behaviours could be predicted by the four personality

domains. The model had initially violated the assumption of homoscedasticity. This violation
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was remedied through the transformation of SBP_DC data into their inverse, as suggested by
Hair et al. (2010). The inverse variable was named as SBP_INV_DC and added to the model as
a new dependent variable. The model was then renamed as SBP_INV_DCj4 to avoid any
confusion. Evaluations of analysis assumptions, model, and independent variables were

conducted for this re-formulated model, explained as follows.

Analysis assumption evaluation

The sample size and multicollinearity assumptions of this model were achieved. The
recommended sample size for multiple regression analysis with four independent variables was
at least 60, given that 15 cases were needed per variable (Field, 2013). The study’s sample size
well exceeded the guideline, as it totalled 460 participants. The model independent variables
also had no multicollinearity issue, since all the correlations were well below 0.7, the highest
being 0.235 (D_TF and D_JP correlations) and the lowest was 0.015 (D_El and D TF
correlations). Each independent variable also obtained the Tolerance and VIF values very well
under the recommended limits (Tolerance to be above 0.2 and VIF below 10). The

multicollinearity estimates of the independent variables are shown in Table 5.4

Table 5.4

Muilticollinearity Statistics of Independent Variables in SBP_INV_DCa Model

Correlations
Inngii:;:}:nt D_EI D_SN D_TF D_Jp folerance viF
D EI 1.000 -.020 -.010 130 979 1.022
D SN -.020 1.000 -.079 182 .949 1.054
D TF -.010 -.079 1.000 237 .926 1.080
D JP 130 182 237 1.000 .884 1.131

Note that the sample size and multicollinearity assumptions did not relate to the dependent

variable of the models. They apply only to the proportion of the participant number to the
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model’s independent variables and correlations among the independent variables. The
SBP_INV_DC,, SBP_DIa, SBP_CL4, and SBP_ NDA models were from the same sample and
had identical independent variables, therefore, the SBP_DIa, SBP_CL4, and SBP_NDx models
also achieved two assumptions similar to the SBP_INV_DCj4 model. The researcher then
omitted the evaluation of the sample size and multicollinearity assumptions for the SBP_DlI,4,

SBP_CL4, and SBP_ND4 models.

The outlier assumption of this model was assessed by the z-score distribution and COO
values. From the measures in Table 5.5, the SBP_INV_DCx model slightly violated the z-score
distribution guidelines. The z-score percentage in the -3.29 to 3.29 range was below the
guideline by 0.12%, but the percentages in the other two ranges were above the recommended
values. There was also no case with COO above 1. This meant that the overall influence of each
case on the model did not cause any concern. The indicated outlier can thus be retained because

it did not inappropriately influence the model coefficients.

Table 5.5

Frequencies and Percentages of Cases Based on Outlier Statistics of SBP_INV_DCa Model (N = 460)

Z-scores Z-scores Z-scores COO
-1.96 to 1.96 -2.58 to 2.58 -3.29 to 3.29 >1
f % f % f % f
441 95.87 459 99.78 459 99.78 0

The assumptions of normality of residuals, linearity, homoscedasticity, and independence of
residuals were met. The z-score histogram obtained a relatively symmetrical bell shape, and the
normal probability plot formed a diagonal straight line (Figure 5.1). This suggested the normal
distribution of residuals. The scatter plot of regression standardised residuals (ZRESID) and the
regression standardised predicted value (ZPRED) depicted neither a curve form nor a funnel

shape, thus linearity and homoscedasticity assumptions were achieved (Figure 5.2). The
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residuals were also independent from one another, since the Durbin-Watson value was at 1.994.
Having achieved these assumptions, the model and its regression coefficients were assumed to

be valid, as were confidence intervals and significance tests.

Figure 5.1

Histogram (Left) and Normal Probability Plot (Right) of Z-Scores of SBP_INV_DCa Model

Figure 5.2

Scatter Plot of ZRESID and ZPRED of SBP_INV_DCa Model
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According to the above evaluation, the SBP_INV_DCa model had met all multiple regression
assumptions. These included the sample size, multicollinearity, outliers, as well as normality,
homoscedasticity, linearity, and independence of residuals. It was therefore assumed that each
case appropriately represented and legitimatised the population, model and regression

coefficients, resulting in confidence intervals and significance tests being valid.

Model evaluation

In this step, coefficients of determination (R %) and coefficients of determination changed (4R ?)
of the SBP_INV_DCa model were estimated by means of the Blockwise Entry method of
multiple regression. Independent variables D _EI, D SN, D TF, and D _JP were sequentially
entered into the model. The R? value was measured to indicate how the Directive Control
approach preference could be predicted by the overall personality domain, and 4R ? values were

estimated to explain predictive abilities of each domain (Tables 5.6 and 5.7).

Table 5.6

Summary of SBP_INV_DCa Model

Std. error Change statistics
Independent 2
. R of the .
variable timat AR? F daf1 af2 Sig. F
estimate Change Change
D EI .0142 1318163 .014 6.648 1 458 .010
D SN .016° 1319511 .002 0.861 1 457 354
D TF .027¢ 1314275 011 4.938 1 456 .027
D JpP .027¢ 1315642 .000 0.117 1 455 7132

aPredictors: (Constant) and D_EI. Predictors: (Constant), D_EI, and D_SN. “Predictors: (Constant),
D _EI, D SN, and D_TF. Predictors: (Constant), D_EI, D SN, D _TF, and D_JP.
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Table 5.7

ANOVA of SBP_INV_DCa Model

Model Sum of Squares df S?E::e F Sig.
SBP_INV_DC,4 | Regression 697.827 4 174.457 3.151 .014
Residual 25193.532 455 55.370
Total 25891.359 459

The overall personality domains could significantly explain 2.7% of the variance in the
Directive Control approach inverse preference (R? = .027, F [4,455] =3.151, p = .014). D_EI
obtained the highest predictive power. It significantly accounted for 1.4% of the inverse
preference variance (4R ?* = .014, F [1, 458] = 6.648, p = .010). This was followed by D_TF
which significantly explained 1.1% of the variance at 95% confidence level (4R*= 011, F[1,
456]1=4.938, p=.027). D_SN and D_JP did not have any significant predictive power for this

preference.

Independent variable evaluation

To gauge the relationship of each personality domain to the Directive Control approach
preference required standardised regression coefficients (betas or Bs). The betas of each
personality domains were measured and evaluated to indicate relationship strengths and
directions. They also explained the likelihood of this preference based on each personality type.

The SBP_INV_DCx model coefficients are demonstrated in Table 5.8
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Table 5.8

Regression Coefficients of SBP_INV_DCa Model

Unstandardised coefficients
Model p t Sig.
b Std. Error

SBP_INV_DCa (Constant) 12.673 0.701 18.074 .000
D EI 0.096 0.037 122 2.616 .009

D SN -0.032 0.049 -.031 -0.663 .507

D TF 0.094 0.042 .107 2.233 .026

D Jp -0.012 0.036 -.017 -0.343 732

D Eland D_TF obtained a significant relationship with the approach inverse preference. The
betas of D_El and D_TF were .122 (p =.009) and .107 (p = .026). The positive betas indicated a
positive relationship of two personality domains to the approach inverse preference. This meant
that the level of approach inverse preference was likely to increase when scores on these
domains increased. The values also suggested that extraverted teachers were inclined to prefer
the Directive Control approach less so than introverted teachers, and Thinking teachers seemed

to favour this approach less than Feeling teachers.

D SN and D _JP had an insignificant relationship with the approach inverse preference.
D_SN tended to gain a stronger relationship (B =-.031, p =.507) than D_JP (B =-.017,p =
.732). Their betas suggested that D_SN and D _JP were inclined to have a negative relationship
with this inverse preference, but their relationships were not justifiable. The likelihood of the
approach preference based on Sensing, Intuition, Judging, and Perceiving types was also not

assumable.

To conclude, the SBP_INV_DC4 model investigation, and the set of personality
domains could predict the preference for the Directive Control approach. The four domains
jointly could significantly account for 2.7% of the variance in the preference (p = .014), but only

two domains appeared to be preference predictors. The Extraversion versus Introversion domain
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was the best predictor that significantly accounted for 1.4% of the preference variance (p =
.010), followed by the Thinking versus Feeling domain which significantly explained the 1.1%
of the variance (p = .027). The Directive Control approach was also inclined to be preferred by

Introversion and Feeling type teachers more than Extraversion and Thinking types.

Prediction for Directive Informational approach preference: SBP_DIa model

The SBP_DIx model demonstrated how Thailand’s teachers’ preference for the Directive
Informational approach to supervisory behaviours could be predicted by Extraversion versus
Introversion, Sensing versus Intuition, Thinking versus Feeling, and Judging versus Perceiving
domains. Results of analysis assumptions, model, and independent variable evaluations are

provided in the following sections.

Analysis assumption evaluation

The assessed assumptions involved the sample size, multicollinearity, outliers, normality of
residuals, linearity of residuals, homoscedasticity of residuals, and independence of residuals.
The sample size and multicollinearity assumptions of the SBP_DI4 model were achieved along

with those of the SBP_INV_DC4 model, but other assumptions still needed to be diagnosed.

The outlier statistics of the SBP_DIs model are shown in Table 5.9. Estimates suggested
that no significant outlier exists in this model. The z-score distribution in the three ranges (-1.96
to 1.96, -2.58 to 2.58, and -3.29 to 3.29) followed the recommended percentages. COO values
of all cases were also under 1, which indicated that no undue influential case existed in the

sample. The model coefficients were then considered valid.
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Table 5.9

Frequency and Percentage of Cases Based on Outlier Statistics of SBP_DIa Model (N = 460)

Z-scores Z-scores Z-scores (6{0]0)
-1.96 to 1.96 -2.58 to 2.58 -3.29 to 3.29 >1
S/ % f % f % f
448 97.39 460 100.00 460 100.00 0

The normal distribution and homoscedasticity of the model’s residuals reasonably met the
assumptions. The z-score histogram obtained a symmetrical bell-shape, although not perfectly,
and the normal probability plot seemingly formed a diagonal line (Figure 5.3). This suggested
that the distribution of the residuals was comparatively normal. The effect of non-normality can
also be neglected for a large sample size of 200 or more cases (Hair et al., 2010), such as in this
study. The scatter plot of ZRESID and ZPRED also supported the model linearity and
homoscedasticity (Figure 5.4). The cloud dots dispersed quite randomly and evenly without
forming a curvy or funnel-like shape. The confidence intervals and significance tests of the

model’s regression coefficients therefore stayed unaffected.

Figure 5.3

Histogram (Left) and Normal Probability Plot (Right) of Z-Scores of SBP_DIx Model

130



The supervisory behaviour preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers

Figure 5.4

Scatter Plot of ZRESID and ZPRED of SBP_DIa Model

The model also achieved the residual independence assumption. The Durbin-Watson value was
2.071, which suggested that the model’s residuals were considerably independent from one
another. Such independency provided another justification for confidence intervals and

significance tests of model coefficients.

The SBP_DIA model had met all the required assumptions for multiple regression
analysis, which included the sample size, multicollinearity, and outliers, as well as the residual
normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, and independency, provided the assumption

achievement, model coefficients and the result generalisability were valid.

Model evaluation

In this step, the R? and AR ? values of the SBP_DI model were estimated via the Blockwise
Entry method of multiple regression. D EI, D SN, D TF, and D _JP were sequentially entered
into the model. The R? value was measured to indicate how the preference for the Directive

Informational approach could be predicted by the overall personality domain, and AR ? values
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were estimated to explain the predictive powers of each domain. The R 2, AR? values and related

statistics are shown in Tables 5.10 and 5.11.

Table 5.10

Summary of SBP_DIa Model

Change statistics
Marable | K| meemate | agr | F Sig. F
AR change a1 a2 change
D EI .0222 .0743792 .022 10.291 1 458 .001
D SN .024° .0743910 .002 0.855 1 457 356
D TF .025¢ .0744138 .002 0.719 1 456 397
D Jp .029¢ .0743622 .003 1.633 1 455 202

“Predictors: (Constant) and D_EI. "Predictors: (Constant), D_EI, and D_SN. °Predictors: (Constant),
D _EL D_SN, and D_TF. 9Predictors: (Constant), D_EI, D_SN, D_TF, and D_JP.

Table 5.11

ANOVA of SBP_DIa Model

Model sSquul:r(g 4 sltl/llf::e F Sig.
SBP_DIa Regression .075 4 .019 3.376 .010
Residual 2.516 455 .006
Total 2.591 459

The preference for the Directive Informational approach could be predicted by the personality
domain. The overall domains significantly explained approximately 3.0% of the variance in the
preference at 99% confidence level (R? =.029, F' [4, 455] =3.376, p = .010). Only D _El was a
significant predictor. The domain accounted for 2.2% of the variance in the preference at a
confidence level of 99.9% (AR?=.022, F[1,458] = 10.291, p = .001). The other three domains
also acquired predictive powers, although not significant. The preference variance was
explained at 0.3% by D_JP (AR?=.003, F'[1,455] = 1.633, p=.202), 0.2% by D_SN (AR? =

002, F[1,457] = .855, p = .356), and 0.2% by D_TF (AR> = .002, F [1, 456] = .719, p = .397).
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Independent variable evaluation

In this evaluation, betas were estimated to explain the relationship of each personality domain to
the Directive Informational approach preference, and preference inclinations of teachers in each
personality type. The SBP_DIx model coefficients and related measures are shown in Table

5.12.

Table 5.12

Regression Coefficients of SBP_DIa Model

Unstandardised

Model coefficients B P Sig.

b Std. error
SBP DI4 (Constant) 0.193 0.007 27.504 .000
D EI -0.001 0.000 -.140 -2.999 .003
D SN 0.000 0.000 -.027 -0.564 .573
D TF 0.000 0.000 .055 1.153 .250
D Jp 0.000 0.000 -.063 -1.278 202

Only D_EI obtained a significant relationship with the approach preference. The domain had a
negative relationship with the preference at a confidence level of 99% (B =-.140, p = .003). The
negative relationship suggested that introverted teachers are likely to prefer the Directive

Informational approach more so than extraverted teachers.

D SN, D_TF, and D_JP had an insignificant relationship with the approach preference.
D_JP had the strongest relationship ( = -.063, p = .202) among the three domains. This was
followed by D TF (B =.055, p=.250) and D _SN (B =-.027, p = .573), respectively. Their betas
indicated that the approach preference had a negative relationship with D_JP and D SN and a
positive relationship with D_TF, but these relationships could not be justified. The preference
tendencies of teachers identified as Sensing, Intuition, Thinking, Feeling, Judging, and

Perceiving types were also not assumable.
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To conclude the SBP_DIa model investigation, the Directive Informational approach
preference could be predicted by the personality domain. Generally, all domains could
significantly explain about 3.0% of the variance in the preference (p = .010), of which the
Extraversion versus Introversion domain alone accounted for 2.2% (p = .001). Only the
Extraversion versus Introversion domain had a significant relationship with the approach
preference. It was indicated that the Directive Informational approach was likely preferred by

introverted teachers more so than extraverted teachers.

Prediction for Collaborative approach preference: SBP_CLa model

The SBP_CL4 model was formulated to explore how the Thailand’s teachers’ preference for the
Collaborative approach to supervisory behaviours could be predicted by the Extraversion versus
Introversion, Sensing versus Intuition, Thinking versus Feeling, and Judging versus Perceiving
domains. The assumptions, the model, and the independent variables were assessed in the

following evaluations.

Analysis assumption evaluation

The assumptions to be assessed involved the sample size, multicollinearity, outliers, normality
of residuals, linearity of residuals, homoscedasticity of residuals, and independence of residuals.
It was not necessary to assess the sample size and multicollinearity because they had been
assumed to be valid, along with the SBP_ DCa model, but other assumptions were evaluated

respectively.

Table 5.13

Frequency and Percentage of Cases Based on Outlier Statistics of SBP_CLa Model (N = 460)

z-scores Z-scores Z-scores (6{0]0)
-1.96 to 1.96 -2.58 to 2.58 -3.29 to 3.29 >1
f Y f Y f % f
458 99.57 460 100.00 460 100.00 0
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According to measures in Table 5.13, no substantial outlier was found in this model. The
z-score percentages in all three ranges complied with the guidelines. Also, no case was found to
influence the model’s coefficients, since COO values were all under 1, therefore, model

parameters were justifiable.

The SBP_CL4 model’s residuals obtained a moderately normal distribution. The z-score
histogram depicted a fairly symmetrical bell-like shape, and the normal probability plot
formation almost aligned with a diagonal straight line (Figure 5.5). This suggested normal
distribution of the model’s residuals, not to mention that the effect of non-normality is
negligible in a large sample of more than 200 cases (Hair et al., 2010), such as this study. The

confidence intervals and significance tests of the model’s coefficients thus stayed valid.

Figure 5.5

Histogram (Left) and Normal Probability Plot (Right) of the Z-Scores of SBP_CLa Model

The scatter plot of ZRESID and ZPRED assumed the model linearity and homoscedasticity
(Figure 5.6). The dot distribution was relatively random and even, and no curvy or funnel-like
shape was formed. This validated the regression coefficients, as well as their confidence

intervals and significance tests.
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Figure 5.6

Scatter Plot of ZRESID and ZPRED of SBP_CLa Model

The SBP_CL4 model also had independent residuals justified by the Durbin-Watson test. The
Durbin-Watson value was estimated to be 2.052 which is at close proximity to 2, being the
recommended value. It could be assumed that residuals were considerably uncorrelated to one
another, and this warranted confidence intervals and significance tests of the model’s

coefficients.

The SBP_CL4 model had achieved all multiple regression assumptions, including the
sample size, multicollinearity, and outliers, as well as the residual normality, linearity,
homoscedasticity, and independence. The model’s parameters were valid, and results were

referable to the population.

Model evaluation

The Blockwise Entry method was applied to estimate the R and AR ? values of the SBP_CL
model. Each personality domain was sequentially entered to the model as independent variables.
The R ? value was measured to indicate how preference for the Collaborative approach could be

predicted by the overall personality domains, and AR ? values were estimated to explain the
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predictive powers of each domain. Coefficients and related statistics are shown in Tables 5.14

and 5.15.

Table 5.14

Summary of SBP_CLa Model

Std. error Change statistics
Independent 2
variable R of the 2 F Sig. F
estimate AR change df1 df2 change
D _EI .001* 1556385 .001 0.255 1 458 .614
D SN .001° 1557861 .000 0.133 1 457 716
D TF .002¢ 1558725 .001 0.493 1 456 483
D JP .003¢ .1559806 .001 0.368 1 455 .544

“Predictors: (Constant) and D_EI. "Predictors: (Constant), D_EI, and D_SN. °Predictors: (Constant),

D EI, D SN, and D _TF. ¢Predictors: (Constant), D EI, D SN, D_TF, and D_JP.

Table 5.15

ANOVA of SBP_CLa Model

Model sSquul:r(g 4 sltl/llf::e F Sig.
SBP _CLA | Regression .030 4 .008 0.312 .870
Residual 11.070 455 .024
Total 11.100 459

The approach preference was barely predicted by the personality domains. The overall domains

could account for only 0.3% for the preference variance (R? = .003, F' [4, 455] = .312, p = .870).

There were three domains with equal predictive powers: (i) D_EI; (ii) D_TF; and (iii) D_JP,

each explaining 0.1% of the variance on the preference. D_EI obtained AR?=.001, F (1, 458) =

255, p=.614, D _TF obtained AR?=.001, F (1, 456) = .493, p = .483, and D_JP obtained AR?

=.001, F (1,455)=.368, p=.544. D_SN did not contain any predicting ability for the approach

preference (AR? = .000).
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Independent variable evaluation

In this step, the betas of each personality domain were measured and the values were assessed to
explore the relationship of each domain to the Collaborative approach preference and tendencies
of teachers in each personality type to prefer the approach. The betas and related estimates of

the SBP_CLa model are shown in Table 5.16.

Table 5.16

Regression Coefficients of SBP_CLa Model

Unstandardised

Model coefficients B P Sig.

b Std. error
SBP CLa (Constant) 0.388 0.015 26.428 .000
D EI 0.000 0.001 .020 0.427 .670
D SN 0.000 0.001 .013 0.280 .780
D TF 0.000 0.001 .025 0.519 .604
D Jp 0.000 0.001 .030 0.607 .544

All personality domains gained positive relationships with the approach preference, but none of
them was significant. D_JP had the strongest relationship (f = .030, p = .544), followed by

D TF (B=.025,p=.604),D EI(B=.020,p =.670),and D SN (B =.013, p =.780),
respectively. The resultant relationships were not justifiable, since no significant result was
indicated. The preference inclinations for the Collaborative approach of the teachers in all

personality types could not be assumed.

To conclude the SBP_CL4 model investigation, the personality domains could not
predict the Collaborative approach preference. The four domains accounted for only 0.3% of the
preference variance (p = .870). The predictive powers and relationships derived from the
model’s coefficients insignificantly postulated the teachers’ behaviours, although the model was

valid and generalisable.
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Prediction for Nondirective approach preference: SBP_NDa model

The SBP_NDx model concerned how the teachers’ preference for the Nondirective behavioural
approach could be predicted by the Extraversion versus Introversion, Sensing versus Intuition,
Thinking versus Feeling, and Judging versus Perceiving domains. The assumptions, model, and

independent variables were sequentially evaluated.

Analysis assumption evaluation

The assumptions to be assessed involved sample size, multicollinearity, outliers, normality of
residuals, linearity of residuals, homoscedasticity of residuals, and independence of residuals.

The sample size and multicollinearity of the SBP_ NDa model were assumed valid, along with

the SBP_DCa model, but other assumptions still needed to be diagnosed.

No important outlier was found in this model. The measures in Table 5.17 show that the
z-score distribution conformed to the percentage guidelines in all diagnosed ranges (-1.96 to
1.96, -2.58 to 2.58, and -3.29 to 3.29). There was also no case with the COO value above 1.
Therefore, it can be assumed that no undue influential case existed in the sample. The model

coefficients were therefore justifiable.

Table 5.17

Frequency and Percentage of Cases Based on Outlier Statistics of SBP_NDa Model (N = 460)

Z-scores Z-scores Z-scores CO0O
-1.96 to 1.96 -2.58 to 2.58 -3.29 to 3.29 >1
f Yo f Yo f % f
437 95.00 460 100.00 460 100.00 0

The model residuals also had a normal distribution. The z-score histogram somewhat
demonstrated a symmetrical bell-shape, and the normal probability plot seemed to form a
diagonal line (Figure 5.7). These figures suggested that the residuals were normally distributed,

not to mention that the non-normality effect can be ignored in a sample of more than 200 cases
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(Hair et al., 2010) as in this study. Confidence intervals and significance tests of the regression

coefficients stayed unaffected.

Figure 5.7

Histogram (Left) and Normal Probability Plot (Right) of the Z-Scores of SBP_NDa Model

The SBP_NDa model achieved the linearity and homoscedasticity assumptions. The scatter plot
of ZRESID and ZPRED (Figure 5.8) illustrated a random dot distribution. There was no form of
curve or funnel appearing in the plot. These assumptions validated the regression coefficients,

as well as their confidence intervals and significance tests.

Figure 5.8

Scatter Plot of ZRESID and ZPRED of SBP_NDa Model
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The Durbin-Watson test suggested the SBP_ NDa model has independent residuals. The Durbin-
Watson value was 2.012, which justified that the model’s residuals were not correlated. The
correlation concern was caused only by the value under 1 or above 3. Confidence intervals and

significance tests of the regression coefficients were still valid.

The SBP_ND4 model had achieved all the assumptions required in multiple regression
analysis, which included the sample size, multicollinearity, and outliers, as well as the residual
normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, and independence. Given such achievement, model

coefficients were justifiable, and results could be referred to the population.

Model evaluation

In this evaluation, the R? and AR * values of the SBP_ND4 model were estimated via the
Blockwise Entry method of multiple regression. Independent variables D EI, D SN, D TF, and
D _JP were sequentially entered to the model. The R ? value indicated how the preference for the
Nondirective approach could be predicted by the overall personality domains, and AR ? values
indicated the predicting power of each domain. Such measures and related estimates are shown

in Tables 5.18 and 5.19.

Table 5.18

Summary SBP_NDa Model

Std. error Change statistics
Independent 2
variable R of the . F Sig. F
estimate AR change a1 a2 change
D EI 0172 1337805 .017 7.808 1 458 .005
D SN 017° 1339230 .000 0.026 1 457 871
D TF .018¢ 1339692 .001 0.684 1 456 409
D Jp .018¢ 1341087 .000 0.052 1 455 819

Predictors: (Constant) and D_EI. *Predictors: (Constant), D_EI, and D_SN. °Predictors: (Constant),
D_EI, D_SN, and D_TF. %Predictors: (Constant), D_EI, D_SN, D_TF, and D_JP.
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ANOVA of SBP_NDa Model

Model ssquulgrzt; af sIZﬁf::e F Sig.
SBP NDa | Regression 153 4 .038 2.133 .076
Residual 8.183 455 .018
Total 8.337 459

The approach preference could not be significantly predicted by the overall personality domain
but substantially predicted by one domain. The overall personality domains could explain 1.8%
of the variance in the preference (R?=.018, F' [4, 455] = 2.133, p = .076), however, it was not
statistically significant. D_EI significantly accounted for 1.7% of the preference variance at
99% confidence level (AR?=.017, F[1, 458] = 7.808, p = .005). The other three domains
obtained no significant predictive power. D_TF explained only 0.1% of the variance (AR* =
.001, F[1,456] =.684, p = .409). D_SN and D_JP did not have any predictive ability for the

approach preference (both had AR % = .000).

Independent variable evaluation

In this step, the betas of each personality domain were estimated to investigate their
relationships with the preference for the Nondirective approach and preference inclinations of
teachers in each personality type. Such coefficients and related measures are shown in Table

5.20.
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Table 5.20

Regression Coefficients of the SBP_NDa Model

Unstandardised

Model coefficients B ¢ Sig.

b Std. error
SBP NDj4 (Constant) 0.274 0.013 21.659 .000
D EI 0.002 0.001 128 2.731 .007
D SN 0.000 0.001 -.007 -0.142 .887
D _TF 0.001 0.001 .036 0.738 461
D Jp 0.000 0.001 .011 0.228 .819

Only D_EI had a significant relationship with the approach preference. The domain had a
positive relationship to the preference at 99% confidence level (f = .128, p =.007). This
positive relationship suggested that the Nondirective approach was likely preferred by

extraverted teachers more than introverted teachers.

D SN, D TF, and D _JP were indicated with no significant relationship to the approach
preference. D_TF obtained the strongest relationship among the three domains (f =.036, p =
.461). This was followed by D_JP (B =.011, p =.819) and D_SN (B =-.007, p = .887),
respectively. D TF and D_JP had a positive relationship with the approach preference, whereas
D_SN had a negative relationship. These relationships were not justifiable, as no significant
result was indicated. The preference inclinations based on the Sensing, Intuition, Thinking,

Feeling, Judging, and Perceiving types were not assumable.

To conclude the SBP_ND, model investigation, the preference for the Nondirective
approach was not significantly predicted by all four personality domains, but one. The set of
domains accounted for 1.8% of the variance in the approach preference (p = .076), but D_EI
alone could significantly explain 1.7% of the preference variance (p = .005). The D _EI

regression coefficient suggested that extraverted teachers tended to prefer the approach more
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than introverted teachers. Given that all analysis assumptions had been met, such results were

considered valid and generalisable.

Provided the assessments of the SBP_DCa, SBP_DIa, SBP_CL4, and SBP._ NDa
models, it is evident that the overall personality domains could significantly predict the
teachers’ preference for some supervisory behavioural approaches. The four domains together
accounted for 2.7% of the variance in the Directive Control approach inverse preference (R> =
.027, p = .014). They could explain about 3.0% of the variance in the Directive Informational
approach preference (R? = .029, p = .010). The domains could also explain 1.8% of the
variances in the Nondirective approach preference, despite its statistically insignificance (R? =

018, p =.076).

Result summary

Two personality domains appeared to have significant predictive powers. The Extraversion
versus Introversion domain was likely to be the best predictor, since it obtained more significant
predictive powers for approach preferences than the others. The domain could explain 1.4% of

the variance in the Directive Control inverse preference (AR?=.014, p = .010), 2.2% of the
variance in the Directive Informational approach preference (AR? =.022, p = .001), and 1.7% of

the variance in the Nondirective approach preference (AR? =.017, p = .005). It was suggested
that extraverted teachers tended to prefer the Nondirective approach more than introverted
teachers, while introverted teachers were likely to prefer the Directive Control and Directive
Informational approaches more than extraverted teachers. Another significant predictor was the
Thinking versus Feeling domain. The domain could account for 1.1% of the variance in the
Directive Control approach inverse preference (AR? =.011, p =.027). It was assumable that
Feeling teachers likely preferred the Directive Control approach more than Thinking teachers.
The Sensing versus Intuition and Judging versus Perceiving domains, however, obtained no

substantial predictive powers for any approach preference.

144



The supervisory behaviour preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers

The predictive powers of four personality domains for the teachers’ supervisory
behaviour preference had been explored. The comparison between the predictive power of
overall personality domains and that of demographic variables is presented in the next section to

provide a clearer understanding of the predicting ability of teachers’ personalities.

5.3.2 Predictive Powers of Personality and Demographics

In this section, the predictive power of personality for the teachers’ supervisory behaviour
preference was examined in comparison to those of the demographics. Four multiple regression
models were formulated: (i) SBP_DCs; (i) SBP_DlIg; (iii) SBP_CLg; and (iv) SBP_NDg to
predict the preferences for Directive Control, Directive Informational, Collaborative, and
Nondirective approaches, respectively. All four models contained the same independent
variables, which were personality (PERS), gender (GEN), age (AGE), years of teaching
experience (EXP), education level (EDU), subject area of expertise (SUBJ), grade level of

teaching (LEV), and school region (REG).

Dummy coding and the Blockwise Entry method were conducted in the analysis. The
researcher coded dummy variables to represent independent variables that were nonmetric.
These variables included all demographics except AGE and EXP. The dummy coding for each
nonmetric variable are demonstrated in Tables 5.21 to 5.25. The Blockwise Entry method was
applied to orderly enter each of the independent variable into the multiple regression models. It
began with PERS represented by four personality domain scores (D_EI, D SN, D _TF, and
D _JP), followed by AGE and EXP. The dummy variables that represented each nonmetric
variable were then entered into the models. This began with Dum_EDU1 and Dum_EDU2
(representing EDU), followed by Dum_SUBJ1- 9 (representing SUBJ), Dum_LEV1 and

Dum_LEV2 (representing LEV), and Dum_REGI1-5 (representing REG).
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Dummy Coding for Gender (GEN)

Dum_GEN
Male 0
Female 1
Table 5.22
Dummy Coding for Education Level (EDU)
Dum_EDU1 Dum_EDU2
Bachelor’s 0 0
Master’s 1 0
Doctorate 0 1
Table 5.23
Dummy Coding for Subject Area of Expertise (SUBJ)
Dum_ | Dum_ | Dum_ | Dum_ | Dum_ | Dum_ | Dum_ | Dum_ | Dum_
SUBJ1 | SUBJ2 | SUBJ3 | SUBJ4 | SUBJ5 | SUBJ6 | SUBJ7 | SUBJS | SUBJ9
Thai Language 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Social Studies 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mathematics 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Science 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Foreign 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Languages
Career &
Technology 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
Physical
Education 0 0 0 0 0 ! 0 0 0
Arts & Music 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Childhood
Education 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0
Guidance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
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Table 5.24

Dummy Coding for Grade Level of Teaching (LEV)

Dum_LEV1 Dum_LEV2
Kindergarten 1 0
Primary 0 1
Secondary 0 0

Table 5.25

Dummy Coding for School Region (REG)

Dum_REG1 | Dum_REG2 | Dum_REG3 | Dum_REG4 | Dum_REGS5
Centre 0 0 0 0 0
North 1 0 0 0 0
South 0 1 0 0 0
East 0 0 1 0 0
West 0 0 0 1 0
Northeast 0 0 0 0 1

Multiple regression assumptions were preliminarily assessed for each model, and their
predictive powers were assessed via the model evaluation. The following subsections report the

results of these evaluation steps.

Analysis assumption evaluation

Analysis assumptions needed to be achieved to validate the SBP_DCg, SBP_DIg, SBP_CLg,
and SBP_NDg models. These assumptions concerned the sample size, multicollinearity,
outliers, normality of residuals, linearity, homoscedasticity, and independence of residuals
(Pallant, 2016). The sample size, multicollinearity assumptions could be assessed at once for all
formulated models, since these models had the same sample and independent variables. Other

assumptions were separately evaluated for each model.
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The sampled size required for multiple regression analysis depended on a number of
independent variables. It was recommended that 10 to 15 cases were needed for each
independent variable (Field, 2013). Each examined model had a total of 25 independent
variables, including four personality variables and 21 demographic variables. Furthermore, 357
cases were required to perform the analysis. The study’s sample size met the requirement, as it

comprised 460 cases.

A remedy was applied to solve the multicollinearity issue among the original
independent variables. Such issue referred to overly correlated independent variables, which can
be assumed if their correlation coefficients exceed 0.7, Tolerance values are below 0.2, or VIF
values are above 10 (Field, 2013). In the first attempt, the correlation coefficient between AGE
and EXP had been well above 0.7 (0.925 to be exact). The researcher then resolved the issue by
combining both variables into a new one called EXP_To AGE. This variable represented the
ratios of the number of years of teaching experience (EXP) to the age (AGE) of each
participant. EXP_To_AGE was added as a new independent variable as a substitute for AGE
and EXP for the four models. The multicollinearity assumption was then re-evaluated. The new
evaluation showed that all correlation coefficients were under 0.7 (Table 5.26) and that no
variable had Tolerance below 2.0 or VIF above 10 (Table 5.27). These statistics suggested an
appropriate correlation among the new set of independent variables. The parameters of these

four models were therefore assumed to be trustworthy.

The SBP_DCg model violated the homoscedasticity assumption since its scatter plot had
likely funnelled out. The researcher remedied this violation by utilising the square root
transformation process of the SBP_DC data, following Hair et al.’s (2010) guideline. The
transformed data were named SBP_SQR_DC and added into the model as a dependent variable.

The SBP_DCg model, together with the SBP_DIg, SBP_CLg, and SBP_ NDg models, were then
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re-evaluated for the assumption of outliers, normality of residuals, linearity, homoscedasticity,

and independence of residuals.

No excessive influential outlier was detected in all four models. From Table 5.28, the z-
score percentages of the SBP_DIg, SBP_CLg, and SBP_NDg models followed the guidelines in
all three ranges, and their cases obtained the COO values under 1. It was assumed that the three
models did not contain any outlier that affected the analysis. The SBP_DCg model obtained the
z-score percentages below the suggested limits in the -1.96 to 1.96 and -2.58 to 2.58 ranges, but
these percentages were relatively close to the baseline (approximately 1% and 3% under). There
was also no case with the COO value above 1 in this model. This suggested that outliers in the
SBP_DCg model did not overly influence the model’s prediction. The researcher did not
eliminate the outliers, since their removal would have undermined the sample size assumption

and the result generalisability.
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Table 5.26

Correlation Coefficients of Independent Variables in SBP_DCg, SBP_DIs, SBP_CLsg, and SBP_NDs Models

=
Slz|g|2| 8|2 |2 2|2 |2 38|28 |=z|s|¢8|&8|¢8|¢g)|c¢
S| 8|8 |2 |2 |22 |2|2|2|2|2|23|3|2|2|2| 2|82
= | 5| 5| & | & | €| || 8| &§|¢g| ||| &g|¢&g| ||| |¢g|&|¢g]¢s
a a a a = a a (=] (=] (=] a a a (=] (=] (=] a a a a a a a a
D_EI 1
D_SN 0.082 | 1
D_TF -0.5331-0.378 1
D_SN -0.4111-0.201 | -0.421 1
EXP_To AGE |-0.045 |-0.100 | 0.065 | 0.025 1
Dum_GEN -0.019 1 0.071 [ -0.075| 0.066 | 0.018 1
Dum_EDU1 -0.0721-0.146 | 0.159 | -0.031 | 0.268 | -0.031 1
Dum_EDU2 -0.0551-0.092 [ -0.015| 0.123 | 0.081 | 0.042 | -0.064 1
Dum_SUBJ1 0.004 | -0.076 | -0.070 | 0.118 | -0.005 | -0.087 | -0.064 | -0.030 1
Dum_SUBJ2 -0.0391-0.049 | 0.063 | -0.007 | 0.054 | -0.001 | 0.066 |-0.037 | -0.172 1
Dum_SUBJ3 -0.081|-0.063 | 0.090 | 0.011 | 0.010 | 0.024 | 0.128 | 0.031 |-0.177 | -0.220 1
Dum_SUBJ4 -0.016 | -0.014 | 0.033 | -0.015 | -0.036 | 0.077 | -0.027 | 0.039 [-0.162 | -0.201 | -0.207 1
Dum_SUBJS 0.015 | -0.068 | 0.018 | 0.002 | -0.059|-0.046 | 0.002 | -0.025|-0.116|-0.145 [ -0.149 | -0.136 1
Dum_SUBJ6 0.071 | 0.013 [ -0.042|-0.028 | 0.047 | -0.135[-0.008 | -0.017 | -0.077 | -0.096 | -0.099 | -0.090 | -0.065 1
Dum_SUBJ7 0.124 | 0.036 | -0.055|-0.078 | 0.027 | -0.144 | -0.006 | -0.019 | -0.087 | -0.108 | -0.112 | -0.102 | -0.073 | -0.049 1
Dum_SUBJS8 0.066 | 0.057 |-0.047 | -0.042 | -0.034| 0.073 | -0.048 | -0.011 | -0.053 | -0.065 | -0.067 | -0.061 | -0.044 | -0.029 | -0.033 1
Dum_SUBJ9 -0.031 ] 0.100 [-0.068 | 0.053 [-0.073 | 0.054 | -0.040 | -0.008 | -0.039 | -0.048 | -0.050 | -0.046 | -0.033 | -0.022 | -0.025 | -0.015 1
Dum_LEV1 0.103 | 0.075 [ -0.046 | -0.089 [ -0.111 | 0.120 | -0.146 | -0.019 | -0.087 | -0.057 | -0.036 | -0.102 | 0.030 | 0.000 |-0.011| 0.602 |[-0.025 1
Dum_LEV2 0.068 | 0.060 |-0.084|-0.003 | 0.004 | 0.096 |-0.165| 0.045 | -0.041| 0.001 |[-0.051] 0.076 | 0.029 | -0.011 | -0.029 | -0.114 | -0.084 | -0.189 1
Dum_REG1 -0.0111] 0.025 [-0.065| 0.072 | 0.046 | 0.049 | 0.006 | 0.032 |-0.038 | 0.047 |-0.022 | -0.051 | 0.030 | 0.043 | 0.041 |-0.067 | -0.050|-0.111 | 0.230 1
Dum_REG2 0.022 | 0.016 | -0.003 | -0.027 | -0.036 | 0.077 | -0.098 | 0.032 [ -0.107 | 0.047 | 0.007 |-0.020 [ 0.089 | -0.070 [ -0.010 | 0.096 | 0.005 | 0.345 | 0.034 |-0.223 1
Dum_REG3 -0.0651 0.026 | 0.036 | 0.008 | -0.072 | 0.011 | 0.004 | -0.029 | 0.059 | -0.036 | -0.097 | -0.002 | 0.035 | 0.066 | 0.042 |-0.050 | 0.097 | -0.052 |-0.072 | -0.167 | -0.167 1
Dum_REG4 0.040 | 0.004 | 0.018 | -0.062 | -0.053 | 0.024 | 0.084 | -0.036 | 0.016 | -0.065 | -0.074 | -0.047 | -0.014 | 0.175 | -0.051 | 0.108 | 0.067 | 0.002 |-0.199 | -0.209 | -0.209 | -0.156 1
Dum_REGS5 -0.004 | -0.044 | 0.008 | 0.018 | 0.018 | -0.011 | 0.082 | 0.050 [-0.024 | 0.062 | 0.102 | -0.024 | -0.006 | -0.080 | 0.027 | -0.007 | -0.040 | -0.061 | -0.149 | -0.181 | -0.181 | -0.135 | -0.169 1
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Table 5.27

Tolerance and VIF Values of Independent Variables in SBP_DCs, SBP_DIs, SBP_CLs, and SBP_NDs Models

&
U — - [a\) [ae) < w o ~ o (=) — -
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= & E 7 & = = = = = = £ £ £ £ £ £ £ £ £ £ £ = =
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a a a a = a a a a a =) a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Tolerance |0.896|0.879(0.855]0.798 |0.825{0.837]0.822(0.959(0.590|0.517 {0.503 | 0.5440.647 | 0.746 | 0.728 | 0.583 | 0.901 | 0.487 | 0.782 | 0.618 | 0.574 | 0.694 | 0.573 | 0.676
VIF 1115 | 1.137 | 1.17 |1.253{1.212[1.194|1.217|1.043 | 1.696 | 1.934 | 1.988 | 1.837 [ 1.546| 1.34 | 1.373|1.714|1.109|2.055|1.279|1.618 | 1.741 | 1.442 | 1.745|1.479
Table 5.28
Frequency and Percentage of Cases Based on Outlier Statistics of SBP_DCs, SBP_DIs, SBP_CLs, and SBP_NDs Models (N = 460)
Z-scores Z-scores Z-scores (6(0]0]
Model -1.96 to 1.96 -2.58 to 2.58 -3.29 to 3.29 >1
f % f % f K f
SBP_DCs 432 93.91 443 96.30 460 100.00 0
SBP DIg 448 97.39 459 99.78 460 100.00 0
SBP_CLg 457 99.35 460 100.00 460 100.00 0
SBP_NDg 447 97.17 460 100.00 460 100.00 0
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The normality of residuals of each model was evaluated using z-score histograms and normal
probability plots (Figures 5.9 to 5.12). The residuals of the SBP_DCg model seemed to have a
non-normal distribution, since the histogram illustrated an unsymmetrical bell shape and the
normal probability plot obtained a curvy line. The SBP_DIg, SBP_CLg, and SBP_NDg models
were assumed to have normal distributed residuals. Their histograms likely formed symmetrical
bell shapes, and their normal probability plots showed almost straight diagonal lines. It was
noted that the residual non-normality effect was not a concern for a large sample size of 200+
cases (Hair et al., 2010). The sample size of this study was 460, therefore, the non-normality of
SBP_DCg model residuals can be overlooked. Confidence intervals and significance tests of the

parameters of all models were thus justifiable.

Figure 5.9

Histogram (Left) and Normal Probability Plot (Right) of the Z-Scores of SBP_DCs Model
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Figure 5.10

Histogram (Left) and Normal Probability Plot (Right) of the Z-Scores of SBP_DIs Model

Figure 5.11

Histogram (Left) and Normal Probability Plot (Right) of the Z-Scores of SBP_CLg Model

Figure 5.12

Histogram (Left) and Normal Probability Plot (Right) of the Z-Scores of SBP_NDs Model
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The linearity and homoscedasticity assumptions were also evaluated for each model, using the
scatter plot of the ZRESID and ZPRED (Figures 5.13 to 5.16). All models met the two
assumptions, as their scatter plots did not depict any curve form or funnel-like shape. This

validated the confidence intervals and significance tests of all model parameters.

Figure 5.13

Scatter Plot of ZRESID and ZPRED of SBP_DCs Model

Figure 5.14

Scatter Plot of ZRESID and ZPRED of SBP_DIs Model
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Figure 5.15

Scatter Plot of ZRESID and ZPRED of SBP_CLg Model

Figure 5.16

Scatter Plot of ZRESID and ZPRED of SBP_NDg Model

The Independence of residuals was also assumable for all models. The Durbin-Watson values of
SBP_DCg, SBP DIg, SBP CLg, and SBP. NDg models were 2.151, 2.058, 2.073, and 1.998,
respectively. All values followed the recommended value, which should be close to 2 and not
under 1 or above 3. They indicated uncorrelated residuals in the four models. This validated

each model’s generalisability.
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To conclude the analysis assumption evaluation, the SBP. DCg, SBP_DIg, SBP_CLg,
and SBP_NDg models had achieved all the required assumptions. The four models had
legitimated regression coefficients, unbiased confidence intervals and significance tests. Their
prediction results were valid and generalisable. The model evaluation was then performed for

these models; the results are presented in the next subsection.

Model evaluation

The SBP_DCg, SBP_DIg, SBP CLg, and SBP_NDg models were assessed to indicate the
ability of teachers’ personalities and demographics to predict their preference for each
supervisory behavioural approach. The R? values of each model were measured to assess how a
certain approach preference was predicted by the overall group of interested variables, which
consisted of the teacher’s personality (PERS), teaching experience and age (EXP _To AGE),
education level (EDU), subject area of expertise (SUBJ), grade level of teaching (LEV), and
school region (REG). The AR ? values were estimated to indicate their individual predictive
powers. This allowed the researcher to compare predicting powers among the explored

variables.

According to R ? values in Table 5.29, the SBP. DCp and SBP_DI models obtained an
overall significant predictive power. The personality and demographic variables could
significantly explain 8.6% of the variance in the Directive Control approach preference at 95%
confidence level (R2? =.086, F [24, 435] = 1.699, p = .022) and approximately 13% of the
variance in the Directive Informational approach preference at 99.9% confidence level (R* =

128, F [24, 435] = 2.649, p < .001).
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Table 5.29

Coefficients of Determination of SBP_DCs, SBP_DIs, SBP_CLs, and SBP_NDg Models

Model R? F df1 df2 Sig. F
SBP_DCg 086 1.699 24 435 022
SBP DIs 128 2.649 24 435 .000
SBP_CLs 069 1.340 24 435 132
SBP_NDs 077 1.520 24 435 056

The SBP_NDg model had a higher predictive power than the SBP_CLg model, although both
obtained insignificant R ? values. The overall variables accounted for approximately 8% of the
variance in the Nondirective approach preference at a nearly significant level (R*=.077, F [24,
435]=1.520, p =.056), but they insignificantly explained the variance in the Collaborative

approach preference (R? = .069, F [24, 435] = 1.340, p = .132).

Table 5.30

Coefficients of Determination Changes of SBP_DCs, SBP_DIs, SBP_CLs, and SBP_NDg Models

Change statistics
Independent variable
AR? F change df1 df2 Sig. F change
SBP_DCg model
PERS .019 2.166 4 455 072
EXP To AGE .002 0.797 1 454 373
GEN .001 0.414 1 453 520
EDU .009 2.044 2 451 131
SUBJ .033 1.735 9 442 .079
LEV .014 3.368 2 440 .035
REG .008 0.800 5 435 .550
SBP_DIs model
PERS .029 3.376 4 455 .010
EXP To AGE .006 2.709 1 454 .100
GEN .005 2.375 1 453 124
EDU .026 6.248 2 451 .002
SUBJ .055 3.093 9 442 .001
LEV .004 1.102 2 440 333
REG .002 0.225 5 435 951
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Change statistics
Independent variable
AR? F change df1 df2 Sig. F change
SBP_CL3g model
PERS .003 0.312 4 455 .870
EXP To AGE .003 1.335 1 454 .249
GEN .006 2.652 1 453 .104
EDU .020 4.704 2 451 .010
SUBJ .025 1.309 9 442 .230
LEV .005 1.224 2 440 295
REG .007 0.640 5 435 .669
SBP_NDsz model
PERS .018 2.133 4 455 .076
EXP To AGE .000 0.012 1 454 913
GEN .007 3.202 1 453 .074
EDU .013 2.966 2 451 .053
SUBJ .026 1.369 9 442 .200
LEV .008 1.908 2 440 150
REG .005 0.494 5 435 781

The AR? values in Table 5.30 indicates that the Directive Control approach preference was
significantly predicted by a demographic variable. LEV could explain 1.4% of the preference
variance at 95% confidence level (AR? =.014, F [2, 440] = 3.368, p = .035). SUBJ obtained the
highest predictive power among insignificant predictors. It accounted for 3.3% of the preference
variance (AR?=.033, F [9, 442] =, p = .079). This was followed by PERS explaining
approximately 2% of the preference variance (AR*=.019, F [4, 455] =, p = .072). Apart from
these variables, EDU gained a higher predictive ability than REG, EDU, EXP_To AGE, and

GEN, respectively.

The Directive Informational approach preference had three significant predictors: (i)
SUBJ was the best predictor; (ii) followed by PERS; and (iii) EDU. SUBJ could explain 5.5%
of the preference variance at 99.9% confidence level (AR? = .055, F [9, 442] = 3.093, p = .001).
PERS accounted for approximately 3% of the variance (AR? = .029, F [4, 455] =3.376,p =

.010), and EDU explained 2.6% (AR? = .026, F' [2, 451] = 6.248, p = .002) of the variance, both
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at 99% confidence level. Among the insignificant predictors, EXP To AGE had the strongest

predictive power followed by GEN, LEV, and REG, respectively.

The Collaborative approach preference could be significantly predicted by one variable.
It was indicated that EDU could substantially account for 2% of the preference variance at 99%
confidence level (AR? = .020, F [2,451] = 4.704, p = .010). Other variables appeared to be
insignificant predictors, among which SUBJ obtained the highest predictive power explaining
2.5% of the variance (AR? = .025, F'[9, 442] = 1.309, p = .230). This was followed by REG,

GEN, LEV, EXP_To_AGE, and PERS, respectively.

The Nondirective approach preference obtained no significant predictor. EDU almost
gained significant predictive power, accounting for 1.3% of the preference variance (AR? =
013, F'[2,451] =2.966, p = .053). Among other variables, SUBJ had the highest predictive
ability, accounting for 2.6% of the variance (AR? = .026, F' [9, 442] = 1.369, p = .200). This was
followed by PERS, LEV, GEN, REG, and EXP_To_ AGE, respectively. Note that

EXP_To_ AGE had no predictive power for the approach preference (AR? = .000).

Result summary

The predictive power comparison suggested that personality was likely a better predictor for the
teachers’ supervisory preference than most of the examined demographic variables. When
comparing the significant predictive powers of each variable across the four approach
preferences, EDU accounted for two preference variances (2% and 2.6%), while SUBJ, PERS,
and LEV each could explain one preference variance (5.5%, 2.9%, and 1.4%, respectively).
EXP to AGE, GEN, and REG did not gain any significant predictive power for any approach
preference. On average, teachers’ personalities seemed to predict their supervisory behaviour
preference better than the grade level of teaching, gender, region, years of experience and age,
but it was likely less predictive than the education level and subject area of expertise. It also

appeared that the prediction accuracy for the teachers’ supervisory preference was increased by
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the combination of personality and demographics, especially the education level, subject area of

expertise, and grade level of teaching, as the predictors.

5.4 Summary

This chapter has presented results from the study’s quantitative data analyses. There were 460
participating teachers in the quantitative strand. The mean calculation of their relative
preference scores indicated that Thai in-service teachers mayprefer collaborative supervisory
behaviours. The respondents offered their preference for the Collaborative approach (M =
0.3980, SD = 0.1555). This approach was preferred approximately one-and-a half times more
than the Nondirective approach (M = 0.2747, SD = 0.1348), two times more than the Directive
Informational approach (M = 0.1885, SD = 0.0751), and three times more than the Directive

Control approach (M = 0.1388, SD =0.1321).

Multiple regression analysis showed that personality had a predictive relationship to the
teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference. The overall personality domains statistically
significantly accounted for 2.7% of the variance in the Directive Control approach inverse
preference (R?=.027, p = .014) and approximately 3.0% of the variance in the Directive

Informational approach preference (R?=.029, p = .010).

The Extraversion versus Introversion domain was the strongest significant predictor. It
explained 1.4% of the variance in the Directive Control inverse preference (AR*=.014, p =
.010), 2.2% of the variance in the Directive Informational approach preference (AR*=.022, p =
.001), and 1.7% of the variance in the Nondirective approach preference (AR* = .017, p = .005).
The extraverted teachers tended to prefer the Nondirective approach more than introverted
teachers who likely preferred the Directive Control and Directive Informational approaches
more than extraverted teachers. Another significant predictor was the Thinking versus Feeling

domain, which accounted for 1.1% of the variance in the Directive Control approach inverse
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preference (AR?=.011, p =.027). The Feeling teachers likely preferred the Directive Control

approach more than Thinking teachers.

It was found that the teachers’ personalities likely predicted their supervisory behaviour
preference better than the grade level of teaching, gender, region, years of experience, and age.
The predictive power of personality seemed less than that of the education level and subject area
of expertise. The combination of personality and demographic variables also appeared to

increase the prediction accuracy for the teachers’ supervisory preference.

The next chapter presents the study’s results from the qualitative data analyses.
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CHAPTER 6:
QUALITATIVE RESULTS

The present study used a mixed methods design to explore the preference of Thailand’s in-
service teachers for supervisory behaviours and how this preference is influenced by their
personality. This chapter reports the results from the content analysis and correlation analysis of
the qualitative data. The content analysis was conducted via Microsoft Excel for Office 365, and
correlation analysis was performed using IBM SPSS Statistics Version 25. The teachers’
supervisory preference categories emerged from content analysis, and the personality-
supervisory preference relationship resulted from the correlation analysis, which are provided

separately in the two following sections.

6.1 Emergent Categories of Teachers’ Supervisory Preference

Qualitative data derived from teacher responses to the survey’s open questions were analysed
using content analysis (Chapter 4, Section 4.5.2). Concept-driven and data-driven approaches to
content analysis were applied to build a coding frame. The concept-driven approach was
primarily employed to structure the main categories based on explored aspects, which were the
teachers’ supervisory preference and their reasons. The subcategories were then inductively
generated via a data-driven approach. This enabled the researcher to account for all parts of the
analysed material. The researcher read through the entire material several times and generated a
coding frame with three hierarchical levels. There were two main categories, seven
subcategories, and 23 sub-subcategories. The coding frame structure, along with an example of

coded terms, are presented in Table 6.1.
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Coding Frame for Content Analysis

Main Subcategories Sub-subcategories Examples of coded terms
category
Preference Supervisor’s Capable experienced, specialized, context
character understanding, knowledgeable
Friendly friendly , reachable, quite close,
smiling
Logical objective, realistic, reasonable, relying
on facts, systematic thinking
Confident confident, act natural, calm
Courteous honouring, humble, polite, punctual,
smart
Of-Integrity honest, just, sincere, straightforward
Benevolent gentle, kind, merciful, sympathetic
Supervisor’s Willing-To-Help devoting, supportive, willing to help,
intention being serious
Non-Judgmental constructive, not criticizing, not
forceful, optimistic, positive
Supervisory Directive suggest, follow-up, give alternatives,
behaviour concrete suggestion, provide examples,
point out problems
Collaborative discussion, listening, brainstorming,
encouraging, sharing ideas, open-
minded, flexible
Nondirective asking questions, entrust teacher,
challenge, help when asked, give
freedom
Reinforcing cheer-up, compliment,
Differentiating diverse methods, individualising
Reason Professional Encouraged-To- pleased/comfortable to solve problems,
development Develop willing to improve, confident to
develop, more self-confident, gain self-
esteem
Being-Improved developed, learning, gain more
knowledge, more experience, know
own problems, well understand, gain
the solutions
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Confident-To-Work

am Subcategories Sub-subcategories Examples of coded terms
category
Reason Supervision Welcoming welcome the supervision, being really
process helped, beneficial, admit own mistakes,
want to do often
Confident-In-Process trust, apply suggestions, confident in
suggestions, confident in the process
Attentive more attentive, dare to speak, confident
to share, willing to cooperate, being
participated
Comfortable-With- feel comfortable, anxiety-free, not
Process pressured, not stressed, not afraid,
relaxed, fairy/well treated
In-Good-Relationship befriended, warm, safe, admire,
impressed, being respectful, thankful
Work Willing-To-Work encouraged to perform, work with fun,

willing to work, empowered,
comfortable to teach, teach with
pleasure

confident in teaching, teach naturally

The emergent categories were quantified by the number of responses containing the relevant

information. Seventy-six responses of the quantitative sample (460 participants) did not

complete the open-ended questions or answer them with irrelevant information. There were 384

responses available for content analysis, that is, 83.48% of the total sample. The teachers’

responses were coded according to the emergent categories. Each category was then

transformed into a dichotomous variable indicating the presence or absence (scored as 1 or 0) of

that category for each response. The response frequency and percentage of each emergent

category were calculated (Table 6.2).
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Table 6.2

Response Frequency and Percentage of Emergent Categories by Overall Sample (N = 384)

Category Frequency Percent

Preference

Supervisor’s character

Capable 157 40.89%
Friendly 140 36.46%
Benevolent 83 21.61%
Of-Integrity 59 15.36%
Courteous 41 10.68%
Logical 38 9.90%
Confident 4 1.04%
Supervisor’s intention
Willing-To-Help 60 15.63%
Non-Judgmental 31 8.07%
Supervisory behaviour
Directive 173 45.05%
Collaborative 142 36.98%
Nondirective 11 2.86%
Reinforcing 10 2.60%
Differentiating 7 1.82%
Reason

Professional development

Encouraged-To-Develop 66 17.19%

Being-Improved 21 5.47%
Supervision process

Comfortable-With-Process 127 33.07%

Confident-In-Process 71 18.49%

In-Good-Relationship 71 18.49%

Welcoming 55 14.32%

Attentive 45 11.72%
Work

Willing-To-Work 41 10.68%

Confident-To-Work 6 1.56%

Note. Some responses matched multiple categories.
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The response portion unveiled the teachers’ supervisory preferences and their reasons for these.
In general, large percentages of teachers preferred supervisors who are capable (40.89%),
followed by friendly (36.46%), and benevolent (21.61%) supervisors. They also favoured
supervisory behaviours to be directive (45.05%) and collaborative (36.98%). The reasons
generally offered by the teachers were that their preferred supervision would make them feel
comfortable (33.07%) and confident of (18.49%) with the process. Teachers would also
establish a good relationship with their supervisor (18.49%) and be encouraged to improve their

professional practice (17.19%).

The first reason for each high-proportion preference was in the Comfortable-With-
Process category, but some differences occurred in the second and third reasons. From Table
6.3, the teachers reasoned that their supervisor’s capabilities (24.2%) and directive behaviours
(19.08%) would make them feel confident in the process (20.38%) and willing to improve
themselves (22.54%) while friendliness (24.71%), benevolence (19.28%), and collaborative
behaviours (19.72) would establish a positive relationship attitude in the teachers. They also
reasoned that a friendly supervisor would provide them with courage in their professional
development (17.86%), a benevolent supervisor would give them confidence in the process

(26.51%), and collaborative behaviours would attract their attention to the course (21.83%).
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Table 6.3

Percentages of Responses in Reason Categories Based on High-Proportion Preference Categories by Overall Sample (N = 384)

Reason category
Preference Professional development Supervision process Work

category Encouraged- Being- Welcoming Confident- Attentive Cor_rg,(;:ltsble In-(.}ood-. Willing-To- Confident-
To-Develop Improved In-Process Process Relationship Work To-Work

Capable 20.38%" 8.92% 12.74% 24.20%* 13.38% 28.66%* 17.20% 10.19% 2.55%

Friendly 17.86%* 5.71% 10.71% 16.43% 13.57% 40.00%? 25.71%* 8.57% 0.71%

Benevolent 14.46% 0.00% 18.07% 26.51%* 6.02% 36.14%* 19.28%? 12.05% 0.00%

Directive 22.54%* 5.78% 12.14% 19.08%*? 9.25% 30.64%* 18.50% 12.72% 2.31%

Collaborative 15.49% 3.52% 13.38% 18.31% 21.83%* 27.46%* 19.72%*? 11.36% 2.27%

Note. Some responses matched multiple categories.

2 Three highest percentages of the row.
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The frequency and percentage of responses in the preference sub-subcategories were then
estimated accordingly to personality types of teachers. These included Extraversion (E),
Introversion (I), Sensing (S), Intuition (N), Thinking (T), Feeling (F), Judging (J), and
Perceiving (P) types. The proportion of teacher responses in the two alternative types of each
personality domain were compared to assess their difference in supervisory preference. The
Extraversion proportion was compared to the Introversion proportion, Sensing to Intuition,
Thinking to Feeling, and Judging to Perceiving. The response ratio of teachers in the personality
type of each domain and their proportional differences are detailed in Tables 6.4, 6.6, 6.8, and

6.10.

Notable differences in supervisory preference between the two personality types of each
domain were then identified. These notable differences were of preference categories that
obtained difference proportions above the average. Percentages of each reason in the sub-
subcategory for each notable difference were further explored in higher proportion groups
(Tables 6.5, 6.7, 6.9 and 6.11). This offered an insightful understanding of how the supervisory
preference of teachers in one personality type would differ from those in another type.
Comparisons between two personality types of each domain are provided separately in

subsequent sections of this thesis.

6.1.1 Extraversion and Introversion Types

The supervisory preferences of extraverts and introverts were notably different in the
Supervisor’s Character and Supervisory Behaviour categories (Table 6.4). The first reason for
both types were mainly associated with the Comfortable-With-Process category. Extraverts
offered their preferences in the Attentive and In-Good-Relationship categories, while introverts’

preferences were also in the Confident-In-Process category (Table 6.5).
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Table 6.4

Response Proportions in Preference Categories by Extraversion and Introversion Teachers

Preference category

Extraversion (V= 165)

Introversion (V= 219)

Group difference

Supervisor’s character

Capable 35.76% 44.75% 8.99%*
Friendly 38.79% 34.70% 4.08%*
Benevolent 20.00% 22.83% 2.83%*"
Of-Integrity 16.36% 14.61% 1.75%
Courteous 10.30% 10.96% 0.66%
Logical 9.70% 10.05% 0.35%
Confident 1.21% 0.91% 0.30%
Supervisor’s intention
Non-Judgmental 8.48% 7.76% 0.72%
Willing-To-Help 15.76% 15.53% 0.23%
Supervisory behaviour
Collaborative 42.42% 32.88% 9.55%"
Directive 43.03% 46.58% 3.55%°
Nondirective 4.24% 1.83% 2.42%
Differentiating 2.42% 1.37% 1.05%
Reinforcing 3.03% 2.28% 0.75%

Note. Some responses matched multiple categories.

2 Difference percentages were above average.
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Table 6.5

Percentages of Higher-Proportion-Group Responses in Reason Categories Based on Preference Category With Notable Differences Between Extraversion (N = 165)

and Introversion (N = 219) Teachers

Reason category
Preference Professional development Supervision process Work
category Encouraged- Being- Welcoming Confident- Attentive Cor_rg,(;:ltsble In-(.}ood-. Willing-To- Confident-
To-Develop Improved In-Process Process Relationship Work To-Work
Extraversion
Friendly 21.88% 6.25% 9.38% 17.19% 12.50% 37.50%* 25.00%" 10.94% 0.00%
Collaborative 17.14% 4.29% 15.71% 15.71% 21.43%* 27.14%* 17.14% 15.71% 2.86%
Introversion
Capable 16.33% 10.20% 9.18% 26.53%" 16.33% 29.59%* 18.37% 9.18% 2.04%
Benevolent 10.00% 0.00% 14.00% 28.00%* 4.00% 42.00%* 22.00% 12.00% 0.00%
Directive 20.59%* 6.86% 9.80% 16.67% 9.80% 33.33%* 15.69% 12.75% 2.94%

Note. Some responses matched multiple categories.

2 Two highest percentages of the row.
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A larger proportion of extraverted teachers preferred collaborative supervisory behaviours (by
9.55%) and desired a friendly supervisor (by 4.08%). Most of them expressed that collaborative
behaviours would comfort them (27.14%) and gain their attention (21.43%). A friendly
supervisor would make them feel comfortable with the process (37.50%) and they felt positive
about their supervisory relationship (25.00%). One teacher who was an extravert said:

[I prefer] a supervisor who can collaboratively discuss the issue with me ...

[because it] would make me feel interested in the process and not nervous or
anxious too much. (case ID127, E type)

Another also commented:

[A supervisor who] treats me by friendly communication ... would make me feel

befriended or like a sibling and be comfortable, trusting, relaxed, and not

stressed. (case D048, E type)
A larger proportion of introverted teachers preferred their supervisor to be capable (by 8.99%),
to perform directive behaviours (by 3.55%), and be benevolent (by 2.83%). They expressed that
a capable supervisor (29.59%) and a benevolent supervisor (42.00%) would make the
supervision process pleasant, as well as give them confidence in the course (26.53% and
28.00%, respectively). Directive behaviours would also ensure that teachers felt comfortable
during the supervision process (33.33%), and be encouraged to improve their professional
practice (20.59%). Introverted teachers stated:

[I prefer] a supervisor who is experienced and providing practical and suitable

suggestions and treats me by being merciful... [because it] would make me feel

trusting, relaxed, and not stressed. (case ID179, I type)

[I prefer] a supervisor who is providing me with alternative suggestions that can

be well practiced ... [because it] would make me feel comfortable and ready to
address the problem and improve. (case ID070, I type)
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6.1.2 Sensing and Intuition Types

The notable differences between the supervisory preferences of Sensing and Intuition teachers

were found in all three preference subcategories (Table 6.6). Their preference reasons were

generally in the Comfortable-With-Process, Confidence-In-Process, and Encouraged-To-

Develop categories (Table 6.7).

Table 6.6

Response Proportions in Preference Categories by Sensing and Intuition Teachers

Preference category Sensing (/V=348) | Intuition (N =36)

Group difference

Supervisor’s character

Of-Integrity 14.66% 22.22% 7.57%"*
Capable 41.38% 36.11% 5.27%*
Logical 10.34% 5.56% 4.79%*
Courteous 10.34% 13.89% 3.54%
Friendly 36.78% 33.33% 3.45%
Confident 1.15% 0.00% 1.15%
Benevolent 21.55% 22.22% 0.67%
Supervisor’s intention
Willing-To-Help 14.94% 22.22% 7.28%*
Non-Judgmental 8.05% 8.33% 0.29%
Supervisory behaviour
Directive 44.25% 52.78% 8.52%*
Nondirective 2.59% 5.56% 2.97%
Differentiating 2.01% 0.00% 2.01%
Collaborative 37.07% 36.11% 0.96%
Reinforcing 2.59% 2.78% 0.19%

Note. Some responses matched multiple categories.

2 Difference percentages were above average.
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Table 6.7

Percentages of Higher-Proportion-Group Responses in Reason Categories Based on Preference Categories With Notable Difference Between Sensing (N = 348) and

Intuition (N = 36) Teachers

Reason category
Preference Professional development Supervision process Work
categor
sorY Encourage- Being- Welcomin Confident- Attentive Cor_nvi"](;:ltlz_lble In-Good- Willing-To- Confident-
To-Develop Improved g In-Process Process Relationship Work To-Work
Sensing
Capable 19.44% 9.72% 13.89% 25.69%* 12.50% 27.08%" 17.36% 9.72% 2.08%
Logical 22.22%* 8.33% 11.11% 22.22%* 11.11% 33.33%* 19.44% 22.22%* 0.00%
Intuition
Of-Integrity 25.00%* 0.00% 0.00% 25.00%* 12.50% 37.50%" 12.50% 0.00% 0.00%
Willing-to-Help 25.00%* 0.00% 0.00% 25.00%* 12.50% 37.50%*" 12.50% 0.00% 0.00%
Directive 21.05%* 0.00% 5.26% 21.05%* 10.53% 26.32%" 15.79% 10.53% 5.26%

Note. Some responses matched multiple categories.

2 Two highest percentages of the row.
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A greater proportion of Sensing teachers preferred a capable (by 5.27%) and logical (by 4.79%)
supervisor. Most of them responded that a capable supervisor (27.08%) and a logical supervisor
(33.33%) would make them feel comfortable with the process. A capable supervisor would also
give them confidence in the course (25.69%), and a logical supervisor would give them courage
to develop themselves (22.22%), confidence in the process (22.22%), and the willingness to
teach (22.22%). One Sensing teachers said:

[I prefer] a supervisor who is experienced, working systematically ... [and]

being reasonable ... [because it] would make me feel trusting and being treated

fairly. (case ID331, S type)
Others expressed that they preferred a logical supervisor because it would make them ‘feel
pleasant and be more attentive and confidence to improve myself” (case ID053, S type) and ‘feel

trusting and pleased to work’ (case ID303, S type).

A larger proportion of Intuition teachers preferred their supervisor to practise directive
behaviours (by 8.52%), have integrity (by 7.57%), and have the intention to help them (by
7.28%). Most mentioned that a supervisor with directive behaviours, integrity, and full intention
to help would make them feel comfortable (26.32%, 37.50%, and 37.50%, respectively) with,
and confident in, the process (21.05%, 25.00%, and 25.00%, respectively). Such supervisory
conditions would also provide them with encouragement for further professional development
(21.05%, 25.00%, and 25.00%, respectively). One Intuition teacher said:

[I prefer] a supervisor who is able to give good solution alternatives ... [and]

devoted to help ... [because it] would make me feel pleased and be confident in
improving myself. (case ID008, N type)

Others responded:

[I prefer] a supervisor who is sincere, just, able to give suggestions ... [because
it] would make me feel that the supervision will result in a positive way. (case
ID158, N type)
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[A supervisor having] a full intention to help with no bias ... would make me
feel comfortable to receive the supervision. (case ID178, N type)

6.1.3 Thinking and Feeling types

The notable difference in supervisory preferences between Thinking and Feeling teachers were

in the Supervisor’s Character and Supervisory Behaviour categories (Table 6.8).

Table 6.8

Response Proportions in Preference Categories by Thinking and Feeling Teachers

Preference category Thinking (N =283) | Feeling (N=101) Group difference
Supervisor’s character
Benevolent 19.08% 28.71% 9.63%"
Courteous 8.48% 16.83% 8.35%*
Of-Integrity 16.61% 11.88% 4.73%*
Friendly 37.46% 33.66% 3.79%
Logical 9.54% 10.89% 1.35%
Capable 40.64% 41.58% 0.95%
Confident 1.06% 0.99% 0.07%
Supervisor’s intention
Willing-To-Help 15.19% 16.83% 1.64%
Non-Judgmental 8.48% 6.93% 1.55%
Supervisory behaviour
Directive 42.40% 52.48% 10.07%*
Collaborative 39.58% 29.70% 9.87%*
Nondirective 1.77% 5.94% 4.17%
Differentiating 1.41% 2.97% 1.56%
Reinforcing 2.83% 1.98% 0.85%

Note. Some responses matched multiple categories.

 The difference percentages were above average.

Teachers of both types stated their first preference reason in the Comfortable-With-Process
category. The second reason was given by Thinking teachers involved in the Confident-In-
Process and Attentive categories, whereas Feeling teachers were included in the Confident-In-

Process, Encourage-To-Develop, and Willingness-To-Work categories (Table 6.9).
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Table 6.9

Percentages of Higher-Proportion-Group Responses in Reason Categories Based on Preference Categories With Notable Differences Between Thinking (N = 283) and

Feeling (N = 101) Teachers

Reason category
Preference Professional development Supervision process Work
catego
sory Encouraged- Being- Welcomin Confident- Attentive Co?ii,(;:;?ble In-Good- Willing-To- Confident-
To-Develop Improved g In-Process Process Relationship Work To-Work
Thinking
Of-Integrity 19.15% 8.51% 19.15% 21.28%"° 8.51% 42.55%" 10.64% 8.51% 0.00%
Collaborative 16.07% 3.57% 11.61% 16.96% 25.00%" 28.57%" 22.32% 10.71% 0.89%
Feeling
Courteous 11.76% 11.76% 5.88% 11.76% 5.88% 35.29%* 23.53% 35.29%? 0.00%
Benevolent 17.24% 0.00% 13.79% 27.59%" 3.45% 37.93%* 10.34% 20.69% 0.00%
Directive 15.09% 5.66% 9.43% 26.42%"° 9.43% 26.42%* 9.43% 20.75% 3.77%

Note. Some responses matched multiple categories.

2 Two highest percentages of the row.
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It was found that a larger proportion of Thinking teachers preferred collaborative supervisory
behaviours (by 9.87%) and one of-integrity supervisor (by 4.73%). Most Thinking teachers
reasoned that collaborative behaviours (28.57%) and the supervisor’s integrity (42.55%) would
make them feel comfortable with the task of being supervision. They would also pay attention to
the supervision process where collaborative behaviours were being applied (25.00%), and to
gain confidence in the course administrated by an of-integrity supervisor (21.28%), as expressed
by a Thinking teacher:

[I prefer a supervisor who is] listening to my ideas, giving me chances to argue

when disagreeing ... [because it] would make me feel relaxed and ready to listen
to any suggestions. (case D228, T type)

It was also mentioned that a supervisor with integrity ‘would make me feel comfortable,

trusting, and happy’ (case ID074, T type).

A larger proportion of Feeling teachers were found to favour directive supervisory
behaviours (by 10.07%) and supervisors who were benevolent (by 9.63%) and courteous (by
8.35%). Most Feeling teachers stated that directive behaviours and a benevolent supervisor
would be pleasant (26.42% and 37.93%, respectively) and give them confidence in the
supervision process (26.42% and 27.59%, respectively), as explained by some Feeling teachers:

[A supervisor] who provides suggestions with sympathy ... would make me feel

comfortable, not pressured, and happy. (case ID018, F type)

[I prefer] a supervisor who is suggesting me the ways to improve myself and

treats me by being sympathetic ... [because it] would make me feel I could

apply the suggestions into the teaching practices. (case ID027, F type).

A supervisor who was courteous would also comfort most Feeling teachers during the process,
as well as encourage them to work (both at 35.29%), as they expressed:

[I prefer a supervisor being] honouring, polite, and gentle when giving

suggestions ... [because it] would make me feel willing to teach with full
potential. (case 1D426, F type)
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[A supervisor who] treats me by being humble and polite ... would make me
feel not stressed. (case ID153, F type)

6.1.4 Judging and Perceiving Types

The supervisory preferences of Judging and Perceiving teachers were notably different in the
Supervisor’s Character category (Table 6.10). The first preference of teachers in both types fell
within the Comfortable-with-Process category. The second reason given by Judging teachers
were identified in the Confident-In-Process, Attentive, and Willingness-To-Work categories,
while those of Perceiving teachers were placed in the In-Good-Relationship category (Table

6.11).

Table 6.10

Response Proportions in Preference Categories by Judging and Perceiving Teachers

Preference category Judging (N = 316) Perceiving (/V=68) Group difference

Supervisor’s character

Of-Integrity 17.41% 5.88% 11.52%*
Friendly 35.13% 42.65% 7.52%*
Courteous 9.49% 16.18% 6.68%*
Logical 10.76% 5.88% 4.88%*
Capable 40.19% 44.12% 3.93%
Benevolent 21.52% 22.06% 0.54%
Confident 0.95% 1.47% 0.52%

Supervisor’s intention
Willing-To-Help 15.19% 17.65% 2.46%
Non-Judgmental 7.91% 8.82% 0.91%

Supervisory behaviour

Collaborative 38.92% 27.94% 10.98%*
Reinforcing 3.16% 0.00% 3.16%
Nondirective 2.53% 4.41% 1.88%
Differentiating 1.58% 2.94% 1.36%
Directive 44.94% 45.59% 0.65%

Note. Some responses matched multiple categories.

2 Difference percentages were above average.
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Table 6.11

Percentages of Higher-Proportion-Group Responses in Reason Categories Based on Preference Categories With Notable Differences Between Judging (N = 316) and

Perceiving (N = 68) Teachers

Reason category
Preference Professional development Supervision process Work
category Encouraged- Being- Welcoming Confident- Attentive Cor_rg,(;:ltsble In-(.}ood-. Willing-To- Confident-
To-Develop Improved In-Process Process Relationship Work To-Work
Judging
Logical 20.59% 8.82% 8.82% 26.47%"° 8.82% 32.35%* 14.71% 23.53% 0.00%
Of-Integrity 16.36% 7.27% 18.18% 21.82%* 9.09% 38.18%* 14.55% 9.09% 0.00%
Collaborative 15.45% 4.07% 14.63% 17.89% 20.33%* 27.64%* 19.51% 14.63% 1.63%
Perceiving
Friendly 17.24% 6.90% 13.79% 17.24% 17.24% 48.28%* 31.03%* 0.00% 3.45%
Courteous 0.00% 9.09% 9.09% 18.18% 9.09% 36.36%* 54.55%* 18.18% 0.00%

Note. Some responses matched multiple categories.

2 Two highest percentages of the row.
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It was found that a larger proportion of Judging teachers preferred a supervisor with integrity
(by 11.52%), applied collaborative behaviours (by 10.98%), and able to think logically (by
4.88%). They generally reported that a supervisor’s integrity would make them feel comfortable
with (38.18%), and confident in (21.82%), the supervisory activity. Collaborative supervisory
behaviours would comfort them (27.64%) and gain their attention (20.33%), As mentioned by

Judging teachers:

[I prefer] a supervisor who is giving straightforward opinions, brainstorming

with me ... [and] being transparent, sincere, and not secretive ... [because it]

would make me feel trusting, ready to open my mind, and wanting to share

information. (case D020, J type)
A logical supervisor would also ensure that most Judging teachers felt comfortable (32.35%)
and confidence in the supervision process (26.47%):

[I prefer] a supervisor who is seeing things reasonably ... [because it] would

make me feel comfortable and ready to listen’ (case [D414, J type) and that ‘[a

supervisor who] treats me by facts, accurate information ... would make me feel

I truly gain knowledge and solve the problem at its cause. (case ID025, J type)
A larger proportion of Perceiving teachers were found to desire a friendly (by 7.52%) and
courteous (by 6.68%) supervisor. Most of them expressed that a friendly and courteous
supervisor would make supervision a pleasant process (48.28% and 36.36%, respectively). A
friendly and courteous approach could help to develop a positive attitude in Perceiving teachers
about the supervisory relationship (31.03% and 54.55%, respectively). Comments from
Perceiving teachers included:

[I prefer a supervisor] being polite and friendly ... [because it] would make me

feel warmed and comfortable. (case ID333, P type)

[A supervisor who] treats me by being as a true friend ... would make me feel
befriended. (case ID163, P type)

[A supervisor who] honours ideas and actions of others ... would make me feel
impressed. (case D422, P type)
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The content analysis results indicated several differences in supervisory preferences between
teachers with opposing personality types. For Extraversion and Introversion types, the
extraverted teacher was more likely to prefer a friendly supervisor with collaborative
behaviours, compared with an introverted teacher who seemed to prefer a capable and
benevolent supervisor with directive behaviours. For Sensing and Intuition types, it appeared
that Sensing teachers had more preference for a capable and logical supervisor, whereas
Intuition teachers favoured directive supervisory behaviours and an of-integrity supervisor who
was willing to help them. For Thinking and Feeling types, Thinking teachers were more likely
to prefer an of-integrity supervisor with collaborative behaviours, while Feeling teachers may
have preferred a courteous and benevolent supervisor who exercised directive behaviours. For
Judging and Perceiving types, the Judging teacher was more inclined to accept a logical
supervisor with integrity and collaborative behaviours, while Perceiving teacher more likely

preferred a friendly and courteous supervisor.

This section has reported results from the study’s content analysis. The preference
categories emerged from this analysis were further examined for their statistical correlation with

each personality domain. Results from the correlation analysis are presented in the next section.

6.2 Correlations Between Personality Domains and Emergent
Preference Categories

A point-biserial correlation analysis was used to assess the statistical association of personality
with the teachers’ supervisory preference derived from the qualitative data. The point-biserial
correlation coefficients () were estimated to indicate the relationship degree and direction
between each personality domain and dichotomous variable that represented the preference
categories. The personality domains included Extraversion versus Introversion (D_EI), Sensing
versus Intuition (D_SN), Thinking versus Feeling (D_TF), and Judging versus Perceiving

(D_JP). The dichotomous variables were placed in the categories of Capable, Friendly, Logical,
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Confident, Courteous, Of-Integrity, Benevolent, Willing-to-Help, Non-Judgmental, Directive,

Collaborative, Nondirective, Reinforcing, and Differentiating.

The level of measurement, normal distribution, and linearity assumptions were
evaluated for point-biserial correlation analysis. The measurement levels of variables were
accurate, because each pair of variable examined comprised of one continuous variable
(personality domains) and one dichotomous nominal variable (preference categories). The
linearity assumption was assessed through the normal distribution of continuous variables. Note
that the effect of non-normally distributed data can be ignored in a large sample size of more
than 200 participants (Hair et al., 2010). This study’s sample size was 384 participants,
therefore, the data’s non-normality, if occurred, would not have affected the linearity of this

analysis.

Some variable pairs, however, violated the normal distribution assumption. This
assumption was diagnosed using the Shario-Wilk test statistics, as demonstrated in Table 6.12.
The test indicated that the distributions of D_El and D_TF for the Absence and Presence levels
of all preference categories were insignificantly different from normality. D SN and D _JP
distributions were however significantly different from normality for either both or one level of
each preference category. This indicated that only variable pairs concerning D_El and D_TF
achieved the normal distribution assumption. The confidence intervals and significance tests of
their point-biserial correlation coefficients were justifiable. Their results could be referred to the

population.
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Table 6.12

Shapiro-Wilk Test of Normality for Personality Domains and Preference Categories

D_EI D SN D_TF D _JP
Preference category
Statistic | df Statistic df Statistic df Statistic df
Supervisor’s character
Capable Absence .994 227 981" 227 993 227 971 227
Presence 989 157 .963™ 157 988 157 .942™ 157
Friendly Absence .994 244 .979™ 244 992 244 .955™ 244
Presence .990 140 966" 140 994 140 .968™ 140
Logical Absence .994 346 .979™ 346 996 346 .963™ 346
Presence 974 38 920" 38 977 38 942" 38
Confident Absence 995 380 976" 380 996 380 961" 380
Presence .867 4 927 4 .823 4 981 4
Courteous Absence .994 343 973" 343 .996 343 957" 343
Presence 975 41 983 41 978 41 967 41
Of-Integrity Absence 994 343 .980™ 325 996 325 961" 325
Presence 975 41 .962 59 .988 59 935" 59
Benevolent Absence .994 343 971 301 .995 301 963" 301
Presence 975 41 .983 83 .984 83 950" 83
Supervisor’s intention
Willing-to-Help Absence .994 324 .983™ 324 996 324 .961™ 324
Presence 984 60 939" 60 979 60 953" 60
Non-Judgmental ~ Absence .995 353 978" 353 .995 353 .959™ 353
Presence 963 31 940 31 973 31 .965 31
Supervisory behaviour
Directive Absence 993 211 975" 211 .992 211 969" 211
Presence 996 173 .976™ 173 992 173 947" 173
Collaborative Absence 992 242 978" 242 990 242 .960™ 242
Presence 991 142 963" 142 .982 142 959" 142
Nondirective Absence .995 373 981" 373 .994 373 .960™ 373
Presence 922 11 .888 11 .960 11 932 11
Reinforcing Absence .995 374 .975™ 374 .996 374 961" 374
Presence 937 10 966 10 963 10 957 10
Differentiating Absence .994 377 977 377 .996 377 962" 377
Presence .899 7 904 7 948 7 851 7

*p < .05. **p < 01,
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All pairs of personality domains and preference categories were then estimated for their point-
biserial correlation coefficients (7pb), as demonstrated in Table 6.13. The coefficients indicated
significant correlations in six variable pairs. The Extraversion versus Introversion domain
significantly correlated with one preference category. D_EI had a negative correlation with the
Capable category at 95% confidence level (7, =-.120, p = .019), despite the small effect size.
The negative correlation meant the preference level for capable supervisors likely decreased
when the domain score increased. This suggested that extraverted teachers tended to prefer

capable supervisors less than introverted teachers.

Table 6.13

Point-Biserial Correlation Coefficients Between Personality Domains and Preference Categories (N = 384)

Preference category D_EI D_SN D_TF D _JpP
Supervisor’s character
Capable -.120* .029 .044 -.036
Friendly .030 .007 .028 -.039
Logical -.058 .020 -.030 .067
Confident .045 -.040 -.001 018
Courteous -.034 -.054 -.083 -131%*
Of-Integrity -.026 -.019 .086 .016
Benevolent 011 .053 -.132%* .025
Supervisor’s intention
Willing-to-Help .037 -.040 .063 -.036
Non-Judgmental -.043 .089 .020 -.014
Supervisory behaviour
Directive -.070 -.029 -.042 .022
Collaborative .067 -.020 128%* .057
Nondirective .040 -.092 - 151%** -.128*
Reinforcing -.021 .009 .044 .097
Differentiating .008 .039 -.025 -.031

*p <.05. **p < .01.
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The Thinking versus Feeling domain significantly correlated with three preference categories,
although the effect sizes were small. D_TF obtained negative correlations with the Benevolent
(rpp =-.132, p = .009) and Nondirective (rp = -.151, p = .003) categories at 99% confidence
level. The increase of this domain score likely decreased preference levels for benevolent
supervisors and nondirective supervisory behaviours. This suggested that Thinking teachers
were inclined to prefer these supervisory conditions less than Feeling teachers. D_TF also
positively correlated with the Collaborative category at 95% confidence level (rp, = .128, p =
.012). The preference level for collaborative supervisory behaviours tended to increase when the
domain score increased, which suggested that Thinking teachers likely preferred such

behaviours more than Feeling teachers.

The Judging versus Perceiving domain was also found to significantly correlate with
two preference categories. D _JP had negative correlations with the Courteous category (7pb = -
.131, p =.01) and Nondirective (7 = -.131, p = .01) categories, despite the small effect size.
The preference levels for courteous supervisors and nondirective supervisory behaviours likely
decreased when the domain score increased. This suggested that Judging teachers inclined to
prefer supervisory conditions less than Perceiving teachers. It is important to note that these
correlations violated the normality assumption, thus their confidence intervals and significant
tests were not justifiable. These results could therefore explain only the sample’s behaviours,

not the population.

The results from the point-biserial correlation analysis demonstrated significant
correlations of the Extraversion versus Introversion and Thinking versus Feeling domains with
some preference categories. It was suggested that introverted teachers might prefer capable
supervisors more than extraverted teachers. Feeling teachers would desire benevolent
supervisors and nondirective supervisory behaviours more than Thinking teachers. Thinking

teachers might favour collaborative supervisory behaviours more than Feeling teachers, and
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Perceiving teachers also likely preferred courteous supervisors and nondirective supervisory

behaviours more than Judging teachers, but this assumption was limited to the study’s sample.

6.3 Summary

This chapter has presented the results from this study’s qualitative data. The content analysis
yielded 23 emergent categories, including 14 supervisory preferences of Thai in-service teachers
and nine reasons for their preference. Great percentages of teachers expressed their preference
for capable, friendly, benevolent supervisors who perform directive and collaborative
behaviours. They reasoned that the preferred supervisory condition would comfort and give
them confidence in the supervision process. They would feel positive about the supervisory
relationship and encouraged to improve their professional practices. The content analysis also
indicated some notable differences in supervisory preference between those with opposite

personality types.

The point-biserial correlation analysis indicated four significant correlations: (i) the
Extraversion versus Introversion domain had a significantly negative correlation with the
Capable category; (ii) the Thinking versus Feeling domain obtained a significantly negative
correlation with the Benevolent category; (iii) the Thinking versus Feeling domain obtained a
significantly negative correlation with the Nondirective category; and (iv) the Thinking versus
Feeling domain obtained a significantly positive correlation with the Collaborative category.
These results suggested that introverted teachers likely preferred capable supervisors more than
the extraverted teachers. Thinking teachers tended to favour collaborative supervisory
behaviours more than Feeling teachers. Feeling teachers were inclined to prefer benevolent
supervisors and nondirective supervisory behaviours more than Thinking teachers. The Sensing
versus Intuition and Judging versus Perceiving domains, however, had no significant correlation
with any preference category. The following chapter will represent and discuss the quantitative

and qualitative results, and their integration to address the research questions of this study.
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CHAPTER 7:
DISCUSSION

This study applied a convergent mixed methods research design to explore the supervisory
behaviour preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers. The preference was examined to better
understand the nationwide view on supervision by teachers. The teachers’ individual preference
based on their personality was also assessed to comprehensively explain the relationship

between the two variables.

This chapter discusses two research questions by addressing related evidence from this
study and debates how such evidence corroborates, contradicts, and contributes to what is
currently known. It also involves the study’s contribution to educational supervision and

leadership literatures apart from those related to the research questions.

7.1 Research Question One

What is the preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers for supervisory

behaviours?
Research Question One sought to explore Thai in-service teachers’ preference for supervisory
behaviours. The question was addressed by merged results of teachers’ aggregate responses to
the quantitative and qualitative questions, which provided a comprehensive explanation of the
teachers’ preference. The quantitative strand concerned the average relative preference scores of
four supervisory behavioural approaches: (i) Directive Control; (ii) Directive Informational; (iii)
Collaborative; and (iv) Nondirective. The qualitative strand concerned the response proportion
of emergent categories from content analysis. The following sections present the study’s
evidence that reveal, not only the preference for supervisory behaviours, but also supervisors’

characters.
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7.1.1 Teachers’ Preference for Collaborative Supervisory Behaviours

The study’s evidence suggested that Thailand’s in-service teachers tend to prefer collaborative
supervisory behaviours to other behaviours. The quantitative strand showed that the
Collaborative approach produced an average relative preference score of approximately 0.40,
which included Directive Control (0.14), Directive Informational (0.19), and Nondirective
approaches (0.27) (Chapter 5, Section 5.2). The Collaborative approach was approximately
three times more preferred than Directive Control, two times more than Directive Informational,

and one-and-a-half times more than the Nondirective approach.

The evidence from the qualitative strand relatively confirmed the teachers’ preference
for collaborative behaviours of their supervisors. The teachers’ open responses in relation to
their supervisory behaviour preference were found predominantly in the Directive and
Collaborative categories. The response proportion in the Collaborative category was less than
that of the Directive category by 8.07% (Chapter 6, Section 6.1), however, 48 responses, being
12.50% of the sample, matched both categories. The Collaborative approach involved
supervisors’ directive behaviours, such as the presentation of their opinions about supervision
issues (Glickman et al., 2018). If overlapping responses were limited to the Collaborative
category, the proportion difference would be the opposite; the response proportion of the
Directive category to the Collaborative category would be 32.55% to 36.98%. It could be
assumed that most responses were in the Collaborative category, which refers to the teachers’
preference for supervisors who are open-minded and flexible, listen to their ideas, or share ideas
with them. The refined proportion, together with the quantitative evidence, assert that Thai in-

service teachers prefer collaborative behaviours during a supervision process.

The teachers’ preference for collaborative supervisory behaviours aligns with the
existing literature. Collaborative behaviours have been reported to be the most preferred

supervisory approach by teachers in various contexts, including high school teachers in
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Wisconsin, USA (Akinniyi, 1987); special education teachers in Eastern Pennsylvania, USA
(Dodd, 2006); school teachers in Oklahoma, USA (Johnson, 1989); and basic education teachers
in Bangkok, Thailand (Leartprapruet, 2005). The study’s evidence also corroborated with the
results of Foels et al.’s (2000) and Kalargyrou and Woods’ (2009) studies on leadership. These
previous studies found that followers preferred democratic or participative leadership to
autocratic leadership (Foels et al., 2000); followers expect their leaders to encourage
collaborative relationships among the organisation’s staff (Kalargyrou & Woods, 2009).
Democratic leadership is comparable to collaborative supervisory behaviours, while autocratic
leadership can be related to directive supervisory behaviours. This study therefore provides

empirical support to teachers’ fondness for collaborative supervisory practices.

The qualitative evidence further revealed the reasons why Thai in-service teachers
preferred collaborative supervisory behaviours, of which mostly fell into the Attentive category
(22.73% of the total responses [Chapter 6, Section 6.1]). Note that the Comfortable-in-Process
category neglected to probe the specific reason for this preference, because its response
proportions were the highest for all preference categories. This evidence asserts that the teachers
would be attentive to supervision and willing to cooperate in the process, if treated with
collaborative behaviours. Such an assertion has been supported by previous studies on
collaborative supervision (Burns & Badiali, 2015; Lefevre, 2005; Tubsai, 2015). These studies
have shown that collaborative practices in supervision makes supervisees feel listened to and
included (Lefevre, 2005), eager to talk with their supervisors (Tubsai, 2015), and have the desire
to continue the activity even after their issues are shoved (Showers & Joyce, 1996). It is
important to note that these studies were concerned about social work student supervision
(Lefevre, 2005), pre-service teacher supervision (Tubsai, 2015), and peer supervision among
teachers (Showers & Joyce, 1996). This study, therefore, postulates that in-service teachers’

attentive behaviours also appear under school leaders’ collaborative supervision. It is also
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assumed that such an association is likely to be true regardless of the supervisor’s or

supervisee’s identity.

The linkage of the teachers’ preference for collaborative supervision to their attention
could be explained by teacher empowerment and commitment. Teacher empowerment
positively associates with their commitment to school (Bogler & Somech, 2004; Gaziel, 2009);
a way to facilitate their empowerment is to have teachers take part in the school’s decision-
making process (Gaziel, 2009). This should also be the case for any school situation, including
the teacher supervisory activities. Collaborative supervisory behaviours allowed teachers to gain
control over decision-making as an equal partner with supervisors (Glickman et al., 2018). The
mutual responsibility for decision-making will perhaps empower teachers and lead to the
development of their commitment to the supervision process. The teachers’ commitment may
then impact their willingness to participate in the activity with the desire to contribute more
frequently. This assumption was based merely on the researcher’s view. To verify such an
assumption requires the exploration of the relationships among collaborative supervision,

teachers’ empowerment, and teachers’ commitment.

The study’s quantitative and qualitative evidence suggested that Thai in-service teachers
are likely to prefer collaborative supervisory behaviours, and these behaviours would make
them attentive to the supervision process. The teachers’ attention to collaborative supervision
could be explained by the connection between teacher empowerment and commitment. The
study’s evidence supported the existing literature and extends the understanding of supervisees’
feelings under collaborative supervision practices beyond the social work students’ and
pre-service teachers’ scenarios. It also proposed that supervisees’ attention to collaborative
behaviours might be true despite supervisees’ and supervisors’ identities. The following section
presents and discusses the study’s evidence on the teachers’ preference for the supervisors’

character.
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7.1.2 Teachers’ Preference for Capable and Considerate Supervisors

The qualitative evidence of this study uncovered Thailand’s in-service teachers’ preference for
their supervisor’s character, which is beyond the study’s prescriptive scope. The study’s results
(Chapter 6, Section 6.1) demonstrated that most teachers’ open responses fell into the Capable
(40.89%), Friendly (36.46%), and Benevolent (21.61%) categories. Such evidence suggests that
Thai in-service teachers would prefer their supervisors to be skilled, knowledgeable, and
experienced. They are also likely to favour considerate supervisors who show friendliness,

kindness, sympathy, and understanding toward them.

These supervisor character preferences accord with the results of related studies on
educational supervision (Leartprapruet, 2005; Wanzare, 2013) and leadership (Dos & Savas,
2015; Fish, 2016; Kalargyrou & Woods, 2009). Teachers have been reported to desire
supervisors who are friendly (Leartprapruet, 2005), competent, and experienced in teaching
(Wanzare, 2013). They expected effective school leaders to be knowledgeable, intelligent, and
empathetic (Dos & Savas, 2015). It has been found that teachers preferred transformational
leadership (Fish, 2016) which involves school leaders being considerate of individual teachers
(Hoy & Miskel, 2013). Employees in a higher education institute also mentioned that empathy
and compassion were essential traits of effective leaders (Kalargyrou & Woods, 2009). The
present study’s evidence on the teachers’ preference of capable and considerate school leaders

reinforces the evidence from previous studies.

The study’s evidence also sheds light on the teachers’ reasons for supervisors’ capability
and consideration preference. The participating teachers’ reasons for capable supervisor
preference were mainly in the Confident-In-Process category (24.20% [Chapter 6, Section 6.1]),
while their reasons to favour considerate supervisors were in the In-Good-Relationship category

(22.00%; Table 7.1).
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Table 7.1

Percentages of Responses in Reason Categories Based on Friendly Category, Benevolent Category, and Their Integration (N = 384)

Reason category
Preference Professional development Supervision process Work
category

Encourage- Being- Welcomin Confident- Attentive Cor_n\i/oi:ltlz:ble In-Good- Willing-To- Confident-

To-Develop Improved g In-Process Process Relationship Work To-Work
Friendly 17.86%* 5.71% 10.71% 16.43% 13.57% 40.00%* 25.71%?* 8.57% 0.71%
Benevolent 14.46% 0.00% 18.07% 26.51%* 6.02% 36.14%* 19.28%? 12.05% 0.00%
Integration 17.00% 4.00% 13.00% 21.00%* 11.00% 38.00%* 22.00%* 10.50% 0.50%
(as Considerate)

Note. Responses in Friendly = 36.46%, Benevolent = 21.61%, and their integration = 52.08%. Some responses matched multiple categories.

2 Three highest percentages of the row.
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Note that the reasons for considerate supervisor preference were derived from the integration of
responses in the Friendly and Benevolent categories. The top three Reason categories of these
merged responses were (i) Comfortable-With-Process (38.00%); (ii) In-Good-Relationship
(22.00%); and (iii) Confident-In-Process (21.00%). The discussed evidence also neglected the
Comfortable-in-Process category, where response proportions stayed the highest for all
Preference categories, to point out the difference between the capability and consideration
preferences. This study thus posits that capable supervisors would bestow teachers with a
feeling of trust towards their supervisors and confidence in the given suggestions. Considerate

supervisors would ensure teachers felt befriended, warm, safe, and respected.

The teachers’ confidence in supervision affected by capable supervisors and their
positive attitude towards the supervisory relationship by considerate supervisors can be related
to Lefevre’s (2005) study. Her study on supervised students in social work education showed
that incompetent supervisors made the students feel disappointed, causing their learning to be
jeopardised. Friendly and nurturing supervisors enabled students to feel trusted and safe, a
condition that would allow a healthy supervisory relationship to be established. The supervisees
in Lefevre’s (2005) study were social work students, while those of the current study are in-
service teachers. The present evidence hence extends that supervisees’ confidence in
supervision and positive relationship attitudes would also be developed in in-service teachers

through their interactions with capable and considerate supervisors.

The preference for capable supervisors to support Thailand’s in-service teachers could
be influenced by the uncertainty avoidance norm of Thai society. Thailand has a strong
uncertainty avoidance society with members feeling uncomfortable with unknown situations
(Hofstede et al., 2010). Thai people normally rely on experts and expert knowledge to maintain
certainty and stability in their lives (Hallinger & Kantamara, 2000). Supervision involves

changes to improve teachers’ practices which could position teachers in a difficult and
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ambiguous situation that can initiate anxiety. Thai in-service teachers may seek capable
supervisors with whom they feel assured to successfully undertake through such a situation.
They might not want to be ordered or controlled, but prefer to be treated as an equal, since they

are likely to favour collaborative behaviours to directive behaviours (Section 7.1.1).

The preference for a considerate supervisor may be explained by the harmonious
relationship valued by Thai people. Thailand’s culture is oriented towards socially smooth
relationships (Komin, 1988; Servaes, 2017), and valuing social relations more than productivity
(Hallinger & Kantamara, 2000). Thai people are taught by the Buddhism philosophy to be
friendly, modest (Servaes, 2017), and kind (Soontayatron, 2014) to fellow people. They
typically feel kreng jai (respectfully fear to disturb others) and normally say mai pen rai (never
mind) to maintain a harmonious relationship with others (Servaes, 2017). Thai people would
also expect to be treated with mutual respect by others. Such a value could affect Thai in-service
teachers’ preference for considerate supervisors who demonstrate friendliness, kindness, mercy,

and empathy towards them during supervision.

This study attests to Thailand’s in-service teachers’ preference for capable and
considerate supervisors. The supervisor’s capability and consideration would provide teachers
with the confidence to develop positive feelings towards the supervisory relationship. This
evidence extends that such supervision preference and emerged attitude exist in in-school
supervision, as well as in the supervision of teacher education or social work education. One can
also assume that these preferences of Thai schoolteachers are influenced by the Thai culture,
which posits the impact of socio-culture on teachers’ beliefs about supervision and relationship
between themselves and leaders. Teachers’ supervisory preference could therefore be varied
among different socio-cultural contexts and may be the same among similar socio-cultural
contexts. These postulations are however built on qualitative evidence that needs to be validated

by quantitative evidence from further studies and evidence of the preference of teachers in other
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countries with similar or different cultural norms to Thailand. The next section discusses the
potential impact of capability, collaboration and consideration qualities of supervisors on

teachers’ professional development.

7.1.3 Impacts of Collaborative, Capable, and Considerate Supervisors

The teachers’ emergent reasons unveiled the impact of school supervisors’ collaboration,
capability, and consideration on their professional development. The qualitative responses by
teachers showed that three qualities were preferred by most participating teachers, as explained
in Sections 7.1.1 and 7.1.2. The Encouraged-To-Develop category also yielded the top three
highest response proportions (17.19%) among the Reason categories (Chapter 6, Section 6.1).
This proportion followed those of the Comfortable-With-Process (33.07%), Confident-In-
Process (18.49%), and In-Good-Relationship (18.49%) categories. It can be inferred that the
combination of collaboration, capability, and consideration qualities would positively affect the

teachers’ willingness and confidence to improve and change their professional practices.

Such an inference is supported by the studies of Chokepaisarn (2010), Lefevre (2005)
Nabhani et al. (2015), and Tubsai (2015) who have reported that supervisors’ collaborative
practice and consideration for teachers could induce changes in teachers’ instructional
behaviours (Chokepaisarn, 2010). The capability of supervisors was also perceived by teachers
to increase confidence to improve their educational training (Nabhani et al., 2015). Pre-service
teachers would also have the enthusiasm to improve their teaching practice when supervised
under collaborative behaviours (Tubsai, 2015). This asserts, to some extent, that supervisors’
collaboration, capability, and consideration can enhance the teacher’s attitude towards

professional development.

The supervisor’s collaboration, capability, and consideration may concern their effects
on the teacher’s attitude. The highest response for these quality preferences fell into the

Comfortable-With-Process category, which suggests that the three qualities would help teachers
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to feel relief and to reduce any nervousness, fear, and stress during the supervision process.
Such comfort may allow teachers to be more receptive to any professional improvement ideas
proposed in the process. Moreover, collaborative supervisors could pay attention to supervision
(Section 7.1.1), which implies commitment to the activity and therefore its objective to improve
supervisory practices. Capable supervisors are likely to increase their confidence in the process
(Section 7.1.2), which could lead them to realise the feasibility to improve their practice after
following any supervisory suggestions. Considerate supervisors would develop a positive
supervisory attitude in teacher relations (Section 7.1.2), as well as establish respect and
admiration from the teachers. Such feelings would enable teachers to be more responsive
towards the supervisors’ suggestions. One may assume that the combination of supervisors’
collaboration, capability, and consideration qualities can encourage teachers to enhance their
professional practices, because it affects their receptiveness to supervisory suggestions, as well
as their commitment to, and confidence in, professional development. This assumption is
however based on the researcher’s reasoning and the study’s qualitative evidence. The links
among these perceptions require further investigation perhaps through quantitative

methodology.

The uncovered impact of collaboration, capability, and consideration qualities on
teachers also deepens the notions of transformational school leaders. Such qualities have been
emphasised among several qualities for leading an educational organisation in an ever-changing
environment. To facilitate change in schools requires leaders to pursue a collaborative
relationship with teachers (Astin & Astin, 2000; Mendez-Morse, 1992); to be knowledgeable
(Duignan, 2012), skilled, and specialised (Astin & Astin, 2000); and to be compassionate (Astin
& Astin, 2000; Duignan, 2012; Watt, 2009) and relatable (Mendez-Morse, 1992) to teachers.
Given that teacher supervision is an integral responsibility of school leaders (OECD, 2009), this
study provides an insightful understanding of how capable, collaborative, and considerate

school leaders can foster change in schools. It reveals that these three qualities of school leaders
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could make teachers feel anxiety-free, trusting, and relaxed, as well as supported to change or
improve their practices. Changes in teachers’ practices would help to mobilise the school’s

transformation.

This study concludes that the potential of collaboration, capability, and consideration
qualities of supervisors can encourage teacher professional development. This inference is
congruent with results from previous studies and could be explained through the development of
teachers’ receptiveness, commitment, and confidence in supervision for professional
improvement. This explanation is subjected to further validation from further studies. The
potential impact of the supervisor’s qualities offers a better understanding of transformational
leadership in education. Thai school leaders should be collaborative, capable, and considerate
when supervising their in-service teachers, since this could enhance the teachers’ continuing
professional development. This would have Thai teachers more prepared to be a driving force of
the country’s reform to improve its education quality. Note that teachers in different cultures
from Thailand may not have the same supervisory preference as Thai teachers (Section 7.1.2).
The impacts of these supervisors’ qualities could thus differ across different socio-cultures. The

following section relates to the study’s evidence of the school leadership in Thailand’s context.

7.1.4 Collaboration and Consideration in Thailand’s School Leadership

The teachers’ preference for supervision brought forth the importance of Thailand’s school
supervisors or leaders to be collaborative and considerate. One can assume from this study’s
evidence that Thai in-service teachers preferred school leaders who are capable, collaborative
and considerate. Such leaders would promote a teacher’s receptiveness and commitment to
leadership activities and encouragement to follow procedures or perform activities. The
collaboration and consideration leadership qualities have been well recognised in Thailand’s
studies, but they are not generally possessed by Thai school leaders or clearly captured in

Thailand’s standards for school leadership.
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The importance of collaborative and considerate school leaders has been acknowledged
and detailed in educational administration studies in Thailand. It has been reported that the
collaboration quality of Thai school leaders positively affects a school’s academic
administration (Innara et al., 2015) and student learning achievement (Somboon, 2014). The
consideration quality has a positive relationship to a school’s learning atmosphere (Boonpeng,
2014) and the performance of school reform (Sittirit et al., 2013). These results from previous
studies can be related to the present study. Collaborative and considerate school leaders may
reinforce success of the school through enhancement of teachers’ receptiveness and
commitment to school goals and achievement plans. Various studies on Thailand’s educational
leadership models have also involved collaboration (Hongwiangchan et al., 2017; Priyakorn et
al., 2019) and consideration (Kanokorn et al., 2013; Sawetvorachot & Khanto, 2017) as key
components to educational successful. Such models in Thailand’s literature have demonstrated
the high recognition of collaboration and consideration as essential qualities to be possessed by

Thai school leaders.

In reality, there is the critique that Thailand’s school leaders are not generally
collaborative nor considerate. Some studies have determined that school leaders under some
educational authorities in Thailand do perform high levels of collaboration (Innara et al., 2015;
Sriputta et al., 2018) and consideration (Boonpeng, 2014; Mukda et al., 2015; Sittirit et al.,
2013), but these results are not generalisable to all school leaders in the country. Some of these
studies also involved the perception of leaders (Boonpeng, 2014; Sittirit et al., 2013; Sriputta et
al., 2018) who are likely to overrate themselves, as they were found to self-report the levels of
their instructional leadership role (Hallinger & Lee, 2014), effective leadership role (Karuna et
al., 2014), and supportive behaviours (Lohwithee, 2010) higher than their teachers’ perceptions.
Some Thai school leaders were more restrictive and task-oriented than supportive and socially-
oriented (Lohwithee, 2010), and some were expected to improve their collaboration and

friendliness towards teachers (Leartprapruet, 2005; Mekkhao, 2014). Thailand is also a strongly
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hierarchical society (Hallinger & Kantamara, 2000) where those with less power accept
unequally distributed power (Harada, 2017), and organisational leaders tend to be autocratic
(Hofstede et al., 2010). There is no consensus in the literature that Thailand’s school leaders are

generally collaborative and considerate.

The lack of school leaders’ collaboration and consideration qualities can be attributed to
ambiguous national standards or policies for school leadership. The standards are divided into
those of knowledge, experience, and performance (TCT, 2013a). The performance standard
does not explicitly represent leaders’ roles and functions (as argued in Chapter 3, Section 3.7); it
is so broadly stated that leaders’ behaviours towards their teachers are not clearly specified, and
the qualities of collaboration and consideration are not stipulated. The capability quality,
however, seems to be more transparent, as the knowledge and experience standards clearly
require school leaders to acquire adequate capabilities and management experience prior to the
profession application. The unclear collaboration and consideration practice standards contradict

the important impacts of these two qualities.

The study’s evidence suggests that collaborative and considerate school leaders would
develop teachers’ positive attitudes towards school activities and promote their cooperation.
This could then lead to a effective implementation of school planning to achieve their goals. It
has been assumed that Thailand’s school leaders do not possess or practise collaboration and
consideration attitudes toward their teachers. The two qualities are also not stated as clearly as
the capability quality in Thai school leadership standards, therefore, it is necessary to develop
collaboration and consideration qualities in Thai school leaders. The next part of this chapter
will address the second research question of the study. The influences of each MBTI personality

type on teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference are also discussed.

199



The supervisory behaviour preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers

7.2 Research Question Two

How does personality influence the supervisory behaviour preference of

Thailand’s in-service teachers?
Research Question Two explored the influence of Thailand’s in-service teachers’ personalities
on their supervisory behaviour preference. It was addressed by integrated results of the
quantitative and qualitative strands. The quantitative strand concerned the predictive
relationship of two variables: (i) MBTI personality domains to the teachers’ preferences for
supervisory behavioural approaches; and (ii) predictive powers of overall personality domains
and other demographics, which were assessed to gauge the degree of personality influence

compared with other personal characteristics.

The qualitative strand involved emergent categories from the teachers’ open responses
and correlational analysis. The emergent categories from content analysis were quantified and
the difference of response proportions between the opposite personality types in each domain
was estimated for each category. The point-biserial correlation analysis was then applied to

estimate how each quantified category correlated with the MBTI personality domains.

The following sections represent and discuss the resultant integration and its evidence
on how each MBTI personality domain influences the teachers’ preference for supervisory
behaviours. Also discussed is the influence of overall personality domains based on the
quantitative evidence that places a concern about the use of MBTI personality domains to

explore teachers’ preferences.

7.2.1 Influence of MBTI Personality Domains on the Teachers’ Supervisory
Behaviour Preference

The integrated results demonstrated the influence of some MBTI personality domains on the
teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference. This integration involved the significant predictive

relationships from the quantitative source and significant correlational relationships from the
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qualitative source. The response proportion difference from the qualitative strand was included

to supplement the information where there was a significant predictive relationship but no

significant correlation. These related results were categorised according to supervisory

responsibility orientations, including Supervisor Responsibility, Mutual Responsibility, and

Teacher Responsibility. The comparison of these results is shown in Table 7.2.

Table 7.2

Compatrison of Results From Quantitative and Qualitative Strands Based on Teachers’ Supervisory

Behaviour Preference
Supervisory .
behaviour Pe(;‘;:):aail;ty Quantitative strand Qualitative strand
orientation
Supervisor E-I The domain accounted for 1.4% (p | (No significant correlation)
responsibility = .010) of the variance it} the. To supplement this:
inverse preference for Directive The I had high
Control approach and 2.2% (p = ¢ 1 type a had higher response
.001) of that in the Directive proportion in the Directive category
. than the E type by 3.55%.
Informational approach preference. ] )
The I type more likely preferred the I pr.(eifer] a supf:rﬁnslor Wh(.) 5
Directive Control and Directive providing mehw1t a ]tjernatﬁfe
Informational approaches than the E suggestions that can be we
_ _ . practiced ... [because it] would
type (Bssp_inv_pc = .122, p = .009;
Bssp b1 = -.140, p = .003) make me feel comfortable and
- T ’ ' ready to address the problem and
improve’ (case ID070, I type).
S-N (No significant results) (No significant correlation)
T-F The domain accounted for 1.1% (p (No significant correlation)
= .027) of the variance in the.: . To supplement this:
inverse preference for the Directive .
Control approach. The F type a had higher response
proportion in the Directive category
”l_"he teachers of the F _type.more than the T type by 10.07%.
likely preferred the Directive T pref . h
Control approach than those of the [ preler a super_\/lsor] who .
T type (Bssp v e =.107, p = provides suggestions ... [because it]
026) - ’ would make me feel comfortable,
’ ' not pressured, and happy’ (case
IDO18, F type)
J-P (No significant results) (No significant correlation)
Mutual E-1 (No significant results) (No significant correlation)
ibili
responsibility S-N (No significant results) (No significant correlation)

T-F (No significant results) The T type more likely preferred
collaborative supervisory
behaviours than the F type (rpp =
139, p =.006).

J-P (No significant results) (No significant correlation)
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Supervisory Personalit
behaviour ity Quantitative strand Qualitative strand
. . domain
orientation
Teacher E-1 The domain accounted for 1.7% (p (No significant correlation)
responsibility =.005) of the variance in the To supplement this:
Nondirecti h preft .
ondirective appr.oac prelerence The E type had a higher response
The E type more likely preferred proportion in the Nondirective
;hte NOIldlI'eCtIVE alpngoacll t(l)l(e)l;l the | category than the I type by 2.42%.
ype (Psse o =128, p =.007). ‘[a supervisor] who is open-minded
and giving me freedom to think and
make decisions ... would make me
feel more confident in teaching’
(case ID173, E type)

S-N (No significant results) (No significant correlation)

T-F (No significant results) The F type more likely preferred
nondirective supervisory behaviours
than the T type (rpp =-.151, p =
.003).

J-P (No significant results)

Note. E-I = Extraversion versus Introversion domain; S-N = Sensing versus Intuition domain; T-F =
Thinking versus Feeling domain; J-P = Judging versus Perceiving domain; E = Extraversion; [ =
Introversion; T = Thinking; F = Feeling; J = Judging; P = Perceiving.

There appeared to be no conflict between the major results from the quantitative and qualitative
strands. They yielded no opposite preferences for a supervisory behavioural orientation in any
of the personality domains, although they did not provide any evidence of the same relationship
between the personality domain and each orientation. The supplement of response proportion
differences also accorded with significant results from the quantitative strand. It is arguable that
the qualitative results relatively confirmed and extended the quantitative results. The positive
influence of MBTI personality types on Thai in-service teachers’ supervisory behaviour
preference evidenced by the integrated results is demonstrated in Figure 7.1. The Extraversion
type impacted on the preference for supervisory behaviours that highlight teacher responsibility
such as those in the Nondirective approach. The Introversion type influenced the preference for
supervisor responsibility behaviours like those in Directive Control and Directive Informational
approaches. The Thinking type affected the preference for supervisory behaviours that
emphasise mutual responsibility between teachers and supervisors such as those in the

Collaborative approach. The Feeling type influenced the preference for behaviours that focus on
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either supervisor or teacher responsibility, as in Directive Control or Nondirective approaches.
The Sensing, Intuition, Judging, and Perceiving types however did not influence the teachers’
supervisory behaviour preference. Discussions about each MBTI personality domain are

provided in subsequent sections.

Figure 7.1

Influence of Teacher Personality Types on Their Preference for Supervisory Behaviours

Supervisor Mutual Teacher
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility
SBC <« I I i >
DC DI CL ND
< | > < E >
(QUAN) (QUAN)
+——F —— < T >« F >
(QUAN) (QUAL) (QUAL)

Note. SBC = supervisory behaviour continuum; DC = Directive Control approach; DI = Directive
Informational approach; CL = Collaborative approach; ND = Nondirective approach; E = Extraversion
type; I = Introversion type; T = Thinking type; F = Feeling type; QUAN = derived from significant results
of quantitative strand; QUAL = derived from significant results of qualitative strand.

Extraversion versus Introversion domain

The merged results suggest that the Extraversion versus Introversion domain influenced Thai
in-service teachers’ preferences for directive and nondirective supervisory behaviours. The
quantitative results (Chapter 5, Section 5.3.1) showed that the domain accounted for 1.4% of the
variance in the inverse preference for the Directive Control approach (p = .010), 2.2% of the
variance in the preference for the Directive Informational approach (p =.001), and 1.7% of the
variance in the preference for the Nondirective approach (p = .005). The domain had positive
relationships with the inverse preference for the Directive Control approach (p=.122, p =.009)
and the preference for the Nondirective approach (B=.128, p =.007), but it had a negative

relationship with the preference for Directive Informational approach (B =-.140, p = .003). This
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suggests that introverted teachers were likely to prefer Directive Control and Directive
Informational approaches more so than extraverted teachers, while extraverts tended to prefer

the Nondirective approach more that introverts.

These preference inclinations were also supported by the qualitative results (Chapter 6,
Section 6.1.1), which yielded a greater proportion of introverts in the Directive category (by
3.55%) and a higher proportion of extraverts in the Nondirective category (by 2.42%). It is
hence asserted that the Extraversion versus Introversion domain has an impact on teachers’
preferences for directive and nondirective behaviours of supervisors. The extraverts would also
have more preference for nondirective supervisory behaviours but less preference for the

directive behaviours when compared to the introverts.

The Extraversion versus Introversion domain has the highest influence on the teachers’
supervisory behaviour preference among the four MBTI personality domains. The Extraversion
versus Introversion domain significantly predicted three out of four approach preferences. The
Thinking versus Feeling domain significantly predicted only one approach preference. The
Sensing versus Intuition and Judging versus Perceiving domains did not have any significant
predictive power for an approach preference. The three predictive powers of the Extraversion
versus Introversion domain were also higher than that of the Thinking versus Feeling domain. It
is thus assumed that the Extraversion versus Introversion domain has the strongest influence on

teachers’ preferences when compared with the other three MBTI domains.

The evidence from this study bears some similarity, as well as offers contrast, to
previous research in this area, for example, it corroborates the results of Amponsah and
Asamani’s (2015), Bertsch et al.’s (2017), and Moss and Ngu’s (2006) leadership studies. These
studies showed that extraverted teachers did not prefer transactional leadership (Amponsah &
Asamani, 2015) and that extraverted employees preferred transformational (Moss & Ngu, 2006)

and participative (Bertsch et al., 2017) leadership styles. These results are relevant to this study
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despite the utilisation of a different personality construct in the Big Five model. Transactional
leadership is comparable to directive supervisory behaviours, while transformational and
participative leadership resembles supervisory behaviours that are not directive (as argued in
Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2). These extraverts’ preferences for leadership styles imply their
preference for nondirective supervisory behaviours. The study’s evidence however contradicts
the results of Johnson (1989) who reported no difference in the supervisory behaviour
preference between teachers with high scores and those with low scores in the Extraversion and
Introversion types, but their sample size was relatively too small (132 teachers) to confirm the
results. One may argue that extraverted teachers could have more preference for nondirective
supervisory behaviours but less for directive supervisory behaviours than introverted teachers,

and vice versa.

The preference of extraverted teachers for nondirective behaviours in supervision and
introverted teachers for directive behaviours can be explained by personality type behaviours.
Extraverts are attentive to people and things (McGuiness, 2004), sociable, expressive, and
willing to take the initiative at work (I. B. Myers, 1998). They are also people of action and
practical achievement (I. B. Myers & Myers, 1995) who learn best through trial-and-error
(Bayne, 1995). Extraverted teachers may be more proactive during a supervision process than
introverts. They probably prefer to state their own problems and to initiate their own solutions
through discussions with their supervisors or real situation practices. The Nondirective approach
to supervisory behaviours that offers additional teacher responsibility might thus be the

preference of extraverted teachers.

Introverts focus their energy on concepts and ideas (McGuiness, 2004) and tend to be
private and contained individuals (I. B. Myers, 1998). They are also people of abstract invention
who go from consideration to action (I. B. Myers & Myers, 1995). In supervision, introverted

teachers might not take the initiative as much as extraverts, when stating a problem or solution;
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they possibly prefer to consider the supervisor’s ideas before taking action. Directive
supervisory behaviours that involve supervisor responsibility, as provided in the Directive
Control or Directive Informational approaches, would therefore be the preferred course of

action of introverted teachers.

The qualitative evidence also suggested a link of the Extraversion versus Introversion
domain to Thai in-service teachers’ preferences for a supervisor’s characteristics. The domain
was found to negatively correlate with the Capable category (7, = -.120, p = .019 [Chapter 6,
Section 6.2]), which attested that introverted teachers would prefer capable supervisors more
than extraverted teachers. Typical behaviours of the Introversion type suggest that introverted
teachers would prefer supervisors to take the initiative and to explain the problem and/or
solution more so than extraverted teachers. Introverted teachers would then expect their
supervisor to possess adequate knowledge, experience, or skills to provide such information.
Supervisors’ capabilities probably are more important from the perspective of introverted
teachers than that of extraverted teachers. The Directive Control and Directive Informational
approaches were also recommended to be performed when supervisors were more capable than
teachers (Glickman et al., 2018), and introverted teachers would have the preference for these
two approaches more so than extraverted teachers, as suggested by the quantitative evidence.
The teachers’ preference for capable supervisors arguably leads to their preference for directive
supervisory behaviours, or vice versa . The evidence from the two paradigms seem to support

each other.

Sensing versus Intuition domain

Given the integrated results, the Sensing versus Intuition domain did not seem to have any
influence on the supervisory behaviour preference of Thai in-service teachers. The quantitative
strand and the qualitative strand of this study also did not form any significant result regarding

the personality domain. There appeared to be no substantial predictive relationship or
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correlation of the domain to the teachers’ preference. These results suggest that no relationship

was formed between the two variables.

This study’s results, however, contradict those of previous studies (Clemente, 1990;
Johnson, 1989). Johnson (1989) reported a difference in directive supervision preferences
between teachers with high and low scores in the Sensing type; Clemente (1990) found that
teachers of the Sensing Judging type likely had a preference for directive supervision; those of
the Sensing Perceiving type tended to have a preference for nondirective supervision, and those
of the Intuition Thinking type and Intuition Feeling type likely had a preference for
collaborative supervision. Clemente’s (1990) implied that nondirective supervision might be the
preference of Sensing type teachers, while collaborative supervision may be the preference of
teachers of the Intuition type. Building on these studies, there seems to be a relationship
between the Sensing versus Intuition domain and the teachers’ supervisory behaviour

preference.

The discrepancy between the current results and those of the two previous studies
(Clemente, 1990; Johnson, 1989) could be attributed to the fact that the distribution of the
Sensing versus Intuition domain score was skewed in this study’s sample. The descriptive
information determined that almost all participants were in the Sensing type rather than the
Intuition type (about 91% to 9%). The skewness in this sample was much heavier than that in
the samples of Clemente’s (1990) and Johnson’s (1989) studies in the United States, where the
proportions of Sensing to Intuition types were approximately 55% to 45% (Clemente, 1990) and
67% to 23% (with 10% unclassified; Johnson, 1989). This may be due to the difference in
MBTI preference distributions between Thai and U.S. samples. It has been reported that the
percentage of Thai respondents in the Sensing type is more than that of U.S. respondents by
about 10% (Schaubhut & Thompson, 2017). A Thai sample therefore likely distributes towards

the Sensing type more heavily than an U.S. sample. Such an uneven distribution could affect the
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F and ¢ statistical tests (Hair et al., 2010), that is, those employed in this study. The Sensing
versus Intuition domain may have influenced the teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference,
but this study cannot sustain the notion. Further research on a larger scale or a more diverse

sample with different methodologies needs to be conducted to prove this claim.

Thinking versus Feeling domain

The integrated results confirmed the influence of the Thinking versus Feeling domain on the
preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers for directive supervisory behaviours. The
quantitative results (Chapter 5, Section 5.3.1) showed that the domain could explain 1.1% of the
variance in the inverse preference for the Directive Control approach (p = .027) with a positive
relationship (B =.107, p = .026). The Feeling teachers likely preferred the Directive Control
approach more than Thinking teachers. The qualitative results (Chapter 6, Section 6.1.3) also
showed a higher response proportion of Feeling teachers in the Directive category than that of
Thinking teachers by 10.07%. The evidence from these merged results therefore suggested that
the Thinking versus Feeling domain could influence the teachers’ preference for directive
supervisory behaviours, and Feeling type teachers likely preferred such behaviours more than

Thinking types.

The Thinking versus Feeling domain has the second highest influence on the teachers’
supervisory behaviour preference among the MBTI domains. The domains had a significant
predictive power for one approach preference. The Extraversion versus Introversion domain
significantly predicted three approach preferences: (i) Directive Control; (ii) Directive
Informational; and (iii) Nondirective. The Sensing versus Intuition and Judging versus
Perceiving domains did not significantly predict any approach preference. One may assume that
the Thinking versus Feeling domain influenced the teachers’ preference higher than the Sensing
versus Intuition and Judging versus Perceiving domains, but lower than the Extraversion versus

Introversion domain.
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The study’s evidence on the preference for directive supervisory behaviours of Thinking
and Feeling teachers was inconsistent with Johnson’s (1989) study, which identified that
teachers with high and low scores in the Feeling type did not differ in their supervisory
behaviour preference and those with high and low scores in the Thinking type had no difference
in their preference for directive behaviours. The study’s evidence was based on statistically
significant results and a larger sample size (460 participants), which provided more
generalisable evidence than that of Johnson’s (1989) study (132 participants). Johnson (1989)
did mention that ‘it is difficult to make generalisations [of their results] back to any larger
population’ (p. 107). The current study analysed the personality data on an interval scale, while
Johnson’s (1989) study used an ordinal scale. Interval data provides a more precise
measurement than ordinal data (Hair et al., 2010), as well as more meaningful evidence. This
study also applied the AHP method that measures preference data more accurately than typical
questionnaire methods (Sato, 2009). It is therefore arguable that there is a relationship of
teachers’ directive supervision preference to Feeling and Thinking types. There was a higher
preference for directive supervisory behaviours by teachers of the Feeling type than those of the

Thinking type, as determined in this study.

The typical behaviours of Thinking and Feeling types can clarify the preference for
directive supervisory behaviours of teachers with these personalities. Feeling individuals make
decisions based on personal and social values (I. B. Myers et al., 2009) and they would normally
strive for harmony when interacting with others (I. B. Myers et al., 2009) by tending to agree
with them (I. B. Myers & Myers, 1995). Thinking individuals make decisions based on logical
consequences and can be tough-minded (I. B. Myers et al., 2009); they do not tend to easily
believe others’ conclusions (I. B. Myers & Myers, 1995). Feeling type teachers may prefer
directive supervisory behaviours, as provided in the Directive Control approach, more than

Thinking teachers, as they tend to respect their supervisors’ values and agree with their ideas.
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Teachers of the Thinking type, however, might have less preference for such an approach, as

they would rather argue than to agree.

The qualitative evidence also showed that the Thinking versus Feeling domain may
influence Thai in-service teachers’ preferences for collaborative and nondirective supervisory
behaviours. The personality domain was found to have a positive correlation with the
Collaborative category (rop = .139, p = .006) and a negative correlation with the Nondirective
category (rpp = -.151, p = .003 [Chapter 6, Section 6.2]). These correlations suggest that teachers
of the Thinking type would have more preference for collaborative supervisory behaviours but
less for nondirective behaviours than those of the Feeling type. This suggestion is contrary to
Johnson’s (1989) study, which indicated that teachers with high scores in the Thinking type less
likely preferred collaborative supervision than the low score group. It also reported no differing
preference for supervisory styles between teachers with high and low scores in the Feeling type.
Johnson’s (1989) results however had interpretation and generalisation limitations, as discussed
in paragraph 3 of this section. The relationships evidenced by this study were stronger, since
they were based on a larger sample (384 teachers) with more meaningful data on personality.
One can therefore argue that Thinking teachers would prefer collaborative behaviours in

supervision, while Feeling teachers would prefer nondirective behaviours.

The Thinking teachers’ preference for collaborative supervisory behaviours and Feeling
teachers’ preference for nondirective behaviours could be explained. Thinking individuals have
an analytical learning style (Bayne, 1995); they desire everyone to be treated equally (I. B.
Myers et al., 2009). During the supervision process, teachers of the Thinking type probably feel
they should take as much responsibility as supervisors and they prefer to acquire mutual results
from logical discussions and the sharing of ideas with their supervisors. Supervisory behaviours
that emphasis equal responsibility of supervisors and teachers would thus be appropriate for

Thinking teachers.
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Feeling people are driven by personal likes or dislikes of themselves and others (I. B.
Myers et al., 2009). Their learning is enhanced by topics they are interested in (Bayne, 1995)
but have difficulty in arranging their ideas (I. B. Myers & Myers, 1995). Teachers of the Feeling
type might desire to address, by themselves, the supervision issue that is essential to them but
struggle with their thought process. In such an instance, they would prefer nondirective
supervisory behaviours that allow them to freely address the problem with help from their
supervisor to clearly organise their thoughts. If they are not passionate about a topic, they may
have little desire to take responsible in the supervision process. In this case, teachers of the
Feeling type probably prefer directive supervisory behaviours, for which they likely have more

preference than those of the Thinking type, as suggested by the integrated results.

The qualitative strand also provided evidence on the relationship of the Thinking versus
Feeling domain to Thai in-service teachers’ preference for benevolent supervisors. The domain
had a negative correlation with the Benevolent category (rp, = -.132, p = .009 [Chapter 6,
Section 6.2]), which suggests that Feeling teachers are likely to prefer gentle, kind, and
sympathetic supervisors more than Thinking teachers. This preference is relatable to Feeling
behaviours, as Feeling individuals typically focus on mercy, compassion and relationship
(McGuiness, 2004). They need personal attention and desire everyone to be treated as an
individual (I. B. Myers et al., 2009). Teachers of the Feeling type would thus prefer benevolent

supervisors who treat them as a person and supervise them with kindness, mercy and sympathy.

Judging versus Perceiving domain

The influence of the Judging versus Perceiving domain on supervisory behaviour preferences
found in this study was only able to explain the sampled teachers. The domain was found to
negatively correlate with the Nondirective (7p = -.128, p = .012) and Courteous (rpp =-.131, p =
.01) categories, but these findings violated the analysis assumption and could not be referred to

the population of Thai in-service teachers (Chapter 6, Section 6.2). Nevertheless, they suggested
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that the sampled Perceiving type teachers would prefer courteous supervisors and nondirective

supervisory behaviours more than those of the Judging type.

The Judging versus Perceiving domain has the third highest influence on the teachers’
supervisory behaviour preference compared to other MBTI domains. This study showed that the
domain could predict the sampled teachers’ preference for one approach. The Extraversion
versus Introversion and Thinking versus Feeling domains could predict at least one approach
preference of the teacher population, while the Sensing versus Intuition could not predict any
approach preference of the sampled teachers. It is therefore assumed that the Judging versus
Perceiving domain influences the teachers’ preference better than the Sensing versus Intuition
domain, but worse than the Extraversion versus Introversion and Thinking versus Feeling

domains.

The supervisory preference of the sampled teachers in the Judging versus Perceiving
domain is consistent with the results of Clemente (1990) and Hautala (2006). Clemente (1990)
reported that teachers of the Sensing Judging type likely had a preference for directive
supervision and that those of the Sensing Perceiving type tended to have a preference for
nondirective supervision. Her results implied that positive relationships are experienced by the
Judging type to teachers’ directive supervision preference, and teachers of the Perceiving type to
their nondirective supervision preference, despite the paired personality type framework.
Hautala’s (2006) results also showed that organisational leaders of the Perceiving type more
likely practised transformational leadership than those of the Judging type. Transformational
leadership is relevant to nondirective supervisory behaviours (Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2). Those
who like to perform a certain leadership role possibly prefers to receive it from their superiors.
It can be inferred that Perceiving people probably favour nondirective supervision more than

Judging people.
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The Perceiving teachers’ preference for nondirective supervisory behaviours and
courteous supervisors can be related to typical behaviours of their personality. Perceiving
individuals are typically spontaneous, flexible, and open to change (I. B. Myers, 1998); they
want space to form their own decisions (I. B. Myers et al., 2009) and prefer to keep their
decisions open as much as possible (I. B. Myers & Myers, 1995). They also normally feel
stressed by having to work within timeframes and deadlines (I. B. Myers et al., 2009). Teachers
of the Perceiving type may prefer nondirective supervisory behaviours that allow them to work
on their own decision-making and problem-solving. This is because nondirective behaviours
enable Perceiving type teachers to change their plans more independently than other kinds of
supervisory behaviours. Perceiving teachers would also favour courteous supervisors who
honour and respect their working style. The nondirective behaviour preference would also
impact upon the Perceiving teachers’ preference for courteous supervisors. The nondirective
supervisory approach allows teachers to take full responsibility in the supervisory discussion
(Glickman et al., 2018), that is, they are able to express their ideas and make their own decisions
regarding any problematic issue. The Perceiving teacher possibly dislikes a domineering
supervisor who tends to control the conversation and tries to influence their decisions, however,
they might prefer a courteous supervisor who respects their thoughts and discusses supervisory
issue in a humble manner. Building on previous studies and personality type behaviours, one
could assume that Thai in-service teachers of the Perceiving type probably have a higher
preference for nondirective supervisory behaviours than those of the Judging type, but this

assumption cannot be justified by this study.

This study provides evidence of the potential influence of MBTI personality domains on
Thailand’s in-service teachers’ preference for supervisory behaviours and supervisors’
characteristics. The Extraversion versus Introversion domain likely has the most influence on
the supervisory behaviour preference among other MBTI personality domains, followed by the

Thinking versus Feeling domain and the Judging versus Perceiving domain, respectively. The
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Extraversion type would positively influence the Thai in-service teachers’ preference for
nondirective supervisory behaviours. The Introversion type might positively affect their
preference for supervisors who have directive behaviours and capability. The Thinking type
likely has a positive influence on the teachers’ preference for collaborative behaviours in
supervision. Feeling type teachers may have a positive influence on their preference for
supervisors who are benevolent and perform either directive or nondirective behaviours. These

arguments were related to the existing literature and deemed justifiable.

The evidence in Chapter 7 clarifies the relationship strengths of the teachers’
supervisory behaviour preference to the MBTI personality domains and the relationship
directions of this preference to the MBTI personality types. These relationship properties have
not been clearly identified in previous studies (Clemente, 1990; Johnson, 1989). The next
section explains how the teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference is influenced by the overall

MBTI personality.

7.2.2 Influence of Overall MBTI Personality on Teachers’ Supervisory Behaviour
Preference

The influence of overall personality domains on Thai in-service teachers’ preference for
supervisory behaviours was based on the study’s quantitative evidence. Multiple regression
analysis indicated predictive powers of the overall MBTI personality for the preference for
some supervisory behavioural approaches. Teachers’ personalities were also found as a better
predictor than most of the examined demographics. Such evidence helped to expand the
understanding of the relationship between teachers’ personalities and their supervisory
behaviour preference, and posited a new perspective on the provision of differentiated

supervision.

The quantitative evidence asserted that teachers’ personalities can predict their

preference for a supervisory behavioural approach (Chapter 5, Section 5.3.1). The overall
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personality domains could significantly explain approximately 3% of variances in the
preferences for Directive Control (p = .014) and Directive Information (p = .010) approaches.
The understanding of teachers’ personalities was considered important for implementing the
supervision process (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014; Glickman et al., 2018; Sergiovanni, 2009). Very
few studies had explored its association with the supervisory behaviour preference; they only
reported the difference among personality groups (Clemente, 1990; Johnson, 1989). This
study’s evidence deepens the understanding of their association by the determination of the

predictive relationship and clarification of the relationship strength.

These predictive powers of teachers’ personalities also provide an empirical support to
the fundamental importance of personality in the differentiation of supervisory efforts for
teachers. Such evidence suggests that personality does impact teachers’ preference for
supervisory behaviours. To provide a suitable supervision approach for one teacher should
involve the recognition of the teacher’s personality. This puts forth the importance of
recognising teachers’ personalities in addition to other variables that seem to be more generally
stressed. For example, these variables include conceptual levels (Zepeda, 2017), developmental
stages (Glickman et al., 2018; McCarthy & Quinn, 2010), instructional expertise and
commitment levels (Glickman et al., 2018), professional experiences (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014),
and learning styles (Glatthorn, 1984). Teachers’ personalities are to be considered by school

supervisors when selecting supervisory approaches to address individual differences in teachers.

It was also suggested that personality tends to have more influence on the supervisory
behaviour preference of Thai in-service teachers than most of the examined demographics
(Chapter 5, Section 5.4). The overall personality domains had an average predictive power for
the teachers’ preference that was higher than the grade level of teaching, gender, age and
experience, and school region, although it was lower than the subject area of expertise and

education level. This asserts that teachers’ personalities could influence teachers’ supervisory
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behaviour preference to a greater extent than the grade level of teaching, gender, age and
experience, and school region. The teachers’ preference for each supervisory behavioural
approach was also precisely predicted by the combination of personality and other
demographics, which suggests that the teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference would be

more influenced by multiple personal characteristics than by a single characteristic.

The evidence from this predictive power comparison speculated alternative views to
differentiate supervision in response to teachers’ personal characteristics. It proposed that
teachers’ personalities should account for more than their career stages in supervision
differentiation. The acknowledgement a teacher’s number of years of experience in the teaching
profession was recommended for the selection of appropriate approaches to teacher supervision
(DiPaola & Hoy, 2014). Studies found that this characteristic is related to teachers’ preference
for supervision (Akinniyi, 1987; Akkaraputtapong, 2014; Fraser, 1980; Wagner, 1999) and
leadership styles (Fish, 2016). Personality was also advocated to be recognised in teacher
supervision (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014; Marczely, 2002; Sergiovanni, 2009; Sergiovanni & Starratt,
1993) and it was found to be a factor for the success of supervision implementation (Greene,
1992). This study provides evidence that a teacher’s age and years of experience do not
influence their supervisory preference as much as personality. One can therefore argue that the
recognition of teachers’ personalities may provide suitable supervisory styles for individual
teachers better than their stage in their career. This does not mean that teachers’ personalities
should be considered instead of their career stage; it means that school supervisors may need to
acknowledge the teacher’s personality before considering age and years of experience, as this
study provides evidence that the inclusion of other personal characteristics increases the
influence on the teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference. For instance, directive supervisory
behaviours are perhaps suitable for inexperienced teachers (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014) except those

of the Extraversion type, who may prefer collaborative or nondirective behaviours.
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The subject area of expertise and education level of teachers should also be considered
in the selection of supervisory behavioural approaches. This study showed that two
characteristics had a stronger predictive power for the teachers’ preference than personality.
Such evidence suggests the importance of recognising the teachers’ subject areas and education
levels as much as their personality to address their supervisory behaviour preference. This could
be due to teachers in different subject areas with various teaching practices (OECD, 2009) and
that teachers’ practices likely relate to their learning orientation (Rudowski, 1996). Supervisory
behaviours have an impact on the teachers’ learning engagement (Zepeda, 2017), and each
supervisory behavioural approach provides a certain way of interacting, which teachers can
learn. Given that the subject area relates to learning orientation, the influence of the subject field
on the teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference might be mediated by their learning
preference. It has also been documented that teachers’ educational qualifications contribute to
the level of their self-efficacy (Campbell, 1996; Ross et al., 1996). Teachers with high self-
efficacy possibly feel they can deal with their problems independently and might prefer less-
directive behaviours from supervisors than those with low self-efficacy. One may assume that
the influence of the education level on the teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference is
mediated by their self-efficacy. It is important to note that all assumptions about these mediated
influences require support from empirical evidence, and more studies are required to explore the

links among these variables.

This section has discussed the study’s evidence that provides a comprehensive
understanding of the personality-supervisory behaviour preference relationship in teachers. The
evidence underpins the fundamental importance of the recognition of teachers’ personalities in
the differentiation of supervision that addresses individual differences in teachers. The next
section poses a concern about the application of the MBTI personality in the examination of the

relationship of teachers’ personalities to their supervisory behaviour preference.
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7.2.3 MBTI Personality and Teachers’ Supervisory Behaviour Preference

One could raise a concern about the application of the MBTI personality framework to explore
the relationship of teachers’ personalities to their supervisory behaviour preference. Only some
MBTI domains appeared to be significantly related to the teachers’ preference and their
relationship strengths at a low level, which suggested that the MBTI model might not be the
best framework to study the subject. To test this assumption requires further studies to utilise
other psychological personality constructs and to compare their relationship strengths with those
of the MBTI model. Such a comparison would clarify the suitability of the MBTI personality
construct and broaden the understanding of the association of the teachers’ supervisory
behaviour preference with different personality aspects. An alternative to the MBTI model is the
Big Five model that scopes personality into five dimensions: (i) Neuroticism; (ii) Extraversion;
(ii1) Openness to Experience; (iv) Agreeableness; and (v) Conscientiousness (McShane &
Glinow, 2013). The Big Five personality dimensions are as much acknowledged as the MBTI
personality types (Lundgren et al., 2017); they have been reported to be associated with
employees’ preferences for their leaders’ management style (Amponsah & Asamani, 2015;

Bertsch et al., 2017; Moss & Ngu, 2006).

7.3 Recognition of Teachers’ Individual Differences in Supervision

The evidence from this study provides another noteworthy contribution to the existing literature,
in addition to those related to the research questions, concerning the recognition of teachers’

individual difference in supervision.

The reasons for the teachers’ preference emerged from their responses related to the
acknowledgement of teachers’ individual difference in supervision, especially their supervisory
preferences. The teachers’ qualitative responses regarding their preference mostly fell into the
Comfortable-With-Process (33.07%), Confident-In-Process (18.49%), In-Good-Relationship

(18.49%), and Encouraged-To-Develop (17.19%) categories (Chapter 6, Section 6.1). This
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evidence revealed that providing supervisory conditions in accordance with the preferences of
teachers would result in their positive attitude towards the supervision process, supervisors, and
themselves. They would feel comfortable with, and confident in, the supervision process,
establish a healthy relationship with their supervisors, and feel optimistic about their own
professional development. The teachers’ positive attitudes about supervision and supervisors
may encourage their attention and receptiveness toward supervision and thus enhance its
implementation success. These feelings were also assumed to positively impact the teachers’
courage to improve their professional practices, as discussed in Section 7.1.3. It can be stated
that the provision of teachers’ preferred supervision style could increase the process’
effectiveness and support teachers’ continuous professional development. This implies the
necessity to differentiate supervisory approaches in accordance with teachers’ individual
preference, since there probably is no such approach that is favoured by every teacher. Such an
implication corroborates the notion that supervisory approaches should be differentiated to suit
individual teachers (Glatthorn, 1984; Glickman et al., 2018; Marczely, 2002; McCarthy &

Quinn, 2010; Sullivan & Glanz, 2013; Zepeda, 2017).

School supervisors should also take into an account teachers’ cultural norms in
supervisory approach differentiation. The study’s findings implied that teachers’ beliefs about
supervision such as their supervisory preference could be influenced by their socio-culture
(Section 7.1.2). Teachers may come from a range of cultural backgrounds, especially in
countries with high cultural diversity for example Cameroon, Afghanistan, India, United Arab
Emirates, and Indonesia (according to the Cultural Diversity scores of Fearon [2003]). Different
teachers might have different traditions, norms, and values within themselves that make their
views on supervisory behaviours and supervisory relationship differ. Such an impact of culture
cannot be overlooked if supervision is to address teachers’ individual difference and facilitate

their professional growth.
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7.4 Summary

This chapter has represented and discussed the study’s evidence to address its research
questions. Results from the qualitative strands corroborate and amplify those of the quantitative
strands. The evidence from integrated results unveil Thai in-service teachers’ preference for
collaboration, capability, and consideration qualities of supervisors. It also uncovers the impact
of these qualities on teacher professional development. Such evidence aligns with the existing
literature, extends the notion of transformational leadership in education, and provokes the
necessity to develop collaboration and consideration qualities in Thailand’s school leaders. The
study’s evidence discloses the teachers’ individual preference for supervisory behaviours based
on their personality. This evidence accords with the existing literature, deepens the
understanding of the association between personality and supervisory behaviour preference in
teachers, and offers alternative perspectives on how to address teachers’ individual differences
in supervision. This study also emphasises the importance of recognising the teachers’
supervisory preference and the possible impact of culture on this preference. The next chapter

presents the conclusion of this research study.
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CHAPTER 8:
CONCLUSION

This thesis explains the need to comprehensively examine the relationship between personality
and the teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference, as well as to explore the preference of
Thailand’s in-service teachers for supervisory behaviours. A convergent mixed methods
research design was used to provide an in-depth understanding of the subject. This final chapter
begins with the thesis summary and revisits the study’s purpose, research questions, and
methodology. It then summarises the major findings and discusses their implications for theory
and practice. The final part of the chapter details the limitations of the study and

recommendations for future research.

8.1 Thesis Summary

The first chapter proposes the research problem as the need for a comprehensive understanding
of the association between teachers’ personalities and their preference for supervisory
behaviours. It also explains the necessity to explore the nationwide perspective of Thailand’s
in-service teachers on supervisory behaviours. The study’s purpose and aims are then
introduced, along with a brief explanation about the theoretical framework, research questions,

and research methodology. Chapter 1 also details the limitations and significance of this study.

Chapter 2 reviews the existing literature related to the teachers’ supervisory behaviour
preference and their personality. It begins by reviewing the teacher perspective on the
supervisory process that put forth the prominence of educational development. The chapter then
highlights that the supervisory behaviour differentiation based on teachers’ personal
characteristics positively impacts on the success of supervision, teachers’ career attitudes, and
their professional learning. The review argues that there are four distinct approaches to

supervisory behaviours: (i) Directive Control; (ii) Directive Informational; (iii) Collaborative;
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and (iv) Nondirective. This chapter then disputes that the teacher’s personality is a promising
attribute that correlates with the teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference and that more
robust research is required for a better understanding of the relationship between the two
variables. The MBTI model of dispositional personality was also justified as an appropriate

construct to explore the subject.

In Chapter 3, the context of this study is provided, which reviewed Thailand’s
geography and its basic education system to illustrate the study’s background. The country’s
cultural norms are described, particularly about how they could offer a profound understanding
of the teachers’ supervisory preference. This chapter then highlights a persistent need to
improve the quality and equity in Thailand’s education system, despite its attempts at education
reform throughout the past century. It also points out that the professional development of Thai
in-service teachers is an essential element in the education reform movement, and that their
ongoing professional development can be fostered by their leaders through appropriate
supervisory behaviours. This leads to reviews on Thailand’s in-school supervisory behaviours
and school leadership standards that declare the necessity to improve Thai school leaders’
supervisory behaviours to extensively investigate the teacher’s perspective on in-school

supervision, and to redesign the national standards for school leaders.

Chapter 4 details the research design and data analysis procedures applied in this study.
A mixed methods research design and the AHP method were employed to provide in-depth
information with regard to the studied topic. The chapter then explains and justifies the
suitability of asking closed and open questions for the data collection, followed by the validity
and reliability of the research instruments. The rationale for the selection of mean calculation,
multiple regression analysis, content analysis, and point-biserial correlation analysis were also

provided, along with procedures used in these analyses.
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Chapter 5 reports the study’s results from the quantitative data analyses. It presents the
descriptive information of participating teachers, including their demographics and MBTI
personality types. Means and standard deviations were calculated to gauge the preference of
Thai teachers for supervisory behaviours. Multiple regression models were formulated, analysis
assumptions were examined, and model estimates were calculated to explain the predictive
relationship of each MBTI personality domain for the teachers’ preference for each approach to
supervisory behaviours. This chapter also evaluates the predictive powers of the overall
personality domain of teachers for each supervisory approach preference in comparison to other
demographics variables. Data transformations were applied to remedy the violated assumptions

in some models. The summary of quantitative findings is provided at the end of the chapter.

The results from the qualitative data analyses are presented in Chapter 6. The teachers’
open-ended responses to the survey were analysed through a concept-driven and data-driven
approach to content analysis. The coded materials were quantified to examine the teachers’
preference for supervisory behaviours and to assess the differences in supervisory preference
among the teachers with different personality types. The point-biserial correlation coefficients
were also estimated to gauge the correlations of each MBTI personality domain with the
emergent supervisory preference categories. The end of the chapter summarises the qualitative

findings.

Chapter 7 discusses the study’s evidence in relation to the two research questions. This
unveiled the preference of Thai teachers, not only for supervisory behaviours, but also for
supervisors’ characters, followed by how personality influences their preference. The
corroboration and contradiction of this evidence with the existing knowledge base were
critiqued. This chapter also discusses the study’s contribution to the knowledge of teacher

supervision, educational leadership, and Thailand’s school leadership.
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8.2 Study’s Purpose and Research Questions

The preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers for supervisory behaviours was not captured,
and the relationship of personality to the supervisory behaviour preference of teachers has not
been completely clarified. This study therefore sought to investigate the supervisory behaviour
preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers and to comprehensively explore the relationship
between this preference and their personality. It applied a mixed methods design aimed to

answer the following two research questions:

1. What is the preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers for supervisory behaviours?

2. How does personality influence the supervisory behaviour preference of Thailand’s in-

service teachers?

8.3 Methodology

This study employed a convergent mixed method research design where quantitative and
qualitative data were concurrently collected during the survey. The population was Thailand’s
in-service teachers who taught at the basic education levels from Kindergarten to Year 12.
Teachers were sampled through a multistage cluster random sampling process that resulted in
460 participants for the quantitative strand and 384 participants for the qualitative strand. The
research survey comprised of the MBTI instrument to measure teachers’ personalities and the
SBPA was developed by the researcher to gauge their supervisory behaviour preference. The
quantitative data were collected through closed questions in conjunction with the AHP method
and analysed through mean calculations and multiple regression analysis. The qualitative data
were gathered via open-ended questions in the sentence completion form and administrated
through content analysis and point-biserial correlation analysis. The qualitative findings were

used to verify and extend the quantitative findings.
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8.4 Major Findings

This study found that Thailand’s in-service teachers prefer supervisors who perform
collaborative behaviours, as well as are capable and considerate. The quantitative findings
showed that teachers preferred the Collaborative approach to supervisory behaviours compared
with the Directive Control, Directive Informational, and Nondirective approaches. The
qualitative findings also illustrated that teachers’ open responses mostly fell into the
Collaborative, Capable, and Considerate categories, however, the Considerate category was an
integration of the Friendly and Benevolent categories. The collaboration, capability, and
consideration traits of supervisors would allow Thai teachers to feel relaxed and free of anxiety.
The collaboration aspect would attract teachers toward the supervision process, whereby a
capable leader would bestow them with confidence in the activity, and the consideration quality
could help teachers to develop positive feelings toward the supervisory relationship. These
optimistic attitudes could then encourage teachers to change or improve their professional

practices.

Thai teachers’ personalities were also found to influence their preference for supervisory
behaviours and supervisors’ characters. The overall MBTI personality domain could
significantly predict the teachers’ preference for supervisory behavioural approaches, despite
the small effect size. The Extraversion versus Introversion domain and the Thinking versus
Feeling domain were significant predictors for the teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference.
Extraverted teachers preferred nondirective behaviours more than introverted teachers, while
introverted teachers preferred directive behaviours and capable supervisors more than
extraverted teachers. Thinking teachers favoured collaborative behaviours more than Feeling
teachers, whereas Feeling teachers favoured directive behaviours, nondirective behaviours, and
benevolent supervisors more than Thinking teachers. The Judging versus Perceiving domain and
the Sensing versus Intuition domain did not have any significant predictive power for the

teachers’ preference. The Extraversion versus Introversion domain tended to have an influence

225



The supervisory behaviour preference of Thailand’s in-service teachers

on the teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference more than the Thinking versus Feeling
domain, the Judging versus Perceiving domain, and the Sensing versus Intuition domain,
respectively. Teachers’ personalities had a higher predictive power than the grade level of
teaching, gender, age and experience, and school region, but less than the subject area of

expertise and education level.

8.5 Theoretical Implications

Evidence from this study reflected several theoretical implications for the concept of teacher
supervision and school leadership. First, this study confirms the necessity of understanding the
links between teachers’ individual differences and their supervisory preference to enhance the
professional development of each teacher. The study’s evidence suggests that supervision with
the teachers’ preferred supervisory behaviours and supervisors’ characteristics would make
teachers feel comfortable with, and confident in, the supervision process, as well as optimistic
about their relationship with supervisors. Therefore, teachers may be encouraged to change or
improve their teaching practices. These positive attitudes could promote the effectiveness of
supervision and foster the teachers’ ongoing professional development. The knowledge about
how the teachers’ supervisory preference associates with their attributes would enable school
leaders to effectively select supervisory approaches that increase the success rate of supervision

and augment teacher professional development.

Second, the study determined the role of one’s personality as another element to be
recognised in differentiated supervisory behaviours. It was evident that teachers’ personalities
affected their supervisory behaviour preference and that teachers’ professional development
would be fostered if their supervisory preferences were addressed. To account for teachers’
personalities in the differentiation of their preferred supervisory behaviours, more support for

the professional growth of teachers will be provided.
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Third, the understanding of the association between teachers’ personalities and their
supervisory preference if extended. This study measured the teachers’ supervisory behaviour
preference and personality data using a method that provided a higher level of data
measurement accuracy to determine the preferences more clearly than existing research on this
topic. The evidence from this study asserted the influence of teachers’ personalities on their
supervisory behaviour preference. The study determined the predictive relationship along with
relationship strengths and directions, as well as expressed the voices of teachers with different
personalities on their supervisory preference. Such information has not yet been explicated in

previous studies (Clemente, 1990; Johnson, 1989).

Fourth, the study put forth a new perspective on the notion of differentiated supervision.
It became evident that teachers’ personalities were a significant predictor of their supervisory
behaviour preference and their years of experience and age did not have significant predictive
power. Teachers’ professional experiences were recommended to be recognised in the
supervisory style selection (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014) and have been found to be associated with
the teachers’ supervisory preference (Akinniyi, 1987; Akkaraputtapong, 2014; Fraser, 1980;
Wagner, 1999). This study suggests that personality is likely to have a greater impact on the

teachers’ preference for supervision than their teaching experience.

Fifth, this study uncovered the nationwide perspectives of Thai in-service teachers on
in-school supervision, which have never been examined in a Thailand-based study before. The
study’s evidence asserted that Thai teachers mostly preferred collaborative, capable, and
considerate supervisors. These three qualities positively impacted on the teachers’ attitudes
about school supervision, their supervisors, and their professional development. Collaboration,
capability, and consideration can thus be included as elements in future models of school
leadership development, teacher supervision, and teacher professional development in

Thailand’s context.
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Last, this study empirically supports the importance of collaboration, capability, and
consideration as essential qualities of school leaders and supervisors. The findings suggested
that teachers prefer capable, collaborative, and considerate supervisors and that such supervision
would develop teachers’ positive attitudes towards the supervision process and their supervisors.
It was also inferred that these positive feelings could enhance the teachers’ motivation to
undertake professional development. This would extend the understanding of supervisees’
attitudes under such supervisors beyond the pre-service teacher (Tubsai, 2015) and social work
student (Lefevre, 2005) to that of in-service teachers. Teacher supervision is the responsibility
of school leaders (OECD, 2009). Therefore, this preference highlights the teachers’ desire for
collaborative, capable, and considerate qualities of school leaders. The unveiled impacts of

these qualities also deepen the notions of transformational leadership in education.

8.6 Practical Implications

Several practical implications can be drawn from this study. First, school supervisors who desire
to promote the teachers’ professional development should provide differentiated teacher
supervision that considers the individual teacher’s personality in addition to other attributes. It
has been generally proposed that supervisors should alter their supervisory styles to suit the
teacher’s conceptual level (Zepeda, 2017), developmental stage (Glickman et al., 2018;
McCarthy & Quinn, 2010), career stage (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014), instructional expertise,
commitment level (Glickman et al., 2018), and learning style (Glatthorn, 1984). In contrast, this
study foregrounds the influence of personality on the teachers’ preference for supervisory
behaviours. School supervisors should also recognise teachers’ personalities when selecting
appropriate supervisory styles for individual teachers. Directive supervisory behaviours may be
applied for Introversion teachers, collaborative behaviours seem to suit Thinking teachers,
nondirective behaviours might be used for Extraversion teachers, and either directive or

nondirective behaviours could be suitable for Feeling teachers.
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The findings also uncover a greater influence of personality on the teachers’ supervisory
behaviour preference than that of the career stage, as in the number of years of teaching
experience and age. Teachers’ personalities should perhaps be given more priority than their
professional experience or career. It has been recommended that the directive supervisory style
should be used for teachers who are at the beginning of their teaching profession when they lack
teaching experience, while collaborative and nondirective styles are suitable for more
experienced teachers (DiPaola & Hoy, 2014). This study suggests that directive supervision is
possibly appropriate for experienced teachers of the Introversion type, collaborative supervision
may be suitable for inexperienced teachers of the Thinking type, nondirective supervision could
be used for novice teachers of the Extraversion type, and directive or nondirective supervision

may be used for those of the Feeling type regardless of their career stage.

It is important to note that when an individual teacher prefers more than one supervisory
style based on different personality domains, the domain with the stronger influence should be
emphasised. For example, a teacher of the Introversion and Thinking type is expected to prefer
directive supervision as influenced by the Introversion type, and collaborative supervision as
influenced by the Thinking type. The Extraversion versus Introversion domain was found to
have a stronger influence on the teachers’ supervisory behaviour preference than the Thinking
versus Feeling domain. Directive supervision may thus be more suitable for this teacher than
collaborative supervision. The strength of personality type preferences should also be
considered. An Introvert teacher may prefer the Introversion type almost as much as the
Extraversion type but prefer the Thinking type much more than the Feeling type. In such a case,

collaborative supervision might be more appropriate.

Second, Thailand’s school leaders should be collaborative, capable, and considerate.
The study’s findings showed that Thai in-service teachers prefer collaborative supervisory

behaviours, and most of them tend to favour capable, and considerate supervisors. It was also
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inferred that a leader with these three qualities would induce Thai teacher to form positive
attitudes toward supervision and their profession development. This suggests the necessity for
Thailand’s school leaders, whose duties involve teacher supervision, to possess qualities of
collaboration, capability, and consideration. They should acquire experience, knowledge, and
skills to guide their fellow teachers to improve their professional practice; place an importance
on the teachers’ ideas and opinions when decision-making or problem-solving; and treat their
fellow teachers with friendliness, kindness, mercy, and empathy. The preparation programs for
school supervisors or leaders in Thailand should also emphasise and develop these qualities in
their students, so that these qualities become successfully implemented in real practice.
Thailand’s in-service teachers would be willing to work with such school leaders, particularly
when being encouraged to develop their professional practice, leading to the enhancement of

student learning in Thailand.

Third, Thailand’s policy-makers in education should consider a redraft their national’s
standards for school leaders, especially the performance standard. It is evident that the
collaboration and consideration qualities positively impact on Thai teachers’ attitudes about
their leaders and leadership activities. These two qualities are not explicitly stated in Thailand’s
principles for school leaders’ performance, nor are they are possessed by Thai school leaders.
To stipulate the qualities of collaboration and consideration in Thailand’s performance
standards would facilitate such behaviours in the leaders’ practices and stimulate the country’s
educational leadership programs to improve the performance of pre-service school leaders. This
would result in improved efficiency and effectiveness in school leadership that would positively

influence improvement and changes in Thai in-service teachers’ professional practices.

Fourth, Thai school leaders may distribute their supervisory responsibility to
experienced teachers for novice teacher supervision. Experienced teachers could have higher

capability of teaching their respective subject and managing classroom, compared to novice
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teachers. Collaborative supervision could be effectively implemented, as there is no power
relationship between two teachers. Experienced teachers could also be considerate of novice
teachers. They may have encountered similar problematic issues and had similar feelings to
novice teachers, because they used to be one. Given this study’s findings, the novice teachers
would be attentive to the supervision process, feel confident in the given suggestions, and
develop a good relationship with their supervising teachers. These positive attitudes towards
supervision can enhance their professional practice. To delegate supervisory responsibility to
experienced teachers would help Thai school leaders to provide supervision that effectively
fosters novice teachers’ professional development, while the leaders can channel their time and

efforts to other school issues.

Finally, to successfully supervise in-service teachers and to facilitate their professional
growth, the recognition of their supervisory preference is necessary. It is inferred that if in-
service teachers are supervised with their preferred supervisory behaviours and supervisors’
characteristics, they would establish a positive attitude towards the supervision process, their
supervisors, and their professional development. School supervisors should then consider the
teachers’ preference for supervisory conditions and provide them with such conditions. If
teachers are offered supervision in accordance with their responses to their preference, they
would be attentive, cooperative, and encouraged to change or improve their professional
practices. This study also suggests that teachers may have a preference for collaborative,
capable, and considerate supervisors. School supervisors could thus perform collaborative
behaviours and express their consideration for teachers if it is not to differentiate supervisory

approaches to suit individual teachers.

8.7 Limitations of the Study

This study has limitations in its findings that need to be interpreted for the reader. First, the

study population was Thailand in-service teachers in the basic education system from
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kindergarten to the upper secondary level, Year 12 (K to 12). The generalisation of the study’s
findings is therefore limited to this population of teachers. Their supervisory behaviour
preference and its relationship with personality could be different from those of pre-service
teachers, higher education teachers, pre-kindergarten teachers, or teachers in other socio-cultural

contexts.

Second, this study does not confirm a causal relationship between teachers’ personalities
and their supervisory behaviour preference. Multiple regression analysis confirmed that the
teachers’ preference for each supervisory behavioural approach (dependent variables) could be
forecasted or predicted by the personality domains (independent variables). The causality of
these two variables cannot be inferred, since the independent variables were not experimentally
controlled (Field, 2013). To be classified in a certain personality type may or may not cause the

preference for a supervisory behavioural approach.

Last, the qualitative findings were analysed from teachers’ responses to open-ended
questions in a survey, which may have limited the participants’ voices with regard to their
supervisory preference. As Fink postulated, open questions allow researchers to collect
qualitative data in the form of participants’ verbatim responses (Fink, 2003), but further
questions cannot be asked to gain additional information or to clarify the participants’ answers
as much as an extended interview (Kronberger & Wagner, 2000). This impeded the researcher’s
ability to deepen the teachers’ responses beyond their original answers. The teachers’

perspective on supervision may not have been completely canvassed in this research design.

8.8 Future Research Recommendations

Future studies can address this study’s limitations to obtain a better understanding of the
teachers’ preference for supervisory behaviours. First, other data collection methods may be

utilised to investigate the subject matter. Teachers with different personality types may be
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interviewed separately, or those with the same personality types be invited to attend a focus
group discussion. Such data collection methods would enable the researcher to simultaneously
ask additional questions to clarify participants’ answers to structured questions. These methods
could also provide an opportunity to explore other important issues beyond the researcher’s
initial objective. By applying an interview or focus group, more in-depth information about the
supervisory behaviour preference of teachers with different MBTI personality types could be

obtained.

Second, psychological personality constructs other than the MBTI model could be
applied as a framework to explore the personality-supervisory behaviour preference relationship
in teachers. The results from different conceptual frameworks could be compared with those of
this study to identify the suitability of the MBTI construct for the teachers’ preference
identification. They could also broaden the understanding of the association of the teachers’
supervisory behaviour preference with different personality aspects. One such alternative

construct is the Big Five model, as disputed in Chapter 7, Section 7.2.3.

Third, further studies can measure other variables that potentially influence the teachers’
supervisory behaviour preference along with teachers’ personalities. A structural equation
model could be employed to map out variable interrelationships upon which an extent of causal
inference can be drawn (Hair et al., 2010). For example, these potential variables are, but not
limited to professional experience, conceptual level, developmental stage, instructional

expertise, and learning style.

Fourth, future research could explore the supervisory behaviour preference and its
relationship with personality in teacher groups other than those in basic education, for example
pre-service and higher education teachers. The results could be compared with this study’s
findings to provide a nuanced understanding of the subject, as a wider range of those in the

teaching profession would be included. The comparison could ascertain whether the personality
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influence on supervisory behaviour preference varies among pre-service, basic education, and
higher education teachers. To combine the supervision perspectives of these other teacher
groups would also offer further information with regard to the general supervisory behaviour
preference of those in a teaching career beyond the perspective of basic education teachers, as in

this study.

Fifth, experimental research may be conducted to examine the effects of supervisors’
collaboration, capability, and consideration qualities on teachers. Each quality could be an
intervention given to an experimental group with outcomes to be compared with that of a
control group. Researchers may measure outcomes that are related to teachers’ career attitudes
and their ongoing professional development. For examples, outcomes may include job
satisfaction, improvement in teaching, and changes in instructional practice. Such research
would provide strong evidence that firmly supports the impact of collaborative, capable, and

considerate supervisors that is implied in this study.

Last, the supervisory behaviour preference of in-service teachers in a sociocultural
context that is different than or similar to Thailand could be examined. Future studies may
assess whether teachers in other countries with a similar culture to Thailand, that is, ones with
high powered differential, strong uncertainty avoidance, or social smoothing relationship
orientation, have a similar preference for supervision as Thai teachers and whether they have a
different preference. Such explorations would yield empirical information to confirm whether
such contextual variables as cultural norms impact on teachers’ views about in-school

supervision.

8.9 Final Thoughts

The evidence from this study has revealed the influence of teachers’ personalities on their

supervisory behaviour preference. It provides a comprehensive understanding of the relationship
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of personality to the supervisory behaviour preference among teachers. The relationship
strengths and directions were clarified, and teachers’ voices were used to confirm and amplify
this association. The evidence also supports the significance of teachers’ personalities to be
acknowledged in the selection of suitable supervisory styles for individual teachers. This offers
an alternative perspective for the notion of differentiated supervision. It is also inferred that the
recognition of the teachers’ individual preference for supervision would promote the

supervision’s effectiveness and the ongoing professional development of teachers.

This study has further uncovered the nationwide perspective of Thailand’s in-service
teachers concerning in-school supervision. It asserts that the teachers prefer collaborative,
capable, and considerate supervisors. These qualities positively impact upon teachers’ attitudes
toward the supervision process, their supervisors, and improvement in their professional
development. Such findings advocate the necessity for Thai school leaders to possess these three
qualities and for Thailand’s policymakers to redesign their national standards for school leaders.
The findings also contribute to the conceptualisation and implementation of teacher supervision

and transformational leadership in education.

School leaders or supervisors should address teachers’ individual differences in the
implementation of teacher supervision. Teachers’ personalities can be considered along with
other personal characteristics to perform such supervisory behaviours that suit their individual
preferences. Collaborative supervisory behaviours may be used when differentiated supervision
is not feasible, since teachers seem to prefer these behaviours. School supervisors also need to
have the capability to express consideration for their fellow teachers. The provision of these
supervisory conditions would concurrently increase supervision success and enhance teacher

professional development.
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