
”“
ABSTRACT
This study investigated whether psychological type is
associated with choice of specific models of counseling.
A postal survey of 416 accredited counselors in the U.K.
resulted in a sample of 123 participants whose types
could be determined. All of the participants completed
the Keirsey Temperament Sorter II and a Counseling
Model Questionnaire. The models of counseling were
CBT (Cognitive Behavioral), Psychoanalytic, Person-
Centered, Psychosynthesis, Integrative, and Eclectic.
Relationships were found between preferences for S 
and SJ and choice of the CBT model; between NF, FJ,
and INFJ and choice of the Psychoanalytic model;
between FP, IP, NP, and INFP and the Psychosynthesis
model; and between EN and the Integrative and Eclectic
models. The strengths and meanings of the relation-

ships and their implications for counseling training and
practice were discussed.

Notes:
1
For the Keirsey Temperament Sorter II (KTSII), the eight preference categories are the

following: Expressive (E) versus Attentive (I); Observant (S) versus Introspective (N); Tough-minded
(T) versus Friendly (F); Scheduling (J) versus Probing (P).

2For the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator® (MBTI®) instrument, the eight preference categories are 
the following: Extraversion (E) versus Introversion (I); Sensing (S) versus Intuition (N); Thinking (T)
versus Feeling (F); Judging (J) versus Perceiving (P).

INTRODUCTION
There is some evidence that psychological type is
associated with choice of counseling model (e.g., that
Thinking types tend to prefer cognitive approaches,
whereas Feeling types tend to prefer affective
approaches) (Erickson, 1993; Levin, 1978; McBride &
Martin, 1988; Schacht & Howe, 1989). However, the
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evidence is not clear, possibly because previous studies
have mostly classified the numerous models of counsel-
ing into the broad categories of cognitive or affective
rather than looking at more specific models. Therefore,
this study was designed to clarify the relationships
between counselors’ types and their choice of six
relatively specific counseling models: CBT (Cognitive-
Behavioral), Psychoanalytic, Person-Centered, Psycho-
synthesis, Integrative, and Eclectic.
Further, all the previous published
research has been in the United States,
and the present study is on a U.K.
sample.

Relationships between type and
choice of counseling model have clear
practical implications for counselor
training and professional practice.
They suggest that students would
benefit from taking their personalities
into account more explicitly when
choosing a counseling model or
models, and they give practitioners an
explanation for feeling more comfort-
able and natural working in some
ways than others. Moreover, referral of clients to other
counselors could become more routine (Bayne, 1995,
1999; Provost, 1993).

CHOICE OF COUNSELING MODEL
There have been several published and unpublished
studies of type and counseling orientation. For example,
Levin (1978) studied 91 experienced psychotherapists
(clinical psychologists and psychiatrists) representing
five different theoretical orientations (Psychoanalytic,
Behavioral, Gestalt, Rational-Emotive [RET], and
Experiential). Behavioral and RET counselors tended to
be Thinking types, whereas Psychoanalytic, Gestalt,and
Experiential counselors tended to be Feeling types.
Levin also found significant differences on JP: Psycho-
analytical, RET, and Behavioral counselors tended to be
Judging types, whereas Gestalt and Experiential coun-
selors tended to be Perceiving types. Psychoanalytic
counselors were significantly more likely to be Judging
types than the sample as a whole, and 91% of the
participants were Intuitive types. In addition, the RET,
Behavioral, and Experiential counselors tended to be
Introverts, whereas the Psychoanalytic and Gestalt
counselors tended to be Extraverts.

McBride and Martin (1988) suggested that the

Levin (1978) study participants “may have been influ-
enced to become certain types of psychotherapists
because they were accepted into a program in which
only a particular orientation was stressed, exclusive of
what might have been each student’s predisposition” 
(p. 46). They therefore looked at whether Levin’s find-
ings would be replicated “when students were allowed
free choice in selection of their primary counseling

theory” (p. 46). The participants were
64 graduate counseling students who
had just finished a 2-year master’s
course in which they were given
sufficient time and breadth of knowl-
edge about different models to be able
to choose an orientation that best
suited them. The participants were
asked to identify their primary coun-
seling theory. The different theories
were classified into two broad appro-
aches: affective (Rogerian, Gestalt, and
Existential) and cognitive (Rational-
Emotive, Reality, Adlerian, and
Behavioral).

Selection Ratio Type Table
(SRTT; Granade & Myers, 1987) analysis showed that
Thinking types were significantly more likely to choose
a cognitive approach: 17 out of the 21 Thinking types
selected a cognitive approach, with only 4 selecting an
affective approach. However, no effect was found for
Feeling types; that is, out of the 43 Feeling types, 24
chose an affective approach and 19 chose a cognitive
approach. As expected, 71% of the sample were
Intuitive types; 73% were Extraverts, which is greater
than expected. Indeed, 89% of participants who
preferred an affective approach were Extraverts. Two
criticisms are particularly relevant here: First, the
participants’ “free choice” in selecting their model was
not a well-informed one, as they lacked significant
experience as counselors. Second, the broad categories
of cognitive and affective may have masked useful
relationships.

Schacht and Howe (1989) gave 152 clinical and
counseling psychologists a questionnaire that asked
them to indicate which of three theoretical orientations
was most similar to their own: Cognitive-Behavioral/
Behavioral, Client-Centered/Humanistic, and Psycho-
analytic/Ego Analytic. They found that NTs were signif-
icantly overrepresented among the CBT/Behavioral
psychologists (although not significantly so for the
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INTJs and ENTPs), and NFs were significantly over-
represented among the Client-Centered psychologists.
There was no significant difference relative to the whole
sample in the distribution of Psychoanalytic psycholo-
gists. Although Schacht and Howe’s study was an
improvement on the McBride and Martin (1988) study
in terms of the experience of the participants and sample
size, there is a problem in generalizing to counselors as 
a whole from a sample of clinical and
counseling psychologists who have
just received their doctorates. Also,
quite broad categories of counseling
model were used. For example, the
term Humanistic covers several signif-
icantly different models.

Erickson (1993) studied 23
counselors attending an MBTI work-
shop. The counselors were asked to
rank order seven major counseling
models in terms of preference. Three
of the models were classified as
affective (Client-Centered, Gestalt,
and Psychoanalytic) and four as
cognitive (Adlerian, Behavioral,
Rational-Emotive, and Reality). Thinking types
preferred the cognitive approaches and Feeling types
preferred the affective approaches. When the Psycho-
analytic counselors were removed from the analysis, the
level of statistical significance of the T-cognitive and 
F-affective associations improved from .05 to .01. This
suggests that the Psychoanalytic counselors were less
specifically Feeling oriented, which resonates with the
Schacht and Howe (1989) study in which no significant
difference relative to the whole sample was found for
the Psychoanalytic counselors. The obvious limitations
of this study, apart from its broach categories of counsel-
ing orientation, are the small size and fairly biased
nature of the sample (i.e., counselors specifically
interested in attending an MBTI workshop).

Frederickson (1993) looked at whether there was
a relationship between type and counseling orientation
independent of counseling training. Before any training,
83 undergraduates were given a questionnaire from
which their preference for characteristic cognitive or
affective techniques, and thus preferred model, could be
inferred. Feeling types saw the counseling relationship
and client expression of feelings as more important than
Thinking types did, and Thinking types preferred a
more directive counseling role than Feeling types did. A
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prescribed counseling process was also viewed by Judging
types as more important than Perceiving types.
Frederickson concluded, “there is an inherent relation-
ship, uninfluenced by program demand characteristics,
between type and the preference for a counseling
model” (p. 52). Important limitations of this study are
that the sample was not representative of actual
counselors (they were psychology students) and that

even if they did all become coun-
selors, their lack of practical experi-
ence prevented them from making a
truly informed choice of the counsel-
ing model they would prefer to use.

Overall, the findings have been
promising but  not clearcut, especially
as Quenk and Quenk (1996) cited a
number of unpublished research
studies that found little or no relation
between personality type and coun-
seling model. The present study used
a relatively large sample of experi-
enced counselors and more specific
counseling models to try to clarify the
relationships.

METHOD
Participants. Counselors/Psychotherapists (416) were
sampled from either the British Association for
Counselling and Psychotherapy (BACP), Counselling
and Psychotherapy Resources Directory (2001), or the
United Kingdom Council for Psychotherapy (UKCP)
National Register of Psychotherapists (2001). Ninety-six
potential subjects were chosen for their listed theoretical
orientation of CBT (Cognitive-Behavioral), 80 for their
theoretical orientation of Psychoanalytic, 80 for their
theoretical orientation of Person-Centred, 80 for their
theoretical orientation of Psychosynthesis, and 80 for
their theoretical orientation of a combination of
Cognitive/CBT, Psychodynamic/Psychoanalytic, and/or
Person-Centred/Humanistic. (Whether they were work-
ing integratively or eclectically with these three models
was unclear.)

The CBT, Psychoanalytic, and Psychosynthesis
counselors were taken from the UKCP National Register
of Psychotherapists (2001), whereas the Person-Centred
and Integrative/Eclectic counselors came from the BACP
Counselling and Psychotherapy Resources Directory
(2001). The 416 participants were sampled by stratified
random sampling (Schweigert, 1994), the strata being
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espoused counseling models.
Measures. The Keirsey Temperament Sorter II

(Keirsey, 1998) is an alternative to the MBTI instru-
ment. We used the KTSII because it is shorter, and the
response rate might therefore be higher in a postal
survey, and because there are clear (and desirable)
ethical guidelines for verifying MBTI results that were
impractical to apply given our large and geographically
scattered sample.

There is no published literature
on the reliability and validity of the
KTSII, and most studies used the orig-
inal version of the KTS published in
1978 (e.g., Quinn, Lewis, & Fisher
1992; Tucker & Gillespie, 1993).
Alpha coefficients of .74 to .89 have
been reported for the KTS (Waskel,
1995). Alpha coefficients for each
preference on our data were .76 (E–I),
.77 (S–N), .69 (T–F), and .72 (J–P) 
(N = 168), which is adequate.

The validity of the KTSII is sup-
ported by Kelly and Jugovic (2001),
who gave the MBTI instrument and
KTSII, with a 9-week gap, to 203 first-
semester freshmen enrolled in a career exploration and
planning course for undecided students. They found
correlations of .6 and .7 between the four scales and
argued that the correlations might have been higher
without the time gap. They would probably also have
been higher if the participants had been more mature
(the average age was 18 years) and not in a course to
help them clarify their career decisions. On the other
hand, between being given the MBTI instrument 
and the KTSII, the participants’ MBTI profiles were
interpreted and focused on in class, which may have
influenced their responses to the KTSII. Earlier, Quinn
et al. (1992) and Tucker and Gillespie (1993) found sig-
nificant correlations, .6 to .8, between MBTI results and
the original KTS and concluded that both are essentially
measuring the same constructs. Overall, the MBTI
measure is a much stronger instrument psychometri-
cally, but the KTSII seems sufficiently reliable and valid
to use in the present study. It is available in both paper
format (Keirsey, 1998) and online at the Keirsey website
(http://www.advisorteam.com/user/ktsintro1.asp).

The Psychotherapy/Counseling Model Question-
naire was designed by the first author for this study. It
asks first for basic demographic data (age and gender)

and time spent both as a Psychotherapist/Counselor
and as an accredited Psychotherapist/Counselor. The
main section asks participants which of the following
10 counseling models they use: Cognitive-Behavioral,
Gestalt, Jungian/Analytical, Person-Centered, Psycho-
analytical, Psychodynamic, Psychosynthesis, Integra-
tive, Eclectic, and Other. Participants selecting one 
of the last three options were asked to specify their
counseling model or models.

The third section is a check on
the validity of answers on choice of
model. It lists 40 ways of working
with clients, 10 for each of the CBT,
Psychoanalytic, Person-Centred, and
Psychosynthesis models. Participants
were asked to indicate their most
frequent ways of working with clients.
The point of this question was to
check on which model the partici-
pant was actually using rather than
just relying on answers to question 1.
It could be argued that the partici-
pants could be as misguided about
their ways of working with clients as
they are about their model, but it

seemed worthwhile to ask the question as a check.
The fit between the model selected and the

methods used to work with clients was generally good.
There was a tendency for participants to indicate that
they frequently used ways of working that were not
typical of the model they stated they worked with, but
these tended to be in addition to the core techniques of
their model rather than instead of them. It could thus
be suggested that the participants were generally work-
ing more integratively than perhaps they realized, but
not enough to reassign them to an integrative model.
For one or two of the respondents, it could have been
questioned whether they were using the model they
claimed to be using, but this was too few to be a signif-
icant source of bias. A copy of the Psychotherapy/
Counseling Model Questionnaire is available from the
second author.

Procedure. The 416 counselors were sent the
KTSII, the Psychotherapy/Counseling Model Question-
naire, a cover letter, and a stamped addressed envelope.
The letter offered complete anonymity but asked for
name and address if the participants wanted a profile of
their KTSII results, a summary of the research findings,
or both.
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RESULTS AND ANALYSIS
Response Rate. Of the 416 questionnaires mailed, 182
were returned (43.8%). Fourteen of these were insuffi-
ciently filled in to be used, leaving 168 usable question-
naires (40.4%). For 45 of these 168 questionnaires, type
could not be determined because of even scores on at
least one of the preferences, leading to a usable number
of returns in terms of identifying type of 123 (29.6% of
questionnaires sent out). As the expected return rate for
a postal survey is 30% (Schweigert,
1994), the 29.6% return rate is nor-
mal and acceptable for this type of
research. 

Sample Characteristics. TABLE

1 (SEE PAGE 103) is a complete type
table of the sample. There were far
more NFs (55%) than the U.K. norm
(14%; Kendall, 1998). This difference
from the U.K. general population is
also clearly reflected in the prefer-
ences, where Ns (61%) and Fs (86%)
were both greatly overrepresented
relative to the general U.K. population
figures of 24% (Ns) and 54% (Fs)
(Kendall). This is consistent with previous research in
the United States on counseling as a general occupation
(Myers & McCaulley, 1985, Appendix D). TABLE 1 also
shows that a significant minority of the participants
were SJs (33% compared with the U.K. norm of 49%),
particularly ISFJs and ESFJs. The proportion of NTs
(6%) was below the U.K. norm of 10%.

TABLE 2 (SEE PAGE 104) shows that the final
numbers of CBT, Psychoanalytic, and Person-Centred
counselors were roughly equal, with a smaller number
of Psychosynthesis counselors and a larger number of
Integrative/Eclectic counselors. The reason for the lower
number of Psychosynthesis counselors and larger
number of Integrative/Eclectic counselors was that
nearly 40% (11 out of 28) of respondents listed in the
UKCP directory as using the Psychosynthesis model
stated in the Counseling Model Questionnaire that the
model they used was Integrative or Eclectic.

TABLE 3 (SEE PAGE 104) shows that there were
about 4 females to every male, which corresponds well
to the proportion in the 416 counselors originally sent
questionnaires (calculated roughly based on first name).
There was a slightly higher number of males among 
the CBT counselors sent questionnaires, so the slightly
higher number in that group also corresponds fairly

well with the original number of mailed questionnaires.
The proportion of males in the Psychoanalytic group
was slightly lower than expected based on the original
population sent questionnaires.

Average age was evenly spread across the groups,
generally representing a mature sample in their early to
mid 50s, the CBT counselors being slightly younger on
average. In terms of experience, overall the sample had
been working as counselors for 12 to 13 years and had

been accredited for about half that
time. Therefore, generally the partici-
pants did not start working as coun-
selors until about 40 years of age. The
Eclectic counselors were the most
experienced and the Person-Centred
the least. This could be explained by
suggesting that some counselors who
begin with the Person-Centred model
later change their model to Eclectic or
Integrative as they gain experience.

Caution should be taken in
interpreting the distinction made
between Integrative and Eclectic
counselors in this study. Although 42

of the participants were clearly Integrative/Eclectic, 11
(26%) of the 42 did not directly indicate whether they
were working in an Integrative way or an Eclectic way.
Educated guesses were made to assign these 11 partici-
pants. Nevertheless, because 74% of the Integrative/
Eclectic counselors made it clear which of these two
ways of working they used, it was deemed appropriate
to make the Integrative/Eclectic distinction in the
preliminary analyses.

TABLE 4 (SEE PAGE 105) shows that among CBT
counselors, compared with the whole sample, prefer-
ences for S and SJ (p < .001), TJ (p < .01), and T, J, IS,
ES, ST, and SF (p < .05) were overrepresented. At the
levels of type dynamics and whole type, S dominant
and ESFJ (p < .05) were both overrepresented.

TABLE 5 (SEE PAGE 106) shows that among
Psychoanalytic counselors, preferences for NJ and FJ
were overrepresented (p < .05) as were INFJs (p < .001).
No relationships were found among the Person-Centred
counselors (TABLE 6, SEE PAGE 107). Among Psycho-
synthesis counselors, preferences for IP and NP were
overrepresented (p < .001), as were P, NF, FP, and IN 
(p < .01), N (p < .05), and INFP (p < .001) (TABLE 7, SEE

PAGE 108).
Integrative and Eclectic counselors were first

”
“RET, Behavioral, 

and Experiential
counselors tended to 

be Introverts, whereas 
the Psychoanalytic 

and Gestalt counselors
tended to be Extraverts.



Journal of Psychological Type®, Volume 66, November 2006

103

The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ

n = 6 n = 15 n = 17 n = 5

(4.88%) (12.20%) (13.82%) (4.07%)

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + + +

ISTP ISFP INFP INTP

n = 0 n = 4 n = 20 n = 0

(0.00%) (3.25%) (16.26%) (0.00%)

+ + + + + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + + + +

+

ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP

n = 0 n = 3 n = 19 n = 1

(0.00%) (2.44%) (15.45%) (0.81%)

+ + + + + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + + + +

ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ

n = 4 n = 16 n = 12 n = 1

(3.25%) (13.01%) (9.76%) (0.81%)

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + +  

+ + + + + + + + + +

+ + +

Dichotomous Preferences

E n = 156 (45.53%)
I n = 167 (54.47%)

S n = 148 (39.02%)
N n = 175 (60.98%)

T n = 117 (13.82%)
F n = 106 (86.18%)

J n = 176 (61.79%)
P n = 147 (38.21%)

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ n = 143 (34.96%)
IP n = 124 (19.51%)
EP n = 123 (18.70%)
EJ n = 133 (26.83%)

ST n = 110 (08.13%)
SF n = 138 (30.89%)
NF n = 168 (55.28%)
NT n = 117 (05.69%)

SJ n = 141 (33.33%)
SP n = 117 (05.69%)
NP n = 140 (32.52%)
NJ n = 135 (28.46%)

TJ n = 116 (13.01%)
TP n = 111 (00.81%)
FP n = 146 (37.40%)
FJ n = 160 (48.78%)

IN n = 142 (34.15%)
EN n = 133 (26.83%)
IS n = 125 (20.33%)
ES n = 123 (18.70%)

ET n = 116 (04.88%)
EF n = 150 (40.65%)
IF n = 156 (45.53%)
IT n = 111 (08.94%)

Nick Dodd and Rowan Bayne

Jungian Types (E) Jungian Types (I) Dominant Types

n % n % n %
E–TJ 5 4.06 I–TP 0 0.00 Dt. T 5 4.06

E–FJ 28 22.76 I–FP 24 19.51 Dt. F 52 42.28

ES–P 3 2.44 IS–J 21 17.07 Dt. S 24 19.51

EN–P 20 16.26 IN–J 22 17.89 Dt. N 42 34.15

Table 1. Type Distribution of Total Sample of Counselors.

N = 123 + = 1% of N
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analysed separately and then combined (TABLE 8, SEE

PAGE 109), as the terms are often used interchangeably.
In the combined group, EN and NT were overrepre-
sented (p < .05).

More generally, comparing Tables 4 through 7, Ts
tended to choose a cognitive model (CBT) and Fs an
affective one, as represented by the Psychodynamic,
Person-Centred, and Psychosynthesis models. Of the
nine Thinking types (excluding the Thinking types

among the Integrative/Eclectic counselors for whom it
was unclear whether cognitive or affective techniques
were more important to them), seven chose CBT as
their model (78%). And of the 72 Feeling types (exclud-
ing the Feeling types among the Integrative/Eclectic
counselors), 56 chose an affective model (again 78%).

DISCUSSION
Strong relationships were found in a sample of experi-
enced U.K. counselors between S and SJ and choice of
the CBT model; INFJ and the Psychoanalytic model;
and IP, NP, and INFP and the Psychosynthesis model.
Other relationships between type and choice of model
were also found, and more general relationships that
had been previously reported in the literature were also
replicated here.

The relationship between SJ and choice of the CBT
model is new but consistent with MBTI theory, because
the CBT approach requires a structured, organized,
detailed, and thorough analysis of the client’s dysfunc-
tional cognitions/assumption/beliefs, in order that the
beliefs can then be checked against factual information
and replaced by more realistic and “sensible” alterna-

Table 2. Frequency of Choices for Each
Counseling Model.

Counseling Model Frequency Total

CBT 23

Psychoanalytic 21

Person-Centred 24

Psychosynthesis 13

Integrative 26

Eclectic 16

N = 123

Table 3. Gender, Mean Age, Mean Years Working as Counselor, and Mean Years Accredited for the
Whole Sample Broken Down by Counseling Model Used.

Models Used Gender Mean Age Mean Years Working Mean Years Accredited 
as a Counselor

CBT 16F, 07M 48.3 11.5 5.4

N = 23

Psychoanalytic 19F, 02M 54.8 14.1 8.1

N = 21

Person-Centred 20F,04M 50.9 8.9 4.3

N = 24

Psychosynthesis 10F, 03M 55.9 14.2 6.9

N = 13

Integrative 22F,04M 54.8 13.8 6.5

N = 26

Eclectic 11F, 05M 55.7 16.3 6.1

N = 16

All Models 98F, 25M 53.1 12.8 6.1

N = 123
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The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ

n = 3 n = 5 n = 0 n = 2

(13.04%) (21.74%) (0.00%) (8.70%)

I = 2.67 I = 1.78 I = 0.00* I = 2.14

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + + + + +

+ + + + +

+ +

ISTP ISFP INFP INTP

n = 0 n = 1 n = 2 n = 0

(0.00%) (4.35%) (8.70%) (0.00%)

I = 0.00 I = 1.34 I = 0.53 I = 0.00

+ + + + + + + + +

+ + + +

ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP

n = 0 n = 0 n = 1 n = 0

(0.00%) (0.00%) (4.35%) (0.00%)

I = 0.00 I = 0.00 I = 0.28 I = 0.00

+ + + +

ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ

n = 2 n = 6 n = 1 n = 0

(8.70%) (26.09%) (4.35%) (0.00%)

I = 2.67 I = 2.01* I = 0.45 I = 0.00

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + + + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + + + +

+

Dichotomous Preferences

E 10 (43.48%) I = 0.95
I 13 (56.52%) I = 1.04

S 17 (73.91%) ***I = 1.89
N 6 (26.09%) ***I = 0.43

T 7 (30.43%) *I = 2.20
F 16 (69.57%) *I = 0.81

J 19 (82.61%) *I = 1.34
P 4 (17.39%) *I = 0.46

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ 10 (43.48%) I = 1.24
IP 3 (13.04%) I = 0.67
EP 1 (04.35%) I = 0.23
EJ 9 (39.13%) I = 1.46

ST 5 (21.74%) *I = 2.67
SF 12 (52.17%) *I = 1.69
NF 4 (17.39%) ***I = 0.31
NT 2 (08.70%) I = 1.53

SJ 16 (69.57%) ***I = 2.09
SP 1 (04.35%) I = 0.76
NP 3 (13.04%) *I = 0.40
NJ 3 (13.04%) I = 0.46

TJ 7 (30.43%) **I = 2.34
TP 0 (00.00%) I = 0.00
FP 4 (17.39%) *I = 0.47
FJ 12 (52.17%) I = 1.07

IN 4 (17.39%) I = 0.51
EN 2 (08.70%) *I = 0.32
IS 9 (39.13%) *I = 1.93
ES 8 (34.78%) *I = 1.86

ET 2 (08.70%) I = n.a.
EF 8 (34.78%) I = n.a.
IF 8 (34.78%) I = n.a.
IT 5 (21.74%) I = n.a.

Nick Dodd and Rowan Bayne

Jungian Types (E) Jungian Types (I) Dominant Types

n % n % n %
E–TJ 2 8.70 I–TP 0 0.00 Dt. T 2 8.70

E–FJ 7 30.43 I–FP 3 13.04 Dt. F 10 43.48

ES–P 0 0.00 IS–J 8 34.78 Dt. S 8 34.78

EN–P 1 4.35 IN–J 2 8.70 Dt. N 3 13.04

Table 4. Type Distribution of CBT Counselors and SRTT Comparison With All Counselors.

N = 23 + = 1% of N I = Selection Ratio Index   *p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001
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The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ

n = 1 n = 2 n = 8 n = 0

(4.76%) (9.52%) (38.10%) (0.00%)

I = 0.98 I = 0.78 I = 2.76*** I = 0.00

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + +

ISTP ISFP INFP INTP

n = 0 n = 0 n = 2 n = 0

(0.00%) (0.00%) (9.52%) (0.00%)

I = 0.00 I = 0.00 I = 0.59 I = 0.00

+ + + + +

+ + + + +

ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP

n = 0 n = 0 n = 1 n = 0

(0.00%) (0.00%) (14.29%) (0.00%)

I = 0.00 I = 0.00 I = 0.92 I = 0.00

+ + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + + +

ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ

n = 0 n = 3 n = 2 n = 0

(0.00%) (14.29%) (9.52%) (0.00%)

I = 0.00 I = 1.10 I = 0.98 I = 0.00

+ + + + + + + + + + 

+ + + + + + + + + +

+ + + +

Dichotomous Preferences

E 8 (38.10%) I = 0.84
I 13 (61.90%) I = 1.14

S 6 (28.57%) I = 0.73
N 15 (71.43%) I = 1.17

T 1 (04.76%) I = 0.34
F 20 (95.24%) I = 1.11

J 16 (76.19%) I = 1.23
P 5 (23.81%) I = 0.62

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ 11 (52.38%) I = 1.50
IP 2 (09.52%) I = 0.49
EP 3 (14.29%) I = 0.76
EJ 5 (23.81%) I = 0.89

ST 1 (04.76%) I = 0.59
SF 5 (23.81%) I = 0.77
NF 15 (71.43%) I = 1.29
NT 0 (00.00%) I = 0.00

SJ 6 (28.57%) I = 0.86
SP 0 (00.00%) I = 0.00
NP 5 (23.81%) I = 0.73
NJ 10 (47.62%) *I = 1.67

TJ 1 (04.76%) I = 0.37
TP 0 (00.00%) I = 0.00
FP 5 (23.81%) I = 0.64
FJ 15 (71.43%) *I = 1.46

IN 10 (47.62%) I = 1.39
EN 5 (23.81%) I = 0.89
IS 3 (14.29%) I = 0.70
ES 3 (14.29%) I = 0.76

ET 0 (00.00%) I = n.a.
EF 8 (38.10%) I = n.a.
IF 12 (57.14%) I = n.a.
IT 1 (04.76%) I = n.a.

Nick Dodd and Rowan Bayne

Jungian Types (E) Jungian Types (I) Dominant Types

n % n % n %
E–TJ 0 0.00 I–TP 0 0.00 Dt. T 0 0.00

E–FJ 5 23.81 I–FP 2 9.52 Dt. F 7 33.33

ES–P 0 0.00 IS–J 3 14.29 Dt. S 3 14.29

EN–P 3 14.29 IN–J 8 38.10 Dt. N 11 52.38

Table 5. Type Distribution of Psychoanalytic Counselors and SRTT Comparison With All Counselors.

N = 21 + = 1% of N I = Selection Ratio Index   *p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001
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The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ

n = 1 n = 4 n = 3 n = 0

(4.17%) (16.67%) (12.50%) (0.00%)

I = 0.85 I = 1.37 I = 0.90 I = 0.00

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + + + + +

+ +

ISTP ISFP INFP INTP

n = 0 n = 2 n = 3 n = 0

(0.00%) (8.33%) (12.50%) (0.00%)

I = 0.00 I = 2.56 I = 0.77 I = 0.00

+ + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + + + + +

+ + +

ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP

n = 0 n = 1 n = 4 n = 0

(0.00%) (4.17%) (16.67%) (0.00%)

I = 0.00 I = 1.71 I = 1.08 I = 0.00

+ + + + + + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + + + +

+ +

ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ

n = 0 n = 3 n = 3 n = 0

(0.00%) (12.50%) (12.50%) (0.00%)

I = 0.00 I = 0.96 I = 1.28 I = 0.00

+ + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + + +

Dichotomous Preferences

E 11 (45.83%) I = 1.01
I 13 (54.17%) I = 0.99

S 11 (45.83%) I = 1.17
N 13 (54.17%) I = 0.89

T 1 (04.17%) I = 0.30
F 23 (95.83%) I = 1.11

J 14 (58.33%) I = 0.94
P 10 (41.67%) I = 1.09

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ 8 (33.33%) I = 0.95
IP 5 (20.83%) I = 1.07
EP 5 (20.83%) I = 1.11
EJ 6 (25.00%) I = 0.93

ST 1 (04.17%) I = 0.51
SF 10 (41.67%) I = 1.35
NF 13 (54.17%) I = 0.98
NT 0 (00.00%) I = 0.00

SJ 8 (33.33%) I = 1.00
SP 3 (12.50%) I = 2.20
NP 7 (29.17%) I = 0.90
NJ 6 (25.00%) I = 0.88

TJ 1 (04.17%) I = 0.32
TP 0 (00.00%) I = 0.00
FP 10 (41.67%) I = 1.11
FJ 13 (54.17%) I = 1.11

IN 6 (25.00%) I = 0.73
EN 7 (29.17%) I = 1.09
IS 7 (29.17%) I = 1.44
ES 4 (16.67%) I = 0.89

ET 0 (00.00%) I = n.a.
EF 11 (45.83%) I = n.a.
IF 12 (50.00%) I = n.a.
IT 1 (04.17%) I = n.a.

Nick Dodd and Rowan Bayne

Jungian Types (E) Jungian Types (I) Dominant Types

n % n % n %
E–TJ 0 0.00 I–TP 0 0.00 Dt. T 0 0.00

E–FJ 6 25.00 I–FP 5 20.83 Dt. F 11 45.83

ES–P 1 4.17 IS–J 5 20.83 Dt. S 6 25.00

EN–P 4 16.67 IN–J 3 12.50 Dt. N 7 29.17

Table 6. Type Distribution of Person-Centered Counselors and SRTT Comparison With All Counselors.

N = 24 + = 1% of N I = Selection Ratio Index   *p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001



Psychological Types and Preferred Specific Counseling Models in Experienced Counselors

108

The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ

n = 0 n = 0 n = 2 n = 0

(0.00%) (0.00%) (15.38%) (0.00%)

I = 0.00 I = 0.00 I = 1.11 I = 0.00

+ + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + + + +

ISTP ISFP INFP INTP

n = 0 n = 0 n = 7 n = 0

(0.00%) (0.00%) (53.85%) (0.00%)

I = 0.00 I = 0.00 I = 3.31*** I = 0.00

50+
+ + + +

ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP

n = 0 n = 0 n = 3 n = 0

(0.00%) (0.00%) (23.08%) (0.00%)

I = 0.00 I = 0.00 I = 1.49 I = 0.00

+ + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + +

ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ

n = 0 n = 1 n = 0 n = 0

(0.00%) (7.69%) (0.00%) (0.00%)

I = 0.00 I = 0.59 I = 0.00 I = 0.00

+ + + + +

+ + +

Dichotomous Preferences

E 4 (30.77%) I = 0.68
I 9 (69.23%) I = 1.27

S 1 (07.69%) *I = 0.20
N 12 (92.31%) *I = 1.51

T 0 (00.00%) I = 0.00
F 13 (100.00%) I = 1.16

J 3 (23.08%) **I = 0.37
P 10 (76.92%) **I = 2.01

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ 2 (15.38%) I = 0.44
IP 7 (53.85%) ***I = 2.76
EP 3 (23.08%) I = 1.23
EJ 1 (07.69%) I = 0.29

ST 0 (00.00%) I = 0.00
SF 1 (07.69%) I = 0.25
NF 12 (92.31%) **I = 1.67
NT 0 (00.00%) I = 0.00

SJ 1 (07.69%) I = 0.23
SP 0 (00.00%) I = 0.00
NP 10 (76.92%) ***I = 2.37
NJ 2 (15.38%) I = 0.54

TJ 0 (00.00%) I = 0.00
TP 0 (00.00%) I = 0.00
FP 10 (76.92%) **I = 2.06
FJ 3 (23.08%) I = 0.47

IN 9 (69.23%) **I = 2.03
EN 3 (23.08%) I = 0.86
IS 0 (00.00%) I = 0.00
ES 1 (07.69%) I = 0.41

ET 0 (00.00%) I = n.a.
EF 4 (30.77%) I = n.a.
IF 9 (69.23%) I = n.a.
IT 0 (00.00%) I = n.a.

Nick Dodd and Rowan Bayne

Jungian Types (E) Jungian Types (I) Dominant Types

n % n % n %
E–TJ 0 0.00 I–TP 0 0.00 Dt. T 0 0.00

E–FJ 1 7.69 I–FP 7 53.85 Dt. F 8 61.54

ES–P 0 0.00 IS–J 0 0.00 Dt. S 0 0.00

EN–P 3 23.08 IN–J 2 15.38 Dt. N 5 38.46

Table 7. Type Distribution of Psychosynthesis Counselors and SRTT Comparison With All Counselors.

N = 13 50+ = 50% of N + = 1% of N I = Selection Ratio Index   *p<.05   **p<.01
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The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ

n = 1 n = 4 n = 4 n = 3

(2.38%) (9.52%) (9.52%) (7.14%)

I = 0.49 I = 0.78 I = 0.69 I = 1.76

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + + + + + + + + + 

ISTP ISFP INFP INTP

n = 0 n = 1 n = 6 n = 0

(0.00%) (2.38%) (14.29%) (0.00%)

I = 0.00 I = 0.73 I = 0.88 I = 0.00

+ + + + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + + +

ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP

n = 0 n = 2 n = 8 n = 1

(0.00%) (4.76%) (19.05%) (2.38%)

I = 0.00 I = 1.95 I = 1.23 I = 2.93

+ + + + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + + +

ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ

n = 2 n = 3 n = 6 n = 1

(4.76%) (7.14%) (14.29%) (2.38%)

I = 1.46 I = 0.55 I = 1.46 I = 2.93

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + + + +

+ + + +

Dichotomous Preferences

E 23 (54.76%) I = 1.20
I 19 (45.24%) I = 0.83

S 13 (30.95%) I = 0.79
N 29 (69.05%) I = 1.13

T 8 (19.05%) I = 1.38
F 34 (80.95%) I = 0.94

J 24 (57.14%) I = 0.92
P 18 (42.86%) I = 1.12

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ 12 (28.57%) I = 0.82
IP 7 (16.67%) I = 0.85
EP 11 (26.19%) I = 1.40
EJ 12 (28.57%) I = 1.06

ST 3 (07.14%) I = 0.88
SF 10 (23.81%) I = 0.77
NF 24 (57.14%) I = 1.03
NT 5 (11.90%) *I = 2.09

SJ 10 (23.81%) I = 0.71
SP 3 (07.14%) I = 1.26
NP 15 (35.71%) I = 1.10
NJ 14 (33.33%) I = 1.17

TJ 7 (16.67%) I = 1.28
TP 1 (02.38%) I = 2.93
FP 17 (40.48%) I = 1.08
FJ 17 (40.48%) I = 0.83

IN 13 (30.95%) I = 0.91
EN 16 (38.10%) *I = 1.42
IS 6 (14.29%) I = 0.70
ES 7 (16.67%) I = 0.89

ET 4 (09.52%) I = n.a.
EF 19 (45.24%) I = n.a.
IF 15 (35.71%) I = n.a.
IT 4 (09.52%) I = n.a.

Nick Dodd and Rowan Bayne

Jungian Types (E) Jungian Types (I) Dominant Types

n % n % n %
E–TJ 3 7.14 I–TP 0 0.00 Dt. T 3 7.14

E–FJ 9 21.43 I–FP 7 16.67 Dt. F 16 38.10

ES–P 2 4.76 IS–J 5 11.90 Dt. S 7 16.67

EN–P 9 21.43 IN–J 7 16.67 Dt. N 16 38.10

Table 8. Type Distribution of Integrative/Eclectic Counselors and SRTT Comparison With All
Counselors.

N = 42 + = 1% of N I = Selection Ratio Index   *p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001
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tives. These qualities of being structured, organized,
detailed, thorough, factual, realistic, and sensible are all
adjectives used to describe SJs.

Myers, McCaulley, Quenk, and Hammer (1998)
called SJs the “realistic decision makers” (p. 48), and
stated that their “goal is to form a solid, substantial, and
accurate understanding of the world and one’s place in
it” (p. 49), which seems a fairly good, general descrip-
tion of the CBT approach to counseling. Other SJ
qualities also fit the CBT approach in
which the counselor is being directive
and essentially “teaching” the client a
more functional and empirical way of
regulating his or her cognitions and
emotions, which can then be used
outside the therapeutic environment.
(CBT counselors even like to give
“homework.”) The CBT model there-
fore fits the SJ temperament well.

A question that arises is why
previous research has not found a
higher proportion of SJs among cogni-
tive counselors. McBride and Martin
(1988) found that only 22% of their
counseling students who preferred a
cognitive approach were SJs, whereas
Schacht and Howe (1989) found that
only 11% of their Behavioral and
Cognitive-Behavioral counseling/clinical psychologists
were SJs. Our contrasting finding may be something
specific to U.K.-accredited CBT counselors, or, perhaps
more likely, the samples in earlier research may have
been biased in some way. For example, in Schacht and
Howe, the sample seems to have been biased towards
NT, as discussed earlier. In Erickson (1993), the sample
was too small to detect a relationship (only nine cogni-
tive counselors). In McBride and Martin (1988) and
Frederickson (1993), the participants were still stu-
dents, and although they professed a preference for a
cognitive approach, they may not have worked in a
specifically cognitive way later in their careers.

If experienced CBT counselors do indeed tend to
be SJs, it may be good news for clients. This is because
counseling may generally be more effective the more the
personality type of the therapist matches the personal-
ity type of the client (Bayne, 1999). As 49% of the U.K.
population are SJs, the fact that potentially over 60% 
of CBT counselors (16/23 in our sample) are also SJs
would increase the probability of a counselor-client

personality type match, even if only to a small extent
given the relatively small overall number of CBT
counselors.

A significant number of SJs (8 out of 24) were also
found among the Person-Centred counselors. This is
perhaps surprising, as descriptions of NFs as “humane,”
“giving strokes freely,” “searching for self,” etc., would
seem to fit the Person-Centred approach much better.
On the other hand, a limitation of temperament theory

is illustrated, because the more spe-
cific qualities of ISFJs and ESFJs,
which were the types of seven out 
of the eight SJs in the the Person-
Centred type sample, can explain
their presence. Berens and Nardi
(1999, p. 26) called the ISFJs the
“Protector Supporters” (“desiring to
serve individual needs”; “thrive on
serving quietly without fanfare”) and
ESFJs the “Facilitator Caretakers”
(“talents lie in supporting others 
and supplying them with what they
need”; “warm”; “thrive on helping
others”) (p. 24). These qualities fit
well with a Person-Centred approach
and help explain the 29% (7 out of
24) presence of ISFJs and ESFJs
among the Person-Centred group.

At the same time, 24% (5 out of 21) of the
Psychoanalytic counselors were also either ISFJs or
ESFJs, and 19% (5 out of 26) of the Integrative coun-
selors were either ISFJs or ESFJs. Thus, like NFs, SFJs
are attracted to a broad range of models, most notably
CBT but also the Person-Centred, Psychoanalytic, and
Integrative models. Whether SFJs using these other
models are as satisfied in their work and as effective as
SFJs working with the CBT model would be an interest-
ing question for future research.

There were four other main findings. First INFJs
were overrepresented among Psychoanalytic counselors
(8/21), as were FJs and NJs. Berens and Nardi’s (1999)
“snapshot” of INFJs suggest why this might be the case:

[They] use their insights to deal with complexity
in issues and people, often with a strong sense 
of “knowing” before others know themselves.
Talents lie in developing and guiding people.
Trust their inspirations and visions, using them
to help others. Thrive on helping others resolve
deep personal and ethical dilemmas. (p. 38)

”

“Feeling types saw the
counseling relationship
and client expression 
of feelings as more

important than 
Thinking types did, 
and Thinking types

preferred a more direct
counseling role than
Feeling types did. 
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This would seem to be a good description of a
Psychoanalytic counselor, highlighting the model’s
emphasis on the therapist having more insight into the
client than the client has himself or herself. It also high-
lights how Psychoanalytic counselors see themselves as
using their insights (interpretations of the client’s
“unconscious” processes) to help the client resolve deep
personal “dilemmas” (inner conflicts).

Second, IP, NP, and INFP were strongly overrepre-
sented in Psychosynthesis counselors.
All but one of the 13 Psychosynthesis
counselors was an NF, so the N and F
preferences and the NF and INFP
combinations were more strongly
present in the Psychosynthesis coun-
selors than in any of the other groups.
One explanation for the high propor-
tion of INFPs amongst the Psycho-
synthesis counselors is that the
emphasis the Psychosynthesis model
puts on the spiritual dimension
attracts those most interested in the
spiritual side of life. Type descriptions
of INFPs do suggest that they are the
type most interested in the spiritual and least interested
in the materialistic (e.g., “interested in contemplating 
life’s mysteries, virtues, and vices, in their search for
wholeness” [Berens & Nardi, 1999, p. 42], or “little
concerned for possessions or surroundings” [MBTI®

Step 1 Report Form], or “their fervent aim is to bring
peace to the world and wholeness to themselves and
their loved ones” [Keirsey, 1998, p. 158]). 

However, other research does not support INFPs
as being the type most interested in the spiritual. Myers
et al. (1998) found ESFJs to be the most likely to rate
religion or spirituality as “very important” to them in a
national U.S. sample of over 3,000 participants.
Hammer (1991, cited in Shelton, 1996), investigating
coping resources for each type, found that INFJs scored
the highest ranking for using spiritual/philosophical
values to cope with stress, ESFJs ranked second, and
INFPs only 13th. Therefore, future research is needed to
clarify INFPs’ level of interest in the spiritual and,
assuming that Myers et al.’s and Hammer’s findings are
valid, to explain the large relationship between INFP and
the choice of the Psychosynthesis model found here.

Third, ENs and NTs were overrepresented among
the Integrative and Eclectic counselors, although only
moderately. It thus may be that the ENs’ wide-ranging

interests and enthusiasm for change and variety
motivates them to integrate or draw from a number of
different models of counseling, and that the NTs’ 
liking for conceptualising and designing independent
and complex integrated systems motivates them to
develop their own integrated model. The NT finding
(71% of the NTs in the sample chose the Integrative/
Eclectic model) is particularly interesting, as previous
research has tended to suggest that NTs will be most

attracted to a Cognitive model.
Fourth, Ts tended to choose CBT

(a cognitive model), whereas Fs
tended to prefer the more affective
Person-Centred, Psychodynamic, and
Psychosynthesis models. This is
consistent with previous research,
although it does not mean that CBT
counselors will tend to be Thinking
types. In fact, based on this sample the
opposite is true: 16 out of the 23 CBT
counselors were Feeling types (70%).

Finally, our results replicate
some general relationships between
type and choice of counseling as a

career. In our sample, Ns (61%, 75 out of 123) predom-
inated, consistent with the U.S. figure of 63% (Myers &
McCaulley, 1985) and in marked contrast to the U.K.
general population norm of 24% N (Kendall, 1998) and
the U.S. general population norm of 25% N. Similarly,
NF predominated (55%, 68 of 123), compared to the
U.K. norm of 14% and the U.S. norm of 17%.

There were fewer NTs than expected (6%). Indeed,
the proportion was smaller than in the U.K. general
population (10%). Possible explanations are sample
bias (NTs may tend to be less interested in postal
surveys) and questionnaire bias (The KTSII includes
Thinking items referring to being “hard-nosed” and
“thick-skinned”). On the other hand, the students who
were the participants in some of the earlier research may
have responded as NTs when they were actually NFs.

Although this study was primarily descriptive, and
therefore no causal relationships can be directly
inferred, the results clearly suggest that psychological
type influences the specific counseling model chosen by
experienced counselors. The obvious explanation for
this is that counselors tend, in time, to choose a model
with which their psychological type disposes them to
feel most comfortable and natural. This has implications
for career counseling and counselor training, helping

”
“. . . counseling may

generally be more
effective the more the
personality type of 

the therapist matches
the personality type 

of the client.
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students find a training course that they are most likely
to feel comfortable and natural with. However, it does
not mean that the “wrong” types for a particular model
should avoid it, but rather that they should examine
their choice and motives with extra care. Further
research into job satisfaction and effectiveness among
counselors using a model their personality type is less
typically associated with would help clarify further the
degree to which type is important in working with a
given counseling model.

The main limitations of the study are those
inevitably associated with postal surveys and with the
number of analyses in the SRTT technique, especially
those significant at the .05 level and those based on
small numbers of participants. The KTSII’s validity is
strengthened, however. Future research to replicate and
extend these findings could use the MBTI instrument
and an alternative sampling method (e.g., approaching
organizations that specifically provide training in the
different models, or using the UKCP and BACP directo-

ries as a source but contacting the counselors by phone
and offering some sort of payment for participation).

CONCLUSIONS
The results of this study strongly suggest that, in
experienced counselors, choice of specific counseling
psychotherapy model is influenced by psychological
type. ESFJs, SJs, and TJs tend to choose the CBT model,
INFJs the Psychoanalytic model, IPs, NPs, and INFPs
the Psychosynthesis model, and ENs and NTs the
Integrative/ Eclectic model. In addition, previous
research findings that Ns, Fs, and NFs are all overrepre-
sented among counselors generally, and that Ts tend to
choose a cognitive model and Fs an affective model,
were all replicated in a U.K. sample.
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