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ABSTRACT
How does a student learn? What must a student learn?
As a study skills instructor at a community college, I
must ask and answer these two pivotal questions for
each student who comes into the laboratory. How a
student learns focuses on the students; what a student
must learn focuses on the curriculum. In order for 
students to be successful, these potentially conflicting
objectives must be reconciled. Learning strategies need
to be anchored in a clear understanding of the 
student’s learning style (the how). This article examines
key elements of type theory as they apply to learning

(the what). Successful students must meet the varied
cognitive demands of the college curriculum. Benjamin
Bloom’s classic cognitive taxonomy defines those
demands along a hierarchy of skills. Educators must
incorporate the learner’s needs and the learning demand
into their pedagogy. To do this, educators must bridge
type and taxonomy. Spanning the gulf between learning
styles (psychological type) and curriculum demands
(taxonomy) is the goal of this article. 

Note: For 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).
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INTRODUCTION
For more than a century, educators and psychologists
have examined and refined the science and art of learn-
ing. From Gagne (1977) to Gardner (2000), the verdict
is the same: There is no one learning style; there are
learning differences. Such learning differences can be
explained by psychological type. Just as there is no 
one learning style, no one learning
style is right for all learning demands.
Learning demands range from simple
recall of facts to synthesis and from
remembering to creating.  

More than 50 years ago,
Benjamin Bloom (1956) categorized
and placed learning into the three
domains of psychomotor, affect, and
cognitive, with a hierarchy of func-
tions within the domains. Together,
psychological type and cognitive 
taxonomy provide the two critical 
elements of good pedagogy: an
understanding of the learner, and a
way to reliably describe the scope 
of learning demands. This article
attempts to wed the two by accessing
the dynamics of learning as they are unique to each of
the 16 psychological types and relating the types to
Bloom’s cognitive taxonomy.

TYPE THEORY
How a student learns is synonymous with how that 
student thinks. Although thinking can be trained, the
thinking mode is an innate style. Carl Jung (1921/
1971) theorized that the diversity of personalities could
be explained through six personality dimensions of
polar pairs: Sensing/Intuition, Thinking/Feeling, and
Extraversion/Introversion. Individuals with the percep-
tion skill of Sensing are convergent thinkers who seek
structure, one answer, and standard operating proce-
dures. As accurate observers of what is, persons with the
Sensing preference verify concrete data by their senses
and perceive by using their experiences and facts.
Conversely, types that prefer Intuition are divergent
thinkers who seek many possibilities. The Intuition types
erect a scaffold of meaning that they fill in with data.

Cognition is not limited to merely Sensing and
Intuition, however; it includes making judgments about
the data (type’s judging functions of Thinking and
Feeling). Each person has a preferred way of decision-

making that springs from intrinsic motivators. People
with a preference for Thinking are motivated by truth
and accuracy and objectively examine the evidence
against a model (the ST type uses standards or tradi-
tional models, and the NT type employs a theoretical
model), noting what does not fit the model. Persons
who prefer Feeling are motivated by affiliation or 

harmony. The Feeling preference stu-
dent first needs to positively “con-
nect” with others. If there is a positive
connection, the Feeling type enters the 
situation and asks how appropriate
the data are to “us.” This type takes a
subjective view and notes the affective
data. Both typological Thinking and
Feeling are reasoning processes. 

Although Jung’s theory is widely
respected, it took the tool crafted by
Katharine Briggs and Isabel Briggs
Myers to make his theory accessible
and understandable to the general
public. Myers with Myers (1990)
identified a fourth scale that notes
how a person responds to the outside
world by either moving to closure,

Judging (J), or remaining flexible, Perceiving (P). Because
of the Judging types’ need for closure, they desire to 
control the environment in order to provide stability
and security. The Perceiving types prefer to observe their
environment rather than control it. The Myers-Briggs
Type Indicator® (MBTI®) measure is a means of noting 
preferences among the pairs and identifying the 16 
psychological types.

Many descriptions of learning style types either use
the functional pairs of ST, SF, NF, and NT (Silver &
Hanson, 1986) or the temperaments of SP, SJ, NF, and
NT (Fairhurst & Fairhurst, 1995, Keirsey, 1998;
Lawrence, 1997). However, the learning styles of SFJ,
STJ, SP, NF, and NT are more closely correlated with
Bloom’s (1956) cognitive skills taxonomy and, there-
fore, are used in this article. 

The J–P scale and its interaction with the func-
tional pairs of S–N and T–F give greater complexity and
richness to the type-taxonomy relationship. Under-
standing the dynamic interplay of type’s dimensions
provides still greater understanding of the uniqueness of
type’s learning styles. Perception, the gathering and
ordering of data, is delineated as the type functional 
attitudes of introverted Sensing, extraverted Sensing,
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introverted Intuition, and extraverted Intuition. Judging
is assessing those data against criteria and towards a
goal, either through an objective approach of intro-
verted or extraverted Thinking or through the subjective
approach of introverted or extraverted Feeling.

The Judging functions, too, are inextricably tied to
type dynamics. The functional skills of Sensing, Intuition,
Thinking, and Feeling are shaped by whether they are
used as tools in the outer world of Extraversion or the
inner world of Introversion. When used in the outer
world of Extraversion, the skills are broad, interactive,
and extrinsic. When used in the inner world of
Introversion, those same skills are deep, intrinsic, and
are tied to reflection or memory. For example,
extraverted Feeling (Fe) is sociable (wide and interactive);
introverted Feeling (Fi) is value or tradition driven (deep
and reflective). TABLE 1 (SEE PAGE 62) demonstrates the
dynamic interaction of the type preferences. 

COGNITIVE TAXONOMY
To many educators, the ability to perform higher-level
thinking skills of analyzing, synthesizing, and evaluat-
ing exemplifies the mature learner. Bloom’s (1956) cog-
nitive taxonomy is a heuristic tool for identifying,
clarifying, and refining cognitive objectives. Although
the impetus for the taxonomy was to standardize evalu-
ation measures to promote discourse among college and
university examiners, its effects extend into teaching
and curriculum objectives of grade school through col-
lege, in the United States and around the world. Bloom
envisioned the taxonomy as “a descriptive scheme in
which every kind of [learning] goal would be repre-
sented in a relatively neutral way” (p. 14). Central to the
taxonomy is the cumulative hierarchy that arranges
skills in levels of complexity, starting with simple recall
(Knowledge) and culminates in the abstract/divergent
thinking of Synthesis and Evaluation. The first two stages
(Knowledge and Comprehension) focus on content,
Application concerns process, Analysis is design, and
Synthesis is primarily theory. Each of the levels except
Application is divided into its own hierarchy. The
Taxonomy distinguishes Knowledge, the lowest level, “as
a prerequisite” (p. 33). The higher levels of the
Taxonomy were considered intellectual abilities and
skills upon which “Knowledge . . . becomes the material
with which the problem solving deals” (p. 33). The
three subskill categories in Knowledge move along a con-
tinuum from the simple-literal level of “Knowledge of
Specifics” to the complex-abstract level of “Knowledge
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of the Universals and Abstracts.” The pattern estab-
lished in the lowest level iterates into successive higher
levels skills. (SEE TABLE 2 ON PAGE 63.)

The iteration forms a dynamic system that is the
basis for the integration of type theory with taxonomy.
In support of this integration, Herbert Simon (1981),
known for his impact on critical and systems thinking,
noted that complex systems are usually hierarchical in
structure, with a number of interrelated subsystems that
are themselves hierarchically structured. Decades before
Simon’s model, Bloom (1956) presented an embryonic
form of systems thinking.

TYPE VERSUS TAXONOMY
Bloom’s (1956) cumulative model implies that the skills
required for the early steps involving Sensing are some-
how easier to master than the later ones involving
Intuition. Type theorists argue that the degree of diffi-
culty for each step is linked to a student’s psychological
type. Although all learning starts with Knowledge,
psychological type indicates that they enter at different
levels within the Knowledge hierarchy commensurate
with their type preference and then move to that level
in the greater hierarchy. For example, NTs would access
“Knowledge of Theories and Structures,” the last level of
the Knowledge hierarchy, and then move to Synthesis on
the greater hierarchy. It can be just as challenging for an
Intuitive student to master the stages requiring the use of
Sensing as it is for the Sensing student to develop what
many educators call the higher-level thinking of
Intuition. No type of learning has an overall advantage,
and all types have inherent challenges. For mature
learning to transpire, all stages of the hierarchy must be
completed regardless of the perception preference.

It is important to note that Bloom (1956) and his
colleagues developed a taxonomy based on curriculum
demands and not on learning styles. Learning demands
may and probably do differ from curriculum demands,
and learning styles differ among learners. However,
understanding psychological type and incorporating
the most current research on the taxonomy prompted
us to revise Bloom’s 50-year-old model and refine it to
reflect individual differences. At the same time, under-
standing Bloom’s model provides a standard for meeting
curriculum demands.

CONCRETE LEVEL OF THINKING
As with personality type theory, Bloom’s (1956) cogni-
tive taxonomy has two distinct means of perceiving
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Table 1. Type and Taxonomy Matrix.

THINKING (T)
Objective

FEELING (F)
Subjective

JUDGMENT (J)
Closed Need for Stability

1) Basis for judgment
2) Point of view
3) Measure
4) Method
5) Goal

Operation

Extrinsic

Accuracy

Measuring or 
classifying data 
to model or system

Performance,
product, process

Affiliation

Interpersonal

Appropriateness

Harmonizing data
to environment and
relationships

Service, people,
harmony

Visceral

Standards and 
categories

Exacting,
orderly

Recalling

Past/Experience

Convergent

Conceptual

Principles 
and theoretic
scaffolding

Exacting,
congruent

Constructing

Future perfect

Divergent

EXTRAVERSION (E)

Energy:

Action in environment

Interaction with people

Home Base:

Outer world

Wide

Value:

Extrinsic

Time:

Now

INTROVERSION (I)

Energy:

Reflection

Memory

Home Base:

Inner world

Deep

Value:

Intrinsic

Time:

Another time

PERCEPTION (P)
Open Need for Flexibility

1) Data collected
2) Standard
3) Dynamics of selection/energy
4) Method
5) Time frame
6) Orientation

Literal/signs
what is

Object 
discrimination
through observation

Reality

Direct, but fluid
Exacting

Experiencing and 
using data

Now
Linear

Abstract/symbols
what if

Patterns, trends,
Relations through
Gestalt

Possibilities

Indirect and fluid
Proximal

Interpreting and 
manipulating data

Present
progressive
Global

Objective truth
Intrinsic

Rules
Principles

Matching data
against model 
or system

Understanding
objective truth . . .
Competence 
Skill

Affective truth 
interpersonal

Values

Reconciling
actions with values

Understanding
Affective truth . . .
Compassion 
Empathy

SENSING (S)
Time Orientation

INTUITION (N)
Space Orientation

Note: The darker columns represent STJ, SFJ, NTJ, and NFJ. The lighter columns represent STP, SFP, NTP, and NFP. Determining which preferences
are extraverted is the function of Judging and Perceiving (J–P); which are dominant is the function of extraversion and introversion (E–I).
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Table 2. Cognitive Domain: Condensed Version
of the Taxonomy of Educational Objectives.

1.0 KNOWLEDGE

1.10 Knowledge of Specifics

1.11 Knowledge of Terminology

1.12 Knowledge of Specific Facts

1.20 Knowledge of Ways and Means 
of Dealing With Specifics

1.21 Knowledge of Conventions

1.22 Knowledge of Trends and Sequences

1.23 Knowledge of Classifications and 
Categories

1.24 Knowledge of Criteria

1.25 Knowledge of Methodology

1.30 Knowledge of the Universals and 
Abstractions in a Field

1.31 Knowledge of Principles and 
Generalizations

1.32 Knowledge of Theories and Structures

2.0 COMPREHENSION

2.10 Translation

2.20 Interpretations

2.30 Extrapolation

3.0 APPLICATION

4.0 ANALYSIS

4.10 Analysis of Elements

4.20 Analyses of Relationships

4.30 Analyses of Organizational Principles

5.0 SYNTHESIS

5.10 Production of a Unique Communication

5.20 Production of a Plan or Proposed 
Set of Operations

5.30 Derivation of a Set of Abstract Relations

6.0 EVALUATION

6.10 Judgments in Terms of Internal Evidence

6.20 Judgments in Terms of External Criteria

Taxonomy of Educational Objectives: Book 1 Cognitive Domain

data: concrete, which parallel’s type’s Sensing, and
abstract, which is parallel to Intuition. Sensing moves
from the concrete details along a linear path, building
detail upon detail to the whole. Although represented
along a continuum, Sensing types are convergent
thinkers who need structure, seek one answer, and 
follow standard operating procedures.

Bloom’s (1956) first three levels of the cognitive
taxonomy follow type’s Sensing. Learning begins with
experience coupled with recall (SF), subskills of Bloom’s
Knowledge level. From that foundation, cognition 
progresses to Comprehension, recognizing how the entity
works or its cause and effect (ST). The act of summariz-
ing and paraphrasing clarifies and moves learning to the
third rung of the hierarchy. Application moves under-
standing into action, first with practice of problems
identical to the learning model, then into variations of
the model (SP). (SEE TABLE 3 ON PAGE 64.)

ABSTRACT LEVEL OF THINKING
Bloom’s (1956) abstract thinking is type’s Intuition.
Abstract thinking takes a more global perspective in
contrast to the concrete’s linear perspective. At the
Analysis (NF) level, the abstract thinker notes patterns,
predicts trends, and sees the interplay of parts to the
whole. Details are the puzzle pieces that form the jigsaw
of meaning. Meaning is the focus; the details are merely
the clarifiers. Analysis is multidimensional thinking,
with one idea suggesting several others until patterns 
or trends emerge. The task of analysis is to recognize
function and meaning. Synthesis, level five of Bloom’s
taxonomy, is the scientific method of reasoning and
“synectics” (NT). Synectics observes seemingly dis-
parate details and identifies the common theme or the
underlying theory. Synthesis starts with specifics and
generalizes through global or systems thinking. (SEE

TABLE 4 ON PAGE 64.)
The last level of Bloom’s (1956) Cognitive

Taxonomy is Evaluation in which the learner seeks 
congruency with theory, accuracy of details, and practi-
cality of function. To Bloom, it is the culminating level
of thinking, the last run in the hierarchy. In type,
Evaluation completes the first cycle, tying abstract back
to concrete. (SEE TABLE 5 ON PAGE 64.)

Rather than learning as a hierarchical model of six
skills, it is a system of spirals within spirals. Each type
enters the process at a distinct point, yet each learner
must progress around the cognitive system through all
the cognitive skills.
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LEARNING STYLES

SFJ

Susan felt adrift and anxious in Dr. Hardwick’s
philosophy class. Because the professor, a rather aloof
man, probed and challenged students to support their
thinking, Susan viewed Hardwick as her adversary,
not her teacher. For learning to occur, Susan needs a
nonthreatening, structured environment; Philosophy
210 was not such a place. Susan is a Sensing–Feeling–
Judging learner.

Sensing–Feeling–Judging (SFJ) types prize 
experience. (SEE TABLE 6 ON PAGE 65.) SFJs enter the
learning circle at the Knowledge level and the sublevel of
“Knowledge of Specifics.” With the preference for intro-
verted Sensing (Si), SFJs recall standards and experi-
ences and, with extraverted Feeling (Fe), judge their

appropriateness. The most significant, most memo-
rable data are personal experiences, concrete examples,
and personal applications. For these learners, experi-
ence proves the best teacher. Learning is creating per-
sonal meaning from new data and wedding it with prior
knowledge, experience, and their senses. The more
engaged the senses, the better the learning.

SFJs seek structure and linear sequencing, stability,
and security. SFJs progress from known to unknown
and concrete to abstract in an orderly, sequential, 
incremental manner. The ideal teaching style for SFJs 
is one in which the concept is introduced by specific
examples or personal experiences and followed by
direct learning in which the instructor models the 
steps of a process, provides guided practice, and gives
immediate feedback, all in an orderly, structured, but
friendly environment (Lawrence, 1995).

Table 3. Bloom’s Concrete Skill Levels and Types’ Skill Preferences.

Bloom’s Concrete Levels Cognitive Tasks Type Preference

Knowledge Recalling previously learned material . . . content SFJ

Comprehension Grasping the meaning of material . . . content  SFJ

Application Using the material . . . process SP

Table 4. Bloom’s Abstract Skill Levels and Types’ Skill Preferences.

Bloom’s Abstract Levels Cognitive Tasks Type Preference

Analysis Breaking down material into component parts NF  
and noting patterns, trends . . . design

Synthesis Formulating new patterns or structures . . . theory NT

Table 5. Bloom’s Evaluative Skill Levels and Types’ Skill Preferences.

Bloom’s Final Level Cognitive Tasks Type Preference

Evaluation Comparing and discriminating between ideas All  
Assessing value of theories and presentations
Making choices based on reasoned argument
Verifying value of evidence
Recognizing subjectivity
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STJs
Although Sam was an excellent student from kinder-
garten through high school, he was failing his college
literature class. Every aspect of the class seemed vague
and unstructured to Sam, but essay tests and literary
analysis were particularly foreign. As Sam felt the
stress build, he gritted his teeth and swore that he was
going to master English 111 if it killed him. Sam is a
Sensing–Thinking–Judging learner.

Sensing–Thinking–Judging (STJ) learners seek
Comprehension first. (SEE TABLE 7 ON PAGE 66.) STJs
assess the logic, noting the cause and effect. They seek
structure, order, and objective data. STJs attempt to
master the “approved” model using standard operating
procedures. STJs enter the learning cycle at the prereq-
uisite of “Knowledge of Convention.” STJs then progress
to the Comprehension level while noting the cause and
effect logic of the data.

Of the learners, STJs are the most convergent
thinkers, seeking mastery and control over their learn-
ing by means of clearly stated goals, objectives, rules,
and operating procedures. STJs tend to standardize
most procedures. As Lawrence (1993) noted, STJs want
to know “exactly what is expected of them and do not
want to waste time discovering it for themselves” (p.
45). Many STJs learn and recall material exactly as
stated in the book. This is problematic when tests often
paraphrase or reword definitions and concepts. STJs
must break from the exactness of recall and convergent
thinking by summarizing and paraphrasing material.

Two other problems for the STJs are over-exten-
sion and lack of structure. The STJ’s propensity to over-
extend predictably leads to stress. To avoid stress, STJs
should learn incrementally by dividing unknowns into
manageable chunks and mastering those pieces before
moving on. An orderly environment promotes learning
for them. “Goals and schedules planned first free the
STJs to concentrate on specific tasks,” said Lawrence
(1993, p. 45). 

SPs
Surrounded by a hundred students in a cavernous 
lecture hall, Phil squirmed in his seat as Dr. Coleridge
lectured to his freshman biology class. Phil glanced at
his notes; the first 10 minutes of the lecture gave way
to doodling. Phil knew that unless something changed,
he was not going to make it through the hour. Phil is a
Sensing–Perceiver.

Sensing–Perceivers (SP) learn best by doing.
(SEE TABLE 8 ON PAGE 66. ) They enter the taxonomy at
“Knowledge of Ways and Means” of the Knowledge level
and move to the Application level. Details are clarified
through action. SPs are gifted problem solvers and tech-
nicians. Sensing–Thinking–Perceivers (STP) are highly
psychomotor, having innate “street smarts” or a
mechanical way of thinking; SPs know what works.
ESFPs share the same keen ability but as it applies to
people. They are masters of reading and adapting to
people and situations. ISFPs, acutely aware of “nature,”
seek the natural in things and people. Common to all

Table 6. SFJ Strengths and Strategies.

■ Start with your strength
■ Relate learning to examples, personal experiences, 

and values
■ Personalize learning, learn with someone
■ Connect with the instructor
■ Move from concrete and historical facts

■ Push to your weakness
■ Push to analysis and abstraction

■ Relate or link data
■ To abstract and concepts

Strategies
■ Use an example or personal experience to illustrate 

a concept

■ Structure learning into steps, characteristics, rules, 
or models (writing model)

■ Start with note cards to learn the facts

Strategies
■ Use videos, hands-on experiences, discussion groups,

reenactment, role-playing and other concrete means 
to illustrate abstracts

■ Turn all learning into a  process or model

■ Relate note cards into matrices or other graphic 
organizers to show parts to whole, trends, and patterns
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SPs is the need for action and stimulation. The motto
“Just Do It!” exemplifies all SP learning styles, too.

SPs are fully “in the now.” Not only is the immedi-
acy of the learning experience essential, but also essen-
tial is the current, practical application. Of the concrete
learners, SPs are the most literal and the most sensory.
SPs  prefer demonstrations, real life examples, personal

experiences, multisensory experiences, and active
learning. They, too, seek structure but in a concise,
fluid, bullet format.

Although these pragmatic learners want clear
expectations and structure, they need flexible guide-
lines. Freedom to adapt is important. Other aids to 
successful learning are play, tools, and sensory material.

Table 8. SP Strengths and Strategies.

■ Start with your strength
■ Manage unknowns
■ Have clear process procedures, expectations, and time

frames
■ Relate learning to a model and clear standards
■ Structure learning around procedures or models
■ Move from concrete and facts

■ Push to your weakness
■ Push to analysis and abstraction

■ Relate or link data

■ To abstract and concepts

Strategies
■ For mastery, learn in increments or chunks
■ Routinely test for mastery
■ Structure environment
■ Develop procedures or concrete steps for all learning
■ Write out steps or characteristics as they apply to concepts

and other abstractions
■ Drill to learning of facts, rules, procedures

Strategies
■ Use matrices or other graphic organizers to show parts to

whole, trends, and patterns

■ Use models (Composition model, etc.)
■ Turn all learning into a process (how to study science)
■ Question assumptions & look for other possibilities

■ After facts are learned in isolation, build to the whole

Table 7. STJ Strengths and Strategies.

■ Start with your strength
■ Learn by doing . . . Structure learning around labs, 

demonstrations, or models
■ Note the practical application
■ Relate learning to examples, personal experiences, 

and values
■ For SPs, personalize learning, learn with someone
■ Move from concrete and facts

■ Push to your weakness
■ Push to analysis and abstraction

■ Relate data to form patterns, trends, contrasts, 
comparisons, and part to whole

■ To abstract and conceptual levels

Strategies
■ Use an example or personal experience to illustrate 

a concept
■ Write out steps or characteristics as they apply to the 

example and concepts
■ Find the fun. Turn learning into a game or a contest
■ Have as much hands-on, direct experience as possible

Strategies
■ Use matrices or other graphic organizers to show parts 

to whole, trends, and patterns
■ Use models (Composition model, etc.)

■ Turn all learning into a process
■ Take frequent breaks when attention wanes, then do 

something active
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Steps are mastered more easily with tools; hence, 
SPs should take advantage of computers, microscopes, 
calculators, and electronic spellers. SPs are highly sensi-
tive to colors and enhance their memory by using color-
coding, illustrations, and colorful charts and graphs. 

SPs are the technicians who are preoccupied with
acquiring suitable techniques, performing well, and on
becoming “virtuosos” (Keirsey, 1998). The best learning
is that which is relevant to the SP’s experience and
needs, is active or highly sensory, and has an element of
fun and flexibility.

NFs
Nancy loved to write. In fact, she was immensely 
creative and highly verbal. In spite of her obvious ver-
bal gifts, Nancy had failed her first two compositions.
Emblazoned in bold, red ink were her instructor’s crit-
icisms: “faulty parallelism, mixed metaphor, comma
splices, run-ons, lack of unity . . . .” Unless Nancy
reined in her rich but multiple ideas, she was going to
fail her first course in her major. Nancy is an
iNtuitive-Feeling learner.

Intuitive Feeling (NF) learners enter the taxon-
omy at “Knowledge of Universals and Abstractions” and
then move to the Analysis level. (SEE TABLE 9 ON PAGE

68.) As global learners, NFs seek meaning first. These
learners start with the big picture and key concepts. For
NFs, data are or should be linked to form patterns and
trends. Data that are not congruent with the perceived
meaning are discarded or distorted. Structure takes
many forms: metaphors, models, syllogisms, patterns,
“universal truths,” or comparison. Thinking has no nar-
row path but takes many directions. NFs make associa-
tions with new information and established knowledge,
using old ideas to create new ideas and fitting new ideas
into systems, models, concepts, and theories. In short,
NFs are inductive, divergent thinkers.

Because meaning is paramount in learning, details
and facts are often neglected. After the picture is clear,
NFs should summarize information in their own words
and then plug in facts and details. All facts and data
must have a home in order to be remembered. This can
be accomplished by organizing facts into categories and
building matrices, graphs, and process sheets. If data do
not fit a pattern or are not congruent with meaning,
then NFs need checklists for details and facts. The
degree of structure and exactness (a function of J–P)
distinguishes NFJs from NFPs. NFPs need to impose
structure to prevent drift or lack of focus and to use

checklists to help overcome carelessness, prioritize
ideas, and push to closure.

The need for affirmation and self-actualization for
others and themselves is common to all NFs. Therefore,
the optimal learning environment is one that is friendly
and supportive, promotes creativity and diversity, and is
flexible yet provides structure.

NTs
Nat looked at the two pages of trigonometry problems
and shuddered. There was nothing he hated more than
drill unless it was having a dilettante as an instructor.
This course had an insufferable supply of both. He
would far rather study the theorem and appreciate
how the proof cascaded into the solution than do mind-
numbing drill. For him, pondering was a far more
powerful learning tool than drill. Nat is an iNtuitive–
Thinker.

Intuitive–Thinkers (NTs) seek competence.
Instruction must be theoretically sound. (SEE TABLE 10
ON PAGE 68.) As systems or multidimensional thinkers,
NTs enter the hierarchy at the Synthesis rung after the
prerequisite of “Knowledge of Theories and Structures.”
Organizing systematically around conceptual constructs
and principles of theory, NTs evaluate the competence
of the instructor and the message. These learners want
to know the rationale behind the data and are skeptical
of information until it is validated. There is no compro-
mising of truth or credibility. NTs seek congruency of
the message with the underlying structure. Precision is
the key. “NTs define to limit usage, to control shades of
meaning” (Keirsey, 1998, p. 180) and to refine meaning
to its most exact form.

Data must fit into a system or model. Just as STJs
can spot what does not fit the standard model, NTs
recognize disorder in systems or systemic problems.
When old forms fail, NTs build complex, new models.
They are the quintessential top-down learners, the 
ultimate abstract thinkers. NTPs are hypothesis formu-
lators; NTJs are hypothesis testers. NTs, particularly
NTPs, rely more on their insights than on careful obser-
vation, on conceptual skills more than on memory
of facts, and on Gestalt thinking more than on deduc-
tion. These divergent thinkers focus more on what is
imaginable than on what is observable (Keirsey, 1998).

CONCLUSION
How do students learn? A workable, comprehensive
answer has eluded many learners and instructors. 
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Table 9. NF Strengths and Strategies.

■ Start with your strength
■ Ponder or play with ideas until the big picture emerges . . .

orient what is to be learned in a conceptual framework
■ Find the metaphor, state the theme, give the global view
■ Connect learning to values or the general good
■ Move from abstract and concepts

■ Push to your weakness
■ Test the big picture by plugging in all details

■ Impose structure on the global view
■ Clarify the abstract with the concrete
■ To concrete and facts

Strategies
■ Place all facts and details into the whole

■ Use matrices or other graphic organizers to show parts to
whole, trends, and patterns

■ Look for patterns in rules (e.g., 25 comma rules break 
down into 2 patterns of subordinating and separating)

Strategies
■ After facts have a home, put facts on note cards and test

remembering facts in isolation
■ Impose structure with models, process sheets, checklists

■ Use a highly visible time management strategy such as 
bulletin board or note card in pocket

Table 10. NT Strengths and Strategies.

■ Start with your strength
■ Start with the big picture, the theory, or the system
■ Clarify with competent resources
■ Take time to ponder
■ Orient what is to be learned in a conceptual framework
■ Start with the abstract and conceptual

■ Push to your weakness

■ Clarify the abstract with the concrete
■ Check for practicality
■ Practice problem-solving within time limits
■ Prove with concrete examples and facts

Strategies
■ Use conceptual model
■ Clarify thinking with credible resources
■ Place all facts into the whole
■ Challenge assumptions; look for other possibilities

Strategies
■ Prove model by placing all facts and details into the whole
■ Checklist for details
■ Set realistic time schedules
■ Clarify and simplify work with concrete examples 

and hard facts
■ Learn details and facts in isolation by using flash cards

A major debate in education seems to be where the
focus should be: on a concrete standard measure of
learning (cognitive taxonomies) or on the uniqueness 
of the learner. Type is a means to reconcile this fractured
focus for both the learner and the educator. My experi-
ence has been that type-specific learning strategies 
are extremely effective tools, especially for the develop-
mental student. To enable the student to learn more
effectively and efficiently, the learner must have strategies

that incorporate type (learning style) and taxonomy
(learning’s demands).

By wedding Bloom’s (1956) classic taxonomy with
the learner’s psychological type, learning is integrated
and accelerated. Instructors maintain high academic
standards, meet individual needs, and facilitate student
growth into critical thinking. To learn well, the learner
and instructor must match learning demands with
learning style.
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