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ABSTRACT
This exploratory study examined the relationship
between receiver apprehension and Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator® (MBTI®) type preferences. Because previous
research has shown correlations between MBTI prefer-
ences and communication apprehension, a relationship
was expected between Sensing–Intuition preferences
and receiver apprehension. A sample of 200 college
students completed Form G of the MBTI instrument
and the Receiver Apprehension Test. Only one signifi-
cant relationship was found: Female Intuitive types (Ns)
reported higher levels of receiver apprehension than
female Sensing types (Ss). This suggests that receiver
apprehension is more of a situational context variable
than a trait that varies with personality type.

INTRODUCTION
Over the past 4 decades, communication apprehension
has received much attention in communication and
psychology literature. Although initial research viewed
communication apprehension, defined as “fear or
anxiety with either real or anticipated communication
with another person or persons” (McCroskey, 1977, p.
78), as an outcome of social learning processes, more
recent research has argued for a “communibiological”
approach (Beatty, McCroskey, & Heisel, 1998). This
approach links inborn psychological processes to tem-
peramental traits such as communication apprehension.
“As such, individual differences in communication
apprehension are mostly traceable to differences in
biological functioning” (Beatty et al., p. 199). 
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The finding that female Intuitive types (Ns) report higher levels of
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certain research questions.
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Although communication apprehension studies
have focused on source-related apprehension (i.e.,
anxiety that occurs when giving information), to a
lesser extent over the past 2 decades, researchers have
also looked at the receiver end of the communication
process, analyzing anxiety that occurs
as the result of receiving information.
Wheeless (1975) defined receiver
apprehension for the field as “the 
fear of misinterpreting, inadequately
processing and/or not being able to
adjust psychologically to messages
sent by others” (p. 263). Although
scholars have searched for explana-
tions of its cause and have examined
numerous situations and outcomes
that appear related to receiver appre-
hension, none have looked at its possible relationship
to personality type. 

The study of receiver apprehension developed 
out of research in the area of oral communication
apprehension (Cheseboro & McCroskey, 1998).
McDowell and McDowell (1978) noted that “the
average person spends 40 percent or more of the
communication time listening” (p. 11). Thus, effective
communication depends not only on the source’s abil-
ity to communicate information but on the receiver’s
receptiveness to that information.

In 1975, Wheeless created the Receiver
Apprehension Test (RAT), as a way to measure appre-
hension. Beatty and Payne (1981) clarified that receiver
apprehension is a “specific trait anxiety,” because 
“the stimulus which evokes the reaction, information
reception, is specified,” and “it represents a predisposi-
tion or tendency to respond to receiving tasks with
anxiety” (p. 363).

Researchers have found relationships between
receiver apprehension and outcomes such as processing
anxiety, listening effectiveness, information processing
effectiveness, information processing complexity, and
educational level (Wheeless, Preiss, & Gayle, 1997). 
Of specific interest to this study is the finding 
that “apprehensive receivers differ cognitively and
stylistically from their low apprehensive counterparts”
(p. 154). The more cognitively complex a person 
is, the less likely he or she is to report receiver
apprehension. “Evidently, the greater flexibility afforded
by high levels of complexity reduces a communicator’s
tendency to develop receiver apprehension” (Beatty &

Payne, 1981, p. 368).
In addition, Wheeless et al. (1997) summarized

four main explanations for receiver apprehension. First,
receiver apprehension is viewed as “a function of a
situational fear of encountering new information” 

(p. 155). Other research suggests that
anxiety results from “the fear of
processing or psychologically adjust-
ing to messages” (p. 155). A third
perspective sees receiver apprehen-
sion as related to the message-
processing characteristics of the
person. Finally, receiver apprehension
has been explained as an outcome of
social evaluation. Wheeless et al.
added, “One feature of all accounts
and outcomes of receiver apprehen-

sion is a general aversion or unwillingness to process
incoming information or message stimuli” (p. 157).

Overall, the apprehensive receiver has been
described as having a particular cognitive pattern or 
“silhouette.” Such receivers have difficulty with com-
plexity, abstractness, and flexibility in information
reception (Wheeless et al., 1997). Wheeless et al. noted
the need to develop further the “information-processing
silhouette” that characterizes anxious receivers in
specific communication contexts.

One way to examine further this information-
processing silhouette is to look at MBTI type
preferences. Given that receiver apprehension is 
conceptualized as “a predisposition or tendency to
respond to receiving tasks with anxiety” (Beatty &
Payne, 1981, p. 363), then such apprehension might
have associations with personality preferences, which
are also assumed to be a predisposition or tendency to
behave in certain manners (Myers & Myers, 1980). 
The MBTI framework might provide insight into why
some individuals experience receiver apprehension,
because some dimensions of the MBTI deal with
information-processing differences among individuals. 

MBTI type preferences have been linked to
communication apprehension (Loffredo & Opt, 1998;
Opt & Loffredo, 2000). Introverts (Is) scored signifi-
cantly higher than Extraverts (Es) in overall communi-
cation apprehension and in four communication
contexts. People who preferred Sensing (S) experienced
more communication apprehension overall and across
four contexts than individuals who preferred Intuition
(N). Feeling types (Fs) scored higher than Thinking
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types (Ts) in public communication apprehension. 
Given that receiver apprehension also has trait-like

characteristics similar to communication apprehension,
the question arises: Is there a relationship between
MBTI type preferences and receiver apprehension? 
The MBTI dimension most likely to
be related to receiver apprehension
would be S–N, because it reflects 
the intake of information. Research 
has demonstrated communication
differences between Ss and Ns 
(Myers & Myers, 1980; Nasca, 1994;
Opt & Loffredo, 2000) as well as
moral reasoning differences (Redford,
McPherson, Frankiewicz, & Gaa,
1995), self-monitoring differences
(Tobacyk, Driggers, & Hourcade,
1991), and constructive thinking differences (Spirrison
& Gordy, 1994).

Thus, although this study looked for relationships
between all dimensions of the MBTI and receiver appre-
hension, it was assumed that the S–N dimension is the
one most likely to covary. Cognitive complexity research
suggests that Sensing types may be more apprehensive
than Intuitive types. Cognitive complexity refers to “a
continuum of information processing ability” (Beatty &
Payne, 1981, p. 365). Although no specific research has
examined the possible relationship between MBTI
preferences and cognitive complexity, the behavioral
patterns of the types appear to correspond to behaviors
found by Beatty and Payne in their research on cognitive
complexity and receiver apprehension. They explained
cognitive complexity in more detail: 

One end of this continuum consists of persons
who use numerous dimensions or constructs and
a complex set of rules for combining those dimen-
sions into overall impressions and judgments. The
other end consists of persons who utilize only a
few dimensions and a simple set of integration
rules. Based upon the cognitive complexity
research, it is clear that highly complex persons
compared to simpler ones process information
with greater ease and flexibility. (p. 365)

Beatty and Payne (1981) found that more
cognitively complex individuals were less likely to be
apprehensive receivers. Myers and Myers’s (1980)
descriptions of the S–N dimension suggest that Ss are
likely to be less cognitively complex than Ns, because 
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Ss are less abstract information processors. In addition,
Ns are considered more flexible and adaptable in their
approach to new ideas and information (Nasca, 1994),
which also suggests that they may be more cognitively
complex than their S counterparts.

In summary, although this 
study examined possible connections
between all MBTI preferences and
receiver apprehension, it expected
that the S–N dimension would be 
the one most likely to show a 
relationship.

METHOD
Participants. The participants were
200 subjects (65 males, 135 females)
who agreed to do the study for extra

academic credit in their classes at the University of
Houston-Victoria. The participants ranged in age from
21 to 60 years old and were juniors and seniors with
majors in the arts and sciences, education, and business. 

Instruments. Each participant completed two
instruments: the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (Form G)
and Wheeless’s (1975) Receiver Apprehension Test
(RAT).  The RAT consists of a 20-item Likert-type unidi-
mensional-measure instrument. The items measure how
people report they feel when acting as receivers of
information. Research has shown that the instrument is
both internally consistent and has construct validity
(Beatty, Behnke, & Henderson, 1980). Split-half reliabil-
ities have ranged from the upper .80s to the lower .90s
(Beatty, 1994).

Procedure. The participants completed the MBTI
in a classroom setting or at the Office of Student Services
under the guidance of either a counselor trained in
MBTI testing procedures or a licensed psychologist. The
participants scored their forms and then were debriefed
about the MBTI. Next, they completed a RAT take-home
form and provided information on age, gender, and
MBTI preferences. The researchers scored this form. 

Data Analysis. Independent-measures t tests were
used to identify significant differences in receiver
apprehension between the dichotomous preferences 
on the MBTI measure. Independent-measures t tests
were also used to identify significant differences by
gender on receiver apprehension. A one-way independ-
ent-measures ANOVA was used to identify significant
differences among all sample participants classified 
by complete MBTI profile on the measure of receiver
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apprehension. A one-way independent-measures
ANOVA was also used to identify significant differences
by core personality traits (NF, NT, SF, and ST) on
receiver apprehension. 

RESULTS
TABLE 1 (SEE PAGE 19) presents the
type distribution for the sample. The
independent-measures t test revealed
significant differences between per-
sons preferring S (M = 80.50, SD =
8.43) and persons preferring N (M =
83.82, SD = 9.21) on the measure 
of receiver apprehension, t(198) = 
-2.635, p < .01. TABLE 2 (SEE PAGE 20)
shows the means and standard devia-
tions for receiver apprehension by
MBTI preferences. Closer inspection,
however, revealed that gender was a
confounding variable. An independ-
ent-measures t test using female
participants only revealed a signifi-
cant difference between females
preferring S (M = 80.34, SD = 9.08)
and females preferring N (M = 84.23,
SD = 8.44) on the measure of receiver apprehension,
t(131) = -2.485, p < .05. There was no significant
difference between males preferring S and males prefer-
ring N. TABLE 3 (SEE PAGE 20) presents the means and
standard deviations for S–N, gender, and receiver
apprehension. 

Independent-measures t tests between Extraverts
and Introverts, Thinking and Feeling types, and Judging
(Js) and Perceiving types (Ps) did not reveal significant
differences on the measure of receiver apprehension. A
one-way independent-measures ANOVA revealed no
significant differences among all 200 participants
classified by complete MBTI profile types on the
measure of receiver apprehension. Finally, a one-way
independent-measures ANOVA by core personality
traits (NF, NT, SF, and ST) on the measure of receiver
apprehension approached statistical significance, F(3,
196) = 2.52, p <  .06.

DISCUSSION
Most of the research concerning receiver apprehension
has viewed it as an anxiety arising out of situational
contexts. It is an apprehension that comes about as 
a result of an overload of information, the kind of

information transmitted, or a fear of being evaluated on 
the information (Wheeless et al., 1997). The lack of
significant differences in MBTI dimensions in this 
study supports the idea that receiver apprehension 
is environmentally influenced. It suggests that all

personality types can experience
receiver apprehension depending on
the communication context.

However, the one significant
finding, that female Sensing types
report less receiver apprehension
than female Intuitive types, needs
further investigation, particularly
because this is the core personality
process that deals with the perceiving
process. In addition, it suggests
gender variation in receiver appre-
hension.

Although we had speculated
that Ss would experience more
receiver apprehension by association
with cognitive complexity, the results
did not indicate this. Instead, among
females at least, Ns were more appre-
hensive. Because intuitive informa-

tion reception process is one of “indirect perception by
way of the unconscious, incorporating ideas or
associations that the unconscious tacks on to percep-
tions coming from outside” (Myers & Myers, 1980, 
p. 2), perhaps Ns are less receptive to information or
avoid receiving information that might encroach on
their worlds of imagination. The sensing information
reception process is one grounded in the five senses and
experiences a more “practical” intake of information.
Perhaps the Sensing receiver is more open to receiving
information, because it is an activity grounded in the
senses.

Dunning, Lange, and Adams (1990) examined the
interpersonal skills of students who were dealing with
patients in a clinical environment. They found that
Sensing students displayed better interpersonal skills,
which included listening, than Intuitive students.
Further research needs to examine whether there could
be S–N variations depending upon the kind of informa-
tion being received. For example, would Ns be less
apprehensive receiving abstract, imaginative informa-
tion than Ss? Would Ss be more apprehensive in such
contexts? It could be, for example, that Ns in this study
were more apprehensive about completing the MBTI
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The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ
n = 22 n = 17 n = 4 n = 11
(11.0%) (8.5%) (2.0%) (5.5%)
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 
+ + + + + + + + + +
+

ISTP ISFP INFP INTP
n = 8 n = 9 n = 13 n = 4
(4.0%) (4.5%) (6.5%) (2.0%)
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +  

+ + 

ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP
n = 9 n = 6 n = 15 n = 9
(4.5%) (3.0%) (7.5%) (4.5%)
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 

+ + +

ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ
n = 25 n = 22 n = 10 n = 16
(12.5%) (11.0%) (5.0%) (8.0%)
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + + + + + + + + +
+ + + +

Dichotomous Preferences

E n = 112 (56.0%)
I n = 188 (44.0%)

S n = 118 (59.0%)
N n = 182 (41.0%)

T n = 196 (48.0%)
F n = 104 (52.0%)

J n = 127 (63.5%)
P n = 173 (36.5%)

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ n = 154 (27.0%)
IP n = 134 (17.0%)
EP n = 139 (19.5%)
EJ n = 173 (36.5%)

ST n = 164 (32.0%)
SF n =   54 (27.0%)
NF n = 142 (21.0%)
NT n = 14040 (20.0%)

SJ n = 186 (43.0%)
SP n = 132 (16.0%)
NP n = 141 (20.5%)
NJ n = 141 (20.5%)

TJ n = 174 (37.0%)
TP n = 130 (15.0%)
FP n = 143 (21.5%)
FJ n = 153 (26.5%)

IN n = 132 (16.0%)
EN n = 150 (25.0%)
IS n = 156 (28.0%)
ES n = 162 (31.0%)

ET n = 159 (29.5%)
EF n = 153 (26.5%)
IF n = 143 (21.5%)
IT n = 145 (22.5%)

Susan K. Opt and Donald A. Loffredo, Receiver Apprehension and MBTI Preferences.

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

n % n % n %
E–TJ 41 20.5 I–TP 12 6.0 Dt. T 53 26.5
E–FJ 32 16.0 I–FP 22 11.0 Dt. F 54 27.0
ES–P 15 7.5 IS–J 39 19.5 Dt. S 54 27.0
EN–P 24 12.0 IN–J 15 7.5 Dt. N 39 19.5

Table 1. MBTI® Type Distribution of the Total Sample

N = 200 + = 1% of N
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and the RAT than Ss. In addition, there needs to be
further research relating the MBTI and cognitive
complexity. It may be that the S–N dimension and
cognitive complexity deal with different kinds of
information-perceiving processes. 

The gender differences associated with S–N and
receiver apprehension were less clear in this study.
Spirrison and Gordy (1994) found that S–N differences
had gender relationships when testing the MBTI against
the Constructive Thinking Inventory. Specifically, they
noted, “Among men, higher SN scores (i.e., intuition)
were related to lower scores on Categorical Thinking
and Naïve Optimism. For women, scores in the direc-
tion of intuition were related to lower Categorical and
Esoteric Thinking scores” (p. 359). This led the
researchers to conclude that although men and women
might show similar personality traits, “the patterns of
automatic thought accompanying those personality
traits may differ between genders” (p. 362). 

Perhaps, for example, Intuitive women found the
testing situation more socially evaluative than Sensing

women or men. Hammer and Mitchell (1996) 
noted that slightly more than two-thirds of the U.S.
population prefer Sensing. About 70% of women and
64% of men prefer Sensing. Thus, people who prefer
Intuition are in the minority. Given that Ns tend to be
less conventional in their approaches to society, 
perhaps female Ns experience more social evaluation
and so are more receiver apprehensive than other
members of their community.

In terms of receiver apprehension and gender
differences, McDowell and McDowell (1978) found 
that male and female senior high school and college
students varied in apprehension depending upon
context. For example, males were more anxious when
listening as members of an audience or to others,
whereas females were more anxious when listening 
to males. Yet their findings shed little light on the
findings of this study except to say that previous gender
differences have been found.

Overall, the study indicated only a minor
relationship between MBTI preferences and receiver

MBTI Preferences Mean Standard Deviation

Extraversion 82.69 9.65
Introversion 80.81 7.74
Sensing 80.50 8.43
Intuition 83.82 9.21
Thinking 81.91 8.61
Feeling 81.82 9.17
Judging 81.80 9.04
Perceiving 81.96 8.67

Table 2. Means and Standard Deviations for Receiver Apprehension for Each Dichotomous
Preference on the MBTI® Measure.

Gender Sensing (S) Intuitive (N)

Male M = 80.84 M = 83.07
SD = 6.96 SD = 10.58

Female M = 80.34 M = 84.23
SD = 9.08 SD = 8.44

Table 3. Means and Standard Deviations for Receiver Apprehension for Sensing and Intuitive 
Males and Females.
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produces variation in receiver apprehension.
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