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ABSTRACT
This study examined the relationship between commu-
nicator style variables and the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator® (MBTI®) instrument dimensions. Although
significant canonical relationships were found for the
communicator style variable with the T–F dimension
and with the S–N dimension, the strongest relationship
was with the E–I dimension. This study supports other
research that shows that personality preferences are
related to the individual’s communication behavior and
traits. In addition, this research provides further evidence
that communication behavior is biologically based.

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). 

COMMUNICATOR STYLE AND MBTI®

DIMENSIONS
Communicator style has been of interest to researchers
since Norton introduced the concept in the 1980s.
Communicator style can be defined as “the way one 
verbally, nonverbally, and paraverbally interacts to sig-
nal how literal meaning should be taken, interpreted,
filtered, or understood” (Norton, 1983, p. 58). In
essence, communicator style directs attention to how 
a person communicates, rather than the content of that
communication (Glauser & Tuller, 1985). Norton
(1978, 1983) proposed that communicator style con-
sisted of 10 independent variables—friendly, animated,
attentive, contentious, precise, dramatic, impression
leaving, open, relaxed, dominant—and one dependent
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Communicator style variables, such as friendly, animated, attentive,
and dramatic, are significantly related to the E–I, T–F, and S–N
dichotomies. The strongest relationship, however, is with the E–I
dimension.
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variable he named “communicator image.” Norton
(1983) described the communicator image as “an over-
all evaluation of the person’s perception of whether the
self is a good communicator” (p. 72).

In the communication field, researchers have
examined the relationship between communicator style
and the quality of interactions with others, effectiveness
and attractiveness as a communicator,
and the interpretation and response of
others to the communicator’s behavior
(Glauser & Tullar, 1985; Opt &
Loffredo, 2003). Their findings sup-
port the assumption that a person’s
communicator style influences how
people perceive and respond to that
person. In addition, researchers have
suggested that communicator style,
much like personality temperament,
has a biological basis (Bodary & Miller,
2000; Horvath, 1998).

In MBTI research, relationships
have been found between the MBTI
type preferences and communication
behaviors such as argumentativeness,
receiver apprehension, and communication apprehen-
sion (Loffredo & Opt, 1998, 2001, 2006; Opt &
Loffredo, 2000, 2006). These findings support the 
idea that communication is biologically based (Beatty,
McCroskey, & Heisel, 1998) much like personality 
type (Myers, McCaulley, Quenk, & Hammer, 1998;
Richmond & Martin, 1998), and thus the idea that the
two are linked.

One variable of communicator style—communi-
cator image—has been studied in relationship to MBTI
type preferences. Opt and Loffredo (2003) found that
persons who preferred Extraversion tended to score
higher on communicator image than did those who
preferred Introversion. In other words, they tended to
perceive themselves as good communicators. This find-
ing has implications for a particular type preference’s
social attractiveness and communication effectiveness
(Opt & Loffredo). The study found no links between
the S–N, T–F, and J–P type preferences and communi-
cator image, suggesting that the E–I preference is a
reflection of overt communication behavior.

This study further explores the relationship
between MBTI type preferences and communicator
style, especially its connection to the E–I dimension.
Previous research has indicated links between commu-

nication behaviors and the other MBTI type preferences
besides the E–I dimension. For example, subjects who
preferred Intuition and Thinking scored higher on
argumentativeness (Loffredo & Opt, 2006). Female
Intuitive types reported higher levels of receiver appre-
hension than female Sensing types (Opt & Loffredo,
2006). Participants who preferred Sensing reported 

significantly higher levels of commu-
nication apprehension in general and
across the group, dyadic, meeting,
and public contexts, and participants
who preferred Feeling reported
higher levels of communication anxi-
ety in the public context than those
who preferred Thinking (Opt &
Loffredo, 2000). A study on commu-
nication apprehension also found a
connection to the E–I dimension—
persons who preferred Introversion
reported significantly higher levels of
communication apprehension across
all contexts.

The present study seeks to con-
firm and extend the findings of the

previous study on communicator style by investigating
the relationship between MBTI type preferences and 
all of the communicator style variables—friendly, 
animated, attentive, contentious, precise, dramatic,
impression leaving, open, relaxed, dominant—and
communicator image. The previous study on communi-
cator style limited its examination to only communica-
tor image and MBTI preferences. Thus, the relationship
found between the E–I preference and communicator
image needs verification, and the remaining communi-
cator style variables need to be explored.

To test the relationship between the communicator
style variables and MBTI preferences, this study used
canonical correlation analysis to determine whether
communicator style and MBTI preferences are signifi-
cantly correlated and related to one another. In particu-
lar, the study predicted the following relationship between
communicator style and MBTI preferences:

1) The strongest significant relationship (canonical
correlation) should be between the communicator style
variables and the E–I preferences. This prediction is
based on previous research that indicates that persons
preferring Extraversion score higher on communicator
image (Opt & Loffredo, 2003). Because the E–I dimen-
sion reflects how an individual interacts with experi-
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they completed the CSM Scale at home and provided
demographic information. The researchers scored the
CSM scale.

Data Analysis. The purpose of the study was to
identify canonical correlations between communicator
style variables and each MBTI type preference pair one
at a time. This required four separate canonical correla-
tions. Canonical correlation is the simple Pearson corre-
lation between two synthetic variables (Sherry &
Henson, 2005), such as communicator style dimensions
(one synthetic variable) and MBTI type preferences
(another synthetic variable). Four discriminant analyses
were used to generate the canonical correlations and to
predict each MBTI type preference (criterion variable)
based on participants’ communicator style dimension
scores (predictor variables).

RESULTS
The strongest canonical correlation (.70, p < .001) was
between the communicator style variables and the E–I
preference. The canonical correlation between the com-
municator style variables and the T–F preference was
.42, p < .001. The canonical correlation between the
communicator style variables and the S–N preference
was .36, p < .005. Finally, the canonical correlation
between the communicator style variables and the J–P
preference was .27, p > .21, which was not statistically
significant.

Four separate discriminant analyses by preference
pairs indicated that participant communicator style scores
were the most accurate in predicting the E–I preference,
Wilks’ lambda = .51, chi-square (11, N = 199) = 129.88,
p <  .001, followed by the T–F preference, Wilks’ lambda
= .83, chi-square (11, N = 199) = 36.71, p < .001, and
the S–N preference, Wilks’ lambda = .87, chi-square
(11, N = 199) = 26.72, p < .005. The discriminant
analysis by preference pair J–P was not statistically 
significant, Wilks’ lambda = .93, chi-square (11, N =
199) = 14.35, p > .214.  A stepwise discriminant analy-
sis indicated that, in descending order, the communica-
tor style variables most accurate in predicting the E–I
preference were Dominant, Open, Contentious/
Argumentative, and Communicator Image. TABLES 2, 3,
AND 4 (SEE PAGES 33 AND 34) contain the standardized
canonical discriminant Function Coefficients for E–I,
T–F, and S–N preference pairs. Only one discriminant
function was significant for each preference pair.

The percentage of Es correctly classified by its
discriminant function was 83.8% (16.2% incorrectly

31

ence—either by extraverting mental processes or intro-
verting them—this dimension probably encompasses
communication behaviors that underlie communicator
style. As Norton (1983) noted, communicator style is
geared toward describing the observable processes by
which one communicates. The previous study indi-
cated no relationship between communicator image
and the S–N, T–F, and J–P preferences, so none was
expected in this study.

METHOD
Participants. The sample consisted of 199 participants
(66 males, 133 females) who agreed to participate in the
study for extra academic credit. The participants ranged
in age from 21 to 60 years and were junior and senior
university students with majors in arts and sciences,
education, and business. The MBTI type distribution of
the sample is shown in TABLE 1. (SEE PAGE 32.)

Instruments. Each participant completed two
instruments: the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator® Form G
Self-Scorable (Revised) and Norton’s Communicator
Style Measure (CSM). The MBTI Form G Self-Scorable
(revised) is a reliable and valid instrument, with split-
half reliabilities ranging from .73 to .88. Test-retest reli-
abilities for the instrument range from .48 to .89 (Myers
et al., 1998).  Myers et al. reported several studies that
provide evidence of construct validity for the MBTI
Form G.

The Communicator Style Measure (CSM) is a 51-
item self-report instrument that uses Likert-type scales
that range from NO! (1 = strong disagreement with the
statement) to YES! (5 = strong agreement with the state-
ment). Only 45 items are scored. Ten subconstructs,
with 4 items per subconstruct, can be treated as inde-
pendent variables. One subconstruct, communicator
image, can be treated as a dependent variable. Items 1,
2, 12, 25, 31, and 33 are filler items and ignored.
Norton (1978) reported the following internal reliabili-
ties for the CSM variables: Friendly, .37; Animated, .56;
Attentive, .57; Contentious, .65; Dramatic, .68;
Impression Leaving, .69; Open, .69; Relaxed, .71;
Dominant, .82; and Communicator Image, .72.  Norton
also provided evidence of content validity for the CSM.

Procedure. Participants completed the MBTI
instrument in a classroom setting or at the Office of
Student Services under the guidance of a counselor
trained in MBTI testing procedures or a licensed 
psychologist. Participants scored their MBTI forms and
then were debriefed about the MBTI assessment. Next,
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The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ
n = 22 n = 17 n = 4 n = 11
(11.1%) (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 = 24 n = 22 n = 10 n = 16
(12.1%) (11.1%) (5.0%) (8.0%)
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + + + + + + + + +
+ + +

Dichotomous Preferences

E n = 111 (55.8%)
I n = 288 (44.2%)

S n = 117 (58.8%)
N n = 282 (41.2%)

T n = 295 (47.7%)
F n = 104 (52.3%)

J n = 126 (63.3%)
P n = 173 (36.7%)

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ n = 254 (27.1%)
IP n = 234 (17.1%)
EP n =2 39 (19.6%)
EJ n =2 72 (36.2%)

ST n =2 63 (31.7%)
SF n = 254 (27.1%)
NF n = 242 (21.1%)
NT n = 240 (20.1%)

SJ n = 285 (42.7%)
SP n = 232 (16.1%)
NP n = 241 (20.6%)
NJ n = 241 (20.6%)

TJ n = 273 (37.0%)
TP n = 230 (15.0%)
FP n = 243 (21.5%)
FJ n = 253 (26.5%)

IN n =2 32 (16.0%)
EN n =2 50 (25.0%)
IS n =2 56 (28.0%)
ES n =2 61 (31.0%)

ET n =2 59 (29.5%)
EF n =2 53 (26.5%)
IF n =2 43 (21.5%)
IT n =2 45 (22.5%)

Donald A. Loffredo, Susan K. Opt, Rick Harrington.

Jungian Types (E) Jungian Types (I) Dominant Types
n % n % n %

E–TJ 40 20.1 I–TP 12 6.0 Dt. T 52 26.1
E–FJ 32 16.1 I–FP 22 11.1 Dt. F 54 27.1
ES–P 15 7.5 IS–J 39 19.6 Dt. S 54 27.1
EN–P 24 12.1 IN–J 15 7.5 Dt. N 39 19.6

Table 1. Type Distribution of Total Sample.

N = 199 + = 1% of N



Journal of Psychological Type®, Volume 68, April 2008

33

classified). The percentage of Is correctly classified by
its discriminant function was 84.1% (15.9% incorrectly
classified). The percentage of Ts correctly classified by
its discriminant function was 68.9% (31.1% incorrectly
classified). The percentage of Fs correctly classified by
its discriminant function was 65.6% (34.4% incorrectly
classified).The percentage of Ss correctly classified by
its discriminant function was 80.3% (19.7% incorrectly
classified). The percentage of Ns correctly classified by
its discriminant function was 42.7% (57.3% incorrectly
classified). No percentages for Js and Ps correctly clas-
sified are included because their discriminant function
was not significant.

DISCUSSION
This study verified previous research that showed a
relationship between the E–I preference and communi-
cator image and supports other MBTI research that
shows that communication style preferences are linked
to personality preference characteristics (Darlington-
Dawes, 2003; Loffredo & Opt, 2001; Opt & Loffredo,
2003). Of the four MBTI dimensions, the E–I dimen-
sion is most likely to be expressed behaviorally in com-
munication style, because it often involves expressing
preference for the inner or outer world through 
social behavior. As predicted, the strongest significant
relationship (canonical correlation) was between the 
communicator style variables and the E–I preferences. 
In addition, stepwise regression analyses revealed that
three of the four strongest communicator style predictors

(Dominant, Open, and Communicator Image) for E–I
were among those that Horvath (1998) contends have
a strong biological basis. Thus, the relationship between
the primary MBTI personality type and communicator
style found in this study supports the idea that commu-
nicator style is innate (Beatty et al., 1998; Bodary &
Miller, 2000; Horvath).

It should be noted that two of the other MBTI
dimensions—S–N and T–F—showed strong canonical
correlations with communicator style, although not as a
strong as E–I. Such results tie into previous research
that shows a link between these type dimensions and
communication behavior (Loffredo & Opt, 1998,
2006; Opt & Loffredo, 2000, 2006), but the results of
this study suggest that the E–I dimension has the
strongest link to communication style.

Because participants’ communicator style scores
were used to predict MBTI type preference, perhaps
observing a person’s communicator style might lead to
predictions about the person’s E–I preference. Norton
(1983) noted that every person has an observable 
communicator style. “With every communicative inter-
action, the way one gives form to literal content can 
be observed” (p. 47). The way a person gives form to
content may provide insights into that person’s innate
personality type, a topic worth future investigation.

Previous research has suggested that Extraverts’
high scores on communicator image might indicate that
they project the communicator style variables of domi-
nance, openness, and relaxation when interacting with

Table 2. Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function Coefficients for E–I.

Communicator Style Variable Function 1

Friendly .140

Impression Leaving .040

Relaxed -.166

Contentious/Argumentative -.528

Attentive -.259

Precise .160

Animated/Expressive .121

Dramatic .060

Open .459

Dominant .706

Communicator Image .265



others (Opt & Loffredo, 2003). This study confirmed a
relationship between the dominant, open, contentious/
argumentative communicator style variables and the
E–I preference. Future research needs to explore the
specific relationship between these communicator style
variables and E–I preferences. For example, do persons
preferring Introversion project less dominance, openness,
and contentious/argumentativeness in their interactions
with others?

Future researchers may want to replicate these
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Table 3. Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function Coefficients for T–F.

Communicator Style Variable Function 1

Friendly -.588

Impression Leaving -.189

Relaxed .141

Contentious/Argumentative .219

Attentive -.221

Precise .566

Animated/Expressive -.222

Dramatic -.009

Open -.265

Dominant .416

Communicator Image .211

Table 4. Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function Coefficients for S–N.

Communicator Style Variable Function 1

Friendly .150

Impression Leaving -.481

Relaxed .251

Contentious/Argumentative .130

Attentive .003

Precise -.094

Animated/Expressive -.340

Dramatic .764

Open .174

Dominant .098

Communicator Image .329

findings with a larger, more gender balanced sample.
Also, twin studies that compare communication styles
with personality characteristics would shed more light
on the possible biological nature of this relationship.

In conclusion, this study found that the strongest
relationship between communication style and the MBTI
instrument was for the E–I dimension. Such findings
have implications for understanding the global nature
of the interconnectedness of personality and communi-
cation style and their possible biological underpinnings. 
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