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Individuals who prefer Intuition (N) and Thinking (T) are the most likely
to score high on argumentativeness, with ENTJs leading the way.
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ABSTRACT

This study examined the relationship between the communication trait argumentativeness and Myers-Briggs
Type Indicator® (MBTI®) preferences. Participants who
preferred Intuition (N) and Thinking (T) were more
likely to be argumentative than participants with
Sensing (S) and Feeling (F) preferences. The ENTJ type
and the NT core preference tended to score higher in
argumentativeness than other MBTI types. This study
supported other research showing that people with
different personality preferences also differ in communi-

®

cation behaviors and traits. This could have implications for the individual’s comfort and success in society.
In addition, an awareness of the relationship between
MBTI preferences and argumentativeness might help
educators create better programs for training in argumentativeness.
INTRODUCTION

Over the past 2 decades, the communication trait
known as argumentativeness has received increasing
attention in communication and psychology research.
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Argumentativeness is characterized by “advocacy
Argumentativeness, which Infante and Rancer (1982)
for and defense of positions on issues simultaneous
conceptualized as “a generally stable trait which prewith the refutation of the positions other people take”
disposes the individual in communication situations to
(Infante & Rancer, 1996, p. 322).
advocate positions on controversial
According to the researchers, arguissues and to attack verbally the posimentativeness arises out of competing
tions which other people take on
. . . argumentativeness
tendencies—to approach arguments
these issues” (p. 72), is viewed as
and to avoid arguments. “The more
contributing to the individual’s particis considered a
the motivation to approach arguipation and success in U.S. culture.
constructive communiments exceeds the motivation to
Infante and Rancer (1996) noted
cation trait, because
avoid arguments, the more argumenthat argumentative communication is
tative the individual is” (Rancer,
“crucial in a democracy” (p. 320). It is
the messages are
1998, p. 153). Some people are clasa communication pattern that helps
content-oriented,
sified as high argumentative (high
to “support, inform, and influence”
not
oriented
toward
approach/low avoid) and others
the workings of governmental, priattacking an
low argumentative (high avoid/low
vate, and public institutions in U.S.
approach). However, Rancer also
society. Linking argumentativeness to
individual . . .
pointed out that two types of moderspecific MBTI preferences, then, can
ates exist. Individuals can be high
provide increased understanding into
approach/high avoid and, despite
the communication behavior and
conflicting feelings, tend to argue only when they feel
possibly the social experiences of the personality types.
they can “win” an argument. Others can be low
For example, because the U.S. culture is one that
approach/low avoid and, despite feeling apathetic,
emphasizes argumentativeness, knowing the relationargue only when they feel they must.
ship between that communication trait and MBTI
Since Infante and Rancer (1982) first conceptualpreferences may provide insight into the personality
ized argumentativeness, numerous studies in both
types’ participation and comfort level in such a culture.
communication and psychology have explored its
Rancer (1998) noted that “understanding the comrelationship to a variety of human behaviors and
munication behavior of others can be enhanced by
experiences. A review of recent literature shows that
knowledge of the traits that individuals possess . . .”
researchers have given much attention to the connec(p. 149). An initial study revealed a slight relationship
tion between argumentativeness and verbal aggressivebetween argumentativeness and MBTI preferences
ness (Ifert & Bearden, 1998; Infante & Rancer, 1996)
(Loffredo & Opt, 1998). The purpose of this study was
because both are viewed as subcomponents of aggresto extend the previous research and search for signifisive communication. Verbal aggression, in which the
cant correlations between argumentativeness and MBTI
person attacks the self-concept of another rather than
preferences.
just the issue, is considered a destructive communication strategy, whereas argumentativeness is considered
BACKGROUND
constructive (Infante & Wigley, 1986). Besides verbal
Argumentativeness can be conceptualized as one of four
aggressiveness, argumentativeness also has been correcommunication traits that form the concept known as
lated recently with variables such as culture (Toth,
aggressive communication. Infante (1987) viewed
1999), satisfaction and cohesion in group experiences
aggressive communication as being controlled by these
(Anderson & Martin, 1999), compulsive communicafour traits, which also interact with situational factors to
tion (Bostrom & Harrington, 1999; Hackman, Johnson,
influence communication. As Rancer (1998) explained,
& Barthel-Hackman, 1995), cognitive and communica“Two traits (assertiveness and argumentativeness) are
tion flexibility (Martin, Anderson, & Thweatt, 1998),
considered constructive, and two traits (hostility and
and persuasion (Kazoleas, 1993; Levine & Badger,
verbal aggressiveness) are considered destructive”
1993). Researchers in psychology have also examined
(p. 151). Rancer further noted that although all argucommunication variables, as well as looking at the relamentative behavior is aggressive, not all aggressive
tionship between argumentativeness and personality.
behavior is argumentative.

”
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For example, argumentativeness scales have been correlated with the facet and domain scales of the Revised
NEO Personality Scale (Schill, 1996).
Myers and Rocca (2001) noted that research on
argumentativeness has consistently indicated that
subjects who score high in argumentativeness differ in
significant ways from participants who score low.
Differences in argumentativeness resulted in differences
in areas such as amount of argumentation, beliefs about
arguing, subjects of argumentation, self-esteem, perceptions of social desirability, leadership, and conflict
strategies. In general, argumentativeness is considered a
constructive communication trait, because the messages
are content-oriented, not oriented toward attacking an
individual, and high argumentativeness scores have
been linked with positive outcomes in group and
organizational experiences (Martin et al., 1998;
Schullery, 1998). In his extensive review of argumentative literature, Rancer (1998) emphasized, “Perhaps the
most important overall finding based on this body of
research is that all of the outcomes or consequences of
being argumentative are positive. That is, being
motivated and skilled in argumentative communication
is clearly considered positive across contexts and
situations” (p. 156). Thus, a tendency for a MyersBriggs personality type to approach or avoid argument
could have implications for that personality type’s
success and comfort in a variety of social contexts.
Linking argumentation to a person’s MBTI preferences
can increase understanding of how a particular type
communicates and provide educators with insight into
how to improve the argumentative skills of the various
types.
Aside from an initial study by Loffredo and Opt
(1998), no research has specifically addressed the
relationship between argumentativeness and MBTI
preferences. Loffredo and Opt found only one of the
MBTI indices, Extraversion–Introversion (E–I), correlated with argumentativeness. Subjects preferring
Introversion scored significantly lower in argumentativeness than subjects preferring Extraversion. However,
the research was conducted on a limited sample. This
study used a larger sample to repeat the earlier research
and test the following hypotheses:
1. As shown in the previous study, persons preferring
Extraversion were expected to exhibit a tendency
to approach arguments, because of the excitement
and challenge of the situation and their need to

talk as part of coming to conclusions. Persons
preferring Introversion, because they prefer to
verbalize only reasoned conclusions, were
expected to avoid arguments and score lower in
argumentativeness.
2. Persons preferring Intuition were expected to score
higher in argumentativeness, whereas people preferring Sensing were expected to score lower.
Williams and Bicknell-Behr (1992) reported that
Ns scored higher on assertiveness than Ss, and
because argumentativeness, like assertiveness, is a
subset of aggressive communication, the same
relationship should exist. Also, Ns have a tendency
to “see potential rather than immediate reality” and
“not only tolerate ambiguity, they may create it as
they jump from one point to another” (Nasca,
1994, p. 100). Because of this tendency, Ns may
have a higher motivation to approach argumentative situations as a way to explore potentialities. In
addition, Tobacyk, Driggers, and Hourcade (1991)
have shown that Intuition is significantly related to
high self-monitoring, which would result in Ns
being more aware of the result of their behaviors in
a conflict situation. Thus, Ns might lean more
toward using a communication strategy such as
argumentation, rather than verbal aggressiveness,
than Ss.
3. Persons preferring Thinking were expected to score
higher than Fs in argumentativeness, because of
the T’s tendency to compete or compromise in
conflict situations. In addition, Ts are noted for
their ability to detach themselves emotionally from
anxiety-producing communication situations and
to focus on content-oriented messages rather than
on personal attacks. This appears similar to
Schullery’s (1998) depiction of highly argumentative people as follows: “A highly argumentative
individual not only provides reasons when asked,
and approaches situations logically but also takes
opportunities to argue that others might ignore”
(p. 348). Persons who prefer Feeling should score
lower in argumentativeness, because of their
tendency to collaborate or accommodate to maintain social harmony (Nasca, 1994). In addition,
Williams and Bicknell-Behr’s (1992) research on
assertiveness suggests that Fs tend to be more
sensitive to the opinions of others. This might
motivate Fs to avoid argumentativeness.
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4. No relationship was expected between Judging (J)
and Perceiving (P) preferences and argumentativeness, because this particular index is primarily an
indicator of the dominant core personality process.
Previous research on the communication traits of
communication apprehension and receiver apprehension showed no correlation with J and P (Opt
& Loffredo, 2000; Opt & Loffredo, in press).
METHOD

Participants. The sample consisted of 200 subjects (65
males, 135 females) who agreed to participate in the
study for extra academic credit in their classes at the
University of Houston-Victoria. The participants ranged
in age from 21 to 69 years, with an average age of 34.8
(6 participants did not include their age) and standard
deviation of 10.2 years. As expected, the distribution
was somewhat positively skewed (younger rather than
older). The subjects were juniors and seniors, with
majors in the arts and sciences, education, and business. The type distribution of the total sample is shown
in TABLE 1 (SEE PAGE 63).
Instruments. Each participant completed two
instruments: the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator Form G
Self-Scorable (revised) measure and Infante and
Rancer’s (1982) Argumentativeness Scale. The Argumentativeness Scale (ARG) is a 20-item self-report
instrument that uses Likert-type scales that range
from almost never true (1) to almost always true (5).
It was developed in a series of factor-analytic studies.
The instrument assesses a person’s tendency to
approach argument and tendency to avoid argument.
Respondents are considered high or low in argumentativeness if their score is one standard deviation above
or below the mean for the normative sample. Scores
within one standard deviation are considered as moderate in argumentativeness. Infante and Rancer (1996)
reported reliabilities in the .80–.90 range for the ARG
Scale. Infante and Rancer (1982) provided evidence of
convergent, concurrent, and discriminant validity.
Several studies since 1982 have also supported the
instrument’s validity (Infante & Rancer, 1996).
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 results and then were debriefed
about the MBTI. Next, they completed the ARG Scale at
home and provided demographic information (gender,

age, class rank, school). The researchers scored the
ARG Scale.
Data Analysis. The study’s design was quasiexperimental and identified MBTI type preferences as
quasi-independent variables and the communication
variable of argumentativeness as a dependent measure.
To complete analysis, independent-measures t tests
were used to identify significant differences between the
pairs of MBTI type preferences on argumentativeness.
An independent-measures t test was also used to
identify a significant difference by gender on argumentativeness. To minimize inflation of Type I error, the
Bonferroni adjustment was used, and the rejection
level of the t test for each type preference was set
at alpha = .0125. A one-way independent-measures
ANCOVA was used to identify significant differences by
complete MBTI type on the measure of argumentativeness. A one-way independent-measures ANOVA was
also used to identify significant differences by core
personality traits (NF, NT, SF, ST) on argumentativeness.
A one-way independent-measures ANCOVA, with
gender as a covariate, was used to examine the relationship between gender and T–F preferences. Finally, a
forward inclusion stepwise multiple regression was
used to determine the relative strength of the predictors
(gender, type preference pairs, core personality traits,
complete MBTI type) of argumentativeness.
RESULTS

TABLE 2 (SEE PAGE 64) summarizes the findings
revealed by the independent-measures t tests. As can
be seen, Extraverts scored higher than Introverts on
argumentativeness, but the difference was not significant at the .0125 level. Subjects preferring Intuition
scored significantly higher than participants preferring
Sensing on argumentativeness. Ts scored significantly
higher than Fs on argumentativeness, and no significant
difference was found between Js and Ps.
An independent-measures t test revealed a statistically significant difference between males (M = 6.73, SD
= 12.78) and females (M = -1.19, SD = 13.33) on the
measure of argumentativeness, t(198) = 4.02, p < .001.
A one-way independent-measures ANOVA
revealed a statistically significant difference by complete
MBTI type on argumentativeness, F(15, 184) = 3.92,
p < .001. The effect size measured by partial eta squared
was .24. Post hoc tests revealed the following:
1. ENTJ participants (M = 15.62, SD = 10.63) scored
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Table 1. MBTI® Type Distribution of the Total Sample.

The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ
n = 22
(11.0%)
+++++
+++++
+

ISFJ
n = 17
(8.5%)
+++++
++++

ISTP
n=8
(4.0%)
++++

ISFP
n=9
(4.5%)
+++++

ESTP
n=9
(4.5%)
+++++

ESFP
n=6
(3.0%)
+++

ESTJ
n = 25
(12.5%)
+++++
+++++
+++

ESFJ
n = 22
(11.0%)
+++++
+++++
+

INFJ
n=4
(2.0%)
++

INTJ
n = 11
(5.5%)
+++++
+

INFP
n = 13
(6.5%)
+++++
++

INTP
n=4
(2.0%)
++

ENFP
n = 15
(7.5%)
+++++
+++

ENTP
n=9
(4.5%)
+++++

ENFJ
n = 10
(5.0%)
+++++

ENTJ
n = 16
(8.0%)
+++++
+++

Dichotomous Preferences
E
I

n = 112
n = 088

(56.0%)
(44.0%)

T
F

n = 096
n = 104

(48.0%)
(52.0%)

n = 118
n = 082

S
N

(59.0%)
(41.0%)

n = 127
n = 073

J
P

(63.5%)
(36.5%)

Pairs and Temperaments
IJ
IP
EP
EJ

n
n
n
n

=
=
=
=

54
34
39
73

(27.0%)
(17.0%)
(19.5%)
(36.5%)

SJ
SP
NP
NJ

n
n
n
n

=
=
=
=

86
32
41
41

(43.0%)
(16.0%)
(20.5%)
(20.5%)

32
50
56
62

(16.0%)
(25.0%)
(28.0%)
(31.0%)

ST
SF
NF
NT

n
n
n
n

TJ
TP
FP
FJ

n
n
n
n

IN
EN
IS
ES

n
n
n
n

ET
EF
IF
IT

n
n
n
n

=
=
=
=

=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=

64
54
42
4040

74
30
43
53

(37.0%)
(15.0%)
(21.5%)
(26.5%)

(29.5%)
(26.5%)
(21.5%)
(22.5%)

59
53
43
45

Jungian Types (E)

Jungian Types (I)

Dominant Types

E–TJ
E–FJ
ES–P
EN–P

I–TP
I–FP
IS–J
IN–J

Dt. T
Dt. F
Dt. S
Dt. N

n
41
32
15
24

%
20.5
16.0
7.5
12.0

n
12
22
39
15

%
6.0
11.0
19.5
7.5

N = 200 + = 1% of N
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n
53
54
54
39

(32.0%)
(27.0%)
(21.0%)
(20.0%)

%
26.5
27.0
27.0
19.5
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Table 2. Means and Standard Deviations for Argumentativeness by Type Preference.

Personality Preference

Mean

Standard Deviation

Introversion
Extraversion

-0.75
3.34

14.18
13.06

Sensing
Intuition

-1.21
5.50

Thinking
Feeling

6.01
-3.30
2.10
0.56

Judging
Perceiving
N = 200

significantly higher than ISFP participants (M =
-7.33, SD = 14.32).
2. ENTJ participants (M = 15.62, SD = 10.63) scored
significantly higher than ISFJ participants (M =
-7.59, SD = 9.33).
3. ENTJ participants (M = 15.62, SD = 10.63) scored
significantly higher than ESFP participants (M =
-10.50, SD = 10.95).
4. ENTJ participants (M = 15.62, SD = 10.63) scored
significantly higher than ESFJ participants (M =
-3.27, SD = 7.69).
5. ENTJ participants (M = 15.62, SD = 10.63) scored
significantly higher than INFJ participants (M =
-13.25, SD = 20.12).
The means and standard deviations for all 16
complete types on argumentativeness are displayed in
TABLE 3 (SEE PAGE 65) in rank order.
A one-way independent-measures ANOVA revealed
a statistically significant difference by core personality
traits (NF, NT, SF, ST) on argumentativeness, F (3, 196)
= 15.01, p < .001. The effect size as measured by partial
eta squared was .19. Post hoc tests revealed the following:

t(198) = -2.18, p < .036

t(198) = -3.15, p < .001

t(198) = 5.10, p < .001

t(198) = 0.77, p < .45

12.22
14.74
12.85
12.94
14.06
13.02

1. NT core personality participants (M = 10.95, SD =
11.93) scored significantly higher than NF core
personality participants (M = 0.31, SD = 15.40).
2. NT core personality participants (M = 10.95, SD =
11.93) scored significantly higher than ST core
personality participants (M = 2.92, SD = 12.51).
3. NT core personality participants (M = 10.95, SD =
11.93) scored significantly higher than SF core
personality participants (M = -6.23, SD = 9.80).
A one-way ANCOVA with gender as a covariate
revealed a statistically significant difference between Ts
(M = 6.01, SD = 12.85) and Fs (M = -3.30, SD = 12.94)
on argumentativeness, F(1, 197) = 15.08, p < .001.
Although Ts scored significantly higher than Fs with the
effect of gender statistically removed, the effect size as
measured by partial eta squared was only .07, so the
significant difference was quite small.
A forward inclusion stepwise multiple regression
using the same predictors as above, identified the T–F
preference pair as the strongest single predictor of argumentativeness (R2 = .116, F [1, 198] = 26.04, p < .001).
Together the T–F preference pair and complete MBTI
type were a strong predictor of argumentativeness (R2 =
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Table 3. Means and Standard Deviations for Argumentativeness by Complete MBTI® Type in
Descending Order of Argumentativeness.

MBTI Type
ENTJ
INTJ
INTP
ENTP
ESTJ
ESTP
ENFP
ISTJ
INFP
ENFJ
ISTP
ESFJ
ISFP
ISFJ
ESFP
INFJ

n

M

SD

16

15.62

10.63

4

7.00

4.97

25

4.28

10.55

15

3.47

16.08

13

0.92

10.92

11
9
9

22
10

8

9.00

6.78
4.11

2.86
0.20

-2.50

22

-3.27

17

-7.59

9
6
4

.195, F [2, 197] = 23.89, p < .001). The T–F preference
pair, complete MBTI type, and gender combination was
the strongest predictor of argumentativeness (R2 = .217,
F [3, 196] = 18.10, p < .001). The remaining predictors
could not predict any further unique variance in the
criterion variable, argumentativeness, so they were not
entered into the analysis.
DISCUSSION

The increased sample size in this study elevated the
power of the statistical tests used, which revealed
several differences between MBTI preferences on
argumentativeness. As expected, participants preferring
N and T scored higher on argumentativeness, thus
showing a greater tendency to approach arguments.
Also as expected, subjects preferring S and F scored
lower on argumentativeness, thus showing a greater
tendency to avoid arguments. This is consistent with
previous research by Williams and Bicknell-Behr
(1992), which showed similar results on assertiveness.
It has also been well documented in communication

14.40
11.73
9.17

15.85
16.87
11.61

7.69

-7.33

14.32

-10.50

10.95

-13.25

9.33

20.12

literature that males tend to be more argumentative
than females (Cross, 1999; Rancer, 1998), a finding
replicated in this study.
The results, however, did not support an earlier
finding in which the E–I preferences were linked with
argumentativeness. This suggests that argumentativeness is a communication trait that reflects a person’s
internal perceiving and judging processes as opposed to
the way in which a person externalizes those processes.
In other words, a person’s tendency to argue may be
more an outcome of how that person processes information than how he or she communicates that information.
Furthermore, although the NT core preference scored
higher in argumentativeness as would be expected, the
fact that the T–F index was the strongest predictor of
argumentativeness suggests that this communication
trait is most connected to a person’s perception of relationship. Argumentativeness is conceptualized as being
a content-oriented communication strategy, which fits
well with the “detached” nature of Ts, whereas Fs would
find this more difficult and might either avoid what they
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see as conflict or, when unable to avoid it, use a more
relationship-oriented strategy in aggressive communication situations. This assumption could be further tested
by examining verbal aggressiveness as related to personality type.
Within the NT personality types, ENTJs tended to
score the highest in argumentativeness. This finding fits
with the ENTJ personality type descriptors provided by
Myers, McCaulley, Quenk, and Hammer (1998). ENTJs’
strengths center around organizing, problem-solving,
decision-making, analytical thinking, and long-range
planning skills. High argumentativeness would support
and/or be an outcome of these skills.
In general, this study supported other research that
shows that people with different personality preferences
vary in communication behaviors and traits, which
could have implications for an individual’s comfort and
success in society. For example, research has shown
numerous benefits to being high in argumentativeness
(Rancer, 1998). “Arguing stimulates curiosity and
increases learning because we seek out more information on the issues we argue about” (p. 156). In his
summary of the literature on argumentativeness, Rancer
noted that persons who score high in argumentativeness
tend to use more diverse strategies to persuade, are
viewed as more credible, and tend to be more successful in organizational settings. This raises the question of
whether certain personality types will be more socially
involved and successful because of their tendency to
argue. This study’s findings suggest that ENTJs would
probably be more participative and hold positions of
leadership in U.S. culture at least in part because of their
high argumentativeness scores. However, future
research needs to explore this finding with a larger
sample size, because other personality types with the
NT core also had a tendency to score higher in
argumentativeness.
Training people to become more effective arguers
or persuaders has been one of the goals of communication instruction since the days of Plato and Aristotle.
Rancer (1998) noted, “The teaching of skills for
advocacy and for the defense of positions and for the
refutation of the positions other people take remains a
valued and fundamental objective of the communication curriculum” (p. 321). Several programs have been

developed to help students become aware of and
improve their argumentative abilities. Cognitive training, topical systems, and argument-generating systems
have been used to help students gain the tools needed
for effective argumentation. However, an awareness
of the relationship between the MBTI personality
preferences and argumentativeness might help create
better programs for enhancing argumentativeness.
For example, being aware that persons preferring
Sensing might avoid argument because of their focus
on detail and literal interpretation could help trainers
find strategies to help the Ss follow the abstractions
of arguments. Understanding that Fs will typically be
concerned about the impact of their argument on
the relationship, as “detached” as the argument might
be, might help trainers find ways to modify the T-like
approach that is assumed in argumentation work.
Several avenues of research related to the MBTI
and argumentativeness need to be explored. One direction is to examine in more detail how the personality
preferences might combine to temper or motivate argumentation. For example, do NFs, SFs, and STs fall into
the category that Rancer (1998) called moderate
or apathetic arguers? Research also needs to examine
the contrasting negative communication trait, verbal
aggressiveness. Do correlations exist between the
personality preferences and verbal aggressiveness as
they do with argumentativeness? Are Fs more likely
to use verbal aggressiveness in conflict situations?
Understanding what communication researchers
consider the constructive and destructive communication patterns of the various MBTI types can help
increase the researchers’ knowledge of the types and
help each type learn more effective ways of communicating with each other.
As this study has indicated, the MBTI types vary in
their tendency to approach and avoid argument.
Overall, the relationship between personality type and
argumentativeness needs more examination, especially
in a culture that tends to emphasize and promote
argumentativeness as a way to participate and contribute to society. A clearer understanding of all personality types and their communicative experiences can
help all have more positive outcomes in group and
social experiences.
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