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Kaitlyn Marie Shannon 

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN AMBIVERSION AND COMMUNICATION 

ADAPTABILITY 

Communication is a skill humans are constantly utilizing, and their personality can have a 

strong effect on the way they utilize their communication skills. Understanding the 

adaptability of our ever-present communication and the influence personality type can 

have provides vital knowledge to all communicating individuals. This study focused on 

the potential connection between communication adaptability and the personality types of 

introversion, ambiversion, and extraversion. Many studies have explored communication 

adaptability and personality type independently; however, the relationship between the 

two has had very little study. The connection between the variables of communication 

adaptability and personality type was determined via a cross-sectional survey utilizing the 

Introversion Scale (McCroskey, 2007) and the Communication Adaptability Scale 

(Duran, 1983). The relationship between introversion, ambiversion, and extraversion was 

analyzed using Pearson’s bivariate correlation and ANOVA, which indicated that 

extraverted participants tended to have statistically significant higher levels of 

communication adaptability. There was also a moderate correlation between ambiversion 

and social composure, a low correlation with social confirmation, and a high positive 

correlation to social experience. Introversion had a moderate positive correlation with 

social composure and social experience. Finally, there were moderate positive 

correlations between extraversion and social composure as well as social experience. 

These results indicate that the more extraverted one is, the more likely they will be to 

have higher communication adaptability. Thus, there are communication adaptability 
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strengths for all three personality types, but extraverts have the highest tendency to have 

high scores of communication adaptability. Individuals should consider determining what 

their personality type is to allow them to take advantage of their areas of strength and 

ascertain weaknesses they could potentially work on when it comes to their 

communication adaptability.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 Understanding oneself and one’s communication proficiency is not only 

commonly explored in popular press (Davidson, 2017) and scholarly research (Patel, 

2014), but it is also important to give individuals a general understanding about their 

preferences and proficiencies. Personality typing has been explored for millennia, 

allowing individuals a better understanding of their strengths and weaknesses working 

with others and their perceptions of the world. Additionally, communication and specific 

areas related to communication adaptability have a long history of study. With the 

availability of various communication methods and the need to alter communication 

behaviors due to the ever-changing influence of the COVID-19 pandemic on society, for 

example, being able to adapt one’s communication style is highly beneficial.  

 Introversion and extraversion, and the under-researched personality type of 

ambiversion, are important personality types that individuals use to define themselves 

and their interactions. Individuals often categorize themselves as introverts or extraverts 

through a variety of personality tests or hearsay about what it means to be a certain 

personality type (e.g., talkative, reserved). These personality types (as well as 

ambiversion), along with the six key dimensions of communication adaptability (i.e., 

social experience, social composure, social confirmation, appropriate disclosure, 

articulation, and wit) are measurable, and their intersection may be quite valuable for 

understanding modern communication interactions.  

 Ultimately, the goal for this study was to gain information for individuals about 

the relationship between their personality type and communication adaptability, which 

could improve their understanding of themselves and enhance their communication. 
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Beyond answering a call for more research into the dimensions of communication 

adaptability (Gareis et al., 2011), a specific purpose of this study was to explore the 

nature of the relationship between the under-researched personality type of ambiversion 

and communication adaptability. Additionally, this fills a large research gap connecting a 

specific aspect of personality (i.e., ambiversion) and communication research. After a 

brief review of the literature surrounding communication adaptability and personality 

typing, the cross-sectional survey methodology is presented. Then data is analyzed via 

Pearson’s bivariate correlations and an ANOVA. Research questions are then answered 

and findings are presented. Finally, the discussion presents a summary of the results as 

well as implications of this research, limitations, and directions for future research. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

 Understanding the background of communication adaptability and personality 

typing lends to a better understanding of the importance between the connection of these 

topics. This literature review provides an overview of communication adaptability, 

background information on personality typing, explanations of introversion and 

extraversion, and a description of a third important, but rarely spoken of, personality type 

– ambiversion.  

Communication Adaptability 

Communication adaptability originated from communication competence, which 

is most aptly defined for the sake of this research as “the ability to display appropriate 

communication behaviors in given situations” (Jabin & Putnam, 2001, p. 3). As 

communication adaptability addresses specifically the social contexts of communication 

competence, it is a measure of social communicative competence (Duran, 1983). 

Communication adaptability is derived from aspects of speech accommodation theory 

(Giles et al., 1987), more specifically communication accommodation theory (Gallois et 

al., 1995), and communication apprehension theory (McCroskey, 1970). Communication 

adaptability is defined as “the ability to perceive socio-interpersonal relationships and 

adapt one’s interaction goals and behaviors accordingly” (Duran, 1983, p. 320). In other 

words, communication adaptability is when an individual utilizes their communication 

competence to adapt to various communication contexts.  

Communication adaptability focuses on six key dimensions: social experience, 

social composure, social confirmation, appropriate disclosure, articulation, and wit 

(Duran, 1992). Social experience is an individual’s social communication repertoire 
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based on their experience in different contexts and with different individuals. Social 

composure is how cool and collected an individual is in social situations and how present 

they are in the communication interaction (e.g., they could be experiencing anxiety in a 

social situation, keeping them from being fully present and collected in an interaction). 

Social confirmation is the process of recognizing and confirming the projected social 

image of the person with whom one is speaking. Appropriate disclosure is the sensitivity 

one has to the cues of others and to what degree they should disclose information. 

Articulation is the degree to which an individual can express their ideas appropriately and 

their satisfaction with their grammatical and verbal speaking ability. Finally, wit is the 

degree to which an individual uses humor to dissolve social tension and primarily to 

handle communication encounters that contain anxiety or awkwardness.  

Communication adaptability has been used in various studies to measure how 

communicators adapt within different variables such as culture and setting. Chen’s (1992) 

study discovered that those who had strong communication adaptability skills are better 

adjusted to a new environment, specifically during cross-cultural adjustment. It was 

similarly discovered by Long and Anarbaeva (2008) that the higher the communication 

adaptability, the lower the intercultural communication apprehension among 

undergraduate students. Additional research has also determined that communication 

adaptability allows for better and potentially longer-lasting relationships (Gareis et al., 

2011; Lo, 2014). Furthermore, studies examining biological features of nervous systems 

and heritability demonstrate that sensitivity to an environment can limit communication 

adaptability (Glonek et al., 2007) and potentially be a heritable trait in areas related to 
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social composure (Beatty et al., 2001), with higher emotional intelligence scores having a 

positive relationship to communication adaptability (Hendon et al., 2017).  

The bulk of research assessing communication adaptability was undertaken 10-20 

years ago, with research from the last decade focusing on a wide variety of areas. For 

example, more recently, Barr (2017) studied the effect of video games on learners and 

found that those who participated in playing videos games for a set amount of time had 

higher scores of communication adaptability and resourcefulness than the control group. 

Additionally, both Hwang (2011) and Lai and Hwang (2014) found that efficiency on 

mobile devices utilizing media extends to better online and face-to-face communication 

competence. With this wide range of foci, communication adaptability has been shown to 

be applied to a wide range of contexts. However, there are more areas to be explored, one 

of which is the relationship between communication adaptability and personality.  

Personality Typing 

 Personality has been analyzed for millennia. However, personality traits are a 

concept that has been debated across disciplines, including within the field of 

communication. Some communication scholars view personality as something that is 

primarily influenced by surroundings and is not biological or trait-based but rather more 

of a preference or general temperament (Cole, 2000; Daly & Diesel, 1992; Hazel et al., 

2014; Motley & Smith, 1989). However, many communication scholars agree that, to 

some extent, personality is a trait humans possess and carries a degree of biological basis 

or heritability (Amsalem et al., 2020; Beatty et al., 1998; Charalampous & Kokkinos, 

2014; Heisel et al., 1999; Horvath, 1995; Katt & Collins, 2013; Song & Boomgaarden, 

2019). Regardless of whether personality is a temperament or a trait, it is clearly shown 
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through many studies that personality has an influence on communication (Beatty et al., 

1998; Daly & Diesel, 1992; Hullman et al., 2010; Katt & Collins, 2013; Song & 

Boomgaarden, 2019). Additionally, an aspect of personality—extraversion—has been 

studied in a variety of ways and often shows a strong connection to communication 

(Cole, 2000; Charalampous & Kokkinos, 2014; Hazel et al.; Hullman, et al., 2010; Song 

& Boomgaarden, 2019).  

 A specific method of determining personality is called The Big Five factor model 

and consists of the aspects of I: Extraversion/introversion, II: Friendliness/hostility 

(agreeableness), III: Conscientiousness (will), IV: Neuroticism/emotional stability, and 

V: Intellect (openness) (Digman, 1990). In fact, personality types part of the Big Five 

help define the premise of personality traits (Mondak, 2010) to create a more 

understandable taxonomy related to personality (John et al., 2008). The aspects of the Big 

Five are also found across most cultures (McCrae & Costa, 1997), and the Big Five has 

been utilized as the basis for many communication research studies (e.g., Amsalem et al., 

2020; Cole, 2000; Hazel et al., 2014; Hullman et al., 2010; Katt & Collins, 2013; Song & 

Boomgaarden, 2019). As the Big Five is commonly used in communication studies 

focusing on personality as a trait, a trait-focus will be taken in this study with a focus on 

the first factor of the Big Five.  

 The first factor of the Big Five, extraversion/introversion, is a commonly found 

personality trait connected to communication and is therefore of the focus of this research 

project. The concepts of introversion and extraversion are not novel. In fact, traces of this 

concept have been around since 150 AD with Galen’s theory of the 4 temperaments (i.e., 

sanguine [being optimistic and social], choleric [being short-tempered and irritable], 
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melancholic [being analytical and quiet], and phlegmatic [being relaxed and peaceful]) 

(Dammayer & Zettler, 2018). Since that time, many physicians, psychologists, and social 

scientists have elaborated on this topic, narrowing down Galen’s temperaments to the 

specifically defined personality traits of introversion and extraversion (Eysenck, 1963). 

Carl Jung, renowned for his study on personality, described the two types as “so 

essentially different, presenting so striking a contrast, that their existence, even to the 

uninitiated in psychological matters becomes an obvious fact, when once attention has 

been drawn to it” (Jung, 1921, p. 2). He also thoroughly defines introversion and 

extraversion in his book Psychological Types, explaining how the libido of each type 

functions differently towards the “object.” In other words, introversion and extraversion 

are defining terms of whether a person is inwardly or outwardly oriented. Since then, 

Eysenck (1963) is best known for his work on personality theory and discovering its 

relation to biology, which is used in many tests to determine the personality type or level 

of introversion or extraversion. As such, this study will be focused on personality as a 

trait that affects individuals’ communication, specifically measured in areas of 

extraversion.  

Introversion and Extraversion 

 Introversion and extraversion are the opposite ends of the spectrum of the first 

factor of personality (Digman, 1990). As described by Myers and Myers (1993), 

The introvert’s main interests are in the inner world of concepts and ideas, while 

the extravert is more involved with the outer world of people and things. 

Therefore, when circumstances permit, the introvert concentrates perception and 

judgment upon ideas, while the extravert likes to focus them on the outside 

environment. (p. 7) 

In other words, as the names imply, introverts are “intro,” internally focused, and 

extraverts are “extra,” externally focused. Additionally, a study on introvert and extravert 
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leaders found that extraverts tend to process information externally and with an audience 

to rationalize their thoughts whereas introverts process internally and need no audience 

(Hudson & Ferguson, 2016). Other studies have also found that extraverts are much more 

interpretive and abstract when they speak and describe phenomena, whereas introverts 

are much more concrete, and their words are more planned. This is likely due to 

extraverts tending toward faster and less accurate performances whereas introverts often 

take more time and are more accurate and careful in their performances (Beukeboom et 

al., 2013). Similarly, when introverts and extraverts speak to each other, extraverts are 

more upbeat and focused on finding common ground with the other, while introverts are 

more serious and focused on problem-solving (Thorne, 1987).  

 A study by Bajwa et al. (2017) noted that “despite their tendency of being easy 

going and sociable, extravert’s assertiveness and overwhelming tendency of sharing their 

own views and thoughts could serve as an obstruction in being sensitive to others” (p. 

155). This demonstrates that despite extraverts’ good wishes and the general assumption 

that extraversion is the preferred communication type, extraverts may take sociability too 

far and some negative consequences may exist. For example, another study explained that 

extraverts like to be in the thick of the action and are fun-loving but also may not be good 

listeners as they tend to dominate the conversation (Patel, 2014). Cuperman and Ickes 

(2009) also found that as extraverts increase extraversion in interactions, becoming the 

passive observer may become a less pleasant experience for the person with whom the 

extravert is speaking. Both introverts and extraverts have a relatively high level of 

cognitive and social adaptability, but because introverts spend more time examining and 
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focusing on the inner world, they may have more knowledge, increasing their adaptability 

(Bajwa et al., 2017).  

 Because of the seriousness and focus of the introvert’s word choices, they are also 

found to be more trustworthy in their linguistic style (Thorne, 1987). However, introverts 

are also much more likely to have higher communication apprehension due to their 

dislike of outward focus (Opt & Loffredo, 2000), and they are more serious, quiet people 

(Patel, 2014). One study discussed that extraverts do not necessarily speak more than 

introverts do, rather they do it in a more confident and less self-conscious manner 

(Cuperman & Ickes, 2009), thus, making their chance to experience communication 

apprehension less likely than introverts. Extraverts, in comparison to introverts, spend 

more time in conversations and less time alone (Mehl et al., 2006).  

Despite the focus on introversion and extraversion in research, Hudson and 

Ferguson (2016) explained that the personality types of introversion and extraversion are 

not all-encompassing. Much of the literature on introversion and extraversion subtly 

describes introverts as less competent, but Hudson and Ferguson explained that 

description could be insulting to introverts who consider themselves to possess the 

friendly, talkative aspects of defined extraversion. These authors also noted that these 

“definitions also completely ignore the presence of a third personality type, that of the 

ambivert, a person with a balance of extrovert (sic) and introvert features” (p. 999). 

Ambiversion 

Ambiverts are defined in Patel’s (2014) study as individuals who are in between 

introverts and extraverts and can “move easily from working with others to working 

alone, have moderate threshold for sensory stimulation and may tire of it after a while” 
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(p. 22). Ambiversion has been shown to exist as well through electroencephalography 

(EEG) reflections of elements that fit neither solely introversion nor extraversion, 

showing that is it an independent personality characteristic (Georgiev et al., 2014).  

 The concept of ambiversion was first coined by Edward Conklin in the 1920s, and 

Young (1927) explains that: 

We might say for convenience that the introvert lives on the inside of his head, the 

extrovert (sic) on the outside. As Conklin shows, however, no doubt the bulk of 

people fall in between these extremes. To describe this middle range of life 

interests, he has invented the word “ambivert.” (p. 383) 

Conklin faced significant backlash from the psychological community when he 

first introduced ambiversion, but, over time, it has become accepted as an aspect of the 

introversion-extraversion continuum, though still rarely researched (Davidson, 2017). 

This concept is far more popular and accepted in popular press as opposed to scholarly 

articles, being a featured concept in more blogs, quizzes, YouTube videos, and articles 

than in journal articles, suggesting its importance to society even with the lack of 

research. However, some scholarly articles have acknowledged and researched the 

ambivert. Petric (2019) explains that ambiverts are often considered antisocial extraverts, 

outgoing introverts, or social introverts, and defines an ambivert as “someone who 

exhibits qualities of both introversion and extraversion and can flip into either depending 

on their mood, context and goals” (p. 1). Howard and Howard (1995) similarly state that 

the ambiverts are unique in that they can “move comfortably from outgoing social 

situations to the isolation of working alone” (p. 5), unlike introverts or extraverts. Petric 

(2019), as does Young (1927) when citing Conklin’s work, points out that it is very 

unlikely for all individuals to be solely introverts or extraverts. It can also lead to 

frustration when individuals feel like they are misunderstood or put in a box where they 
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do not belong in relation to being either all of the traits of an introvert or all of the traits 

of an extravert.  

Ambiversion offers an alternative to introversion and extraversion (Howard & 

Howard, 1995). Because of this tendency towards introvert and extravert traits, Petric 

(2019) explains that ambiverts likely have more communication adaptability due to their 

ability to oscillate between those types. Stough and Brebner (1996) found that ambiverts 

have been shown to have higher intelligence and central nervous system arousal at rest 

than introverts and extroverts, having a significant intelligence quotient (IQ) advantage. 

However, the reason for this finding is still largely unresearched. Still, if accurate, this 

likely leads ambiverts to be more knowledgeable about how to communicate in various 

situations; hence, their communication adaptability is likely positively affected.  

Previous research has shown that ambiverts’ adaptability extends to areas where 

introverts and extraverts were formerly thought to be the most likely to excel. For 

example, in a study of sales, Grant (2013) found that ambiverts were at the top in terms 

of sales productivity. He explained why by stating,   

Because they naturally engage in a flexible pattern of talking and listening, 

ambiverts are likely to express sufficient assertiveness and enthusiasm to persuade 

and close a sale but are more inclined to listen to customers’ interests and less 

vulnerable to appearing too excited or overconfident. (p. 1) 

This speaks to the adaptability of ambiversion, and Grant (2013) recommends that future 

research include more testing to affirm this kind of adaptability.  

Rationale for Study 

 It could be argued that communication adaptability is increasingly more important 

in the 2020s than at other points in history. With the outbreak of the COVID-19 

pandemic, for example, there is an increased need for flexible and effective 
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communication by all. However, the bulk of communication adaptability research is 

dated, calling for more research in this area. Communication adaptability has been shown 

to allow for better coping with social difficulties (Chen, 1992), and interpersonally, 

communication adaptability affects relationships and makes them last longer (Gareis et 

al., 2011; Lo, 2014). It also aids in intercultural relationships as well as intercultural 

adjustment to new surroundings, which is important for our increasingly global 

community (Chen, 1992; Long & Anarbaeva, 2008).  

In addition to general research on communication adaptability, it is important to 

focus on areas such as individual characteristics of personality types, or personality traits. 

The study of personality types has a long history and is frequently found in both 

academic work and popular press. The Big Five personality types are prevalent in 

research today in many fields, but the connection to communication adaptability is slim. 

Introversion and extraversion, a factor of the Big Five, have been researched somewhat 

extensively. However, although these personality types have been around for a significant 

amount of time as the prime options of an individual’s determined personality type, they 

do not always hold true as the only two options. Another valid personality trait, 

ambiversion, is an additional option for defining personality and needs significantly more 

research, especially in its relation to communication adaptability. This connection could 

aid in understanding communication adaptability and personalities from a new 

perspective, aiding those who are neither introverts nor extraverts to be aware of their 

communication ability. This will also expand communication research in the area of 

personality and individual influences on communication, an area that, while researched, 

is minimal in scope.  
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Some research (e.g., Bajwa et al., 2017; Grant, 2013) has shown a connection 

between introversion and extraversion and communication adaptability; however, the 

connection with ambiversion is unknown. It is possible there is no connection and the 

extent to which personality is connected to communication adaptability begins and ends 

with extraversion, but without research, this premise remains unanswered and could leave 

researchers and the populous at large unaware of the effect of the ambivert personality 

type. Therefore, to explore this under-researched personality type, and gain more 

knowledge of communication adaptability, the following research question was posed: 

RQ 1: Is there a relationship between ambiversion and communication 

adaptability? 

 Additionally, Gareis et al. (2011) called for more research on the dimensions of 

communication adaptability, which could be extended to this study and its relation to 

communication and personality type. Several studies (Beatty et al., 2001; Lo, 2014; 

Merkin & Ramadan, 2016) have focused on the different dimensions of communication 

adaptability, finding some had valuable connections with aspects of their study (e.g., 

heritability, interpersonal communication media preferences, intercultural 

communication). As such, the six dimensions of communication adaptability may also 

have a connection to personality types, moving us forward in this under-researched area. 

It could also be beneficial to understand what areas are stronger for those with different 

personality types so they could work to improve their communication while living in an 

era where adaptable communication is of utmost importance. Therefore, this study was 

also guided by the following research question:  
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RQ 2: What is the relationship between the personality types of introversion, 

ambiversion, and extraversion and each of the six dimensions of communication 

adaptability?  
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

 A cross-sectional survey of adults was used to assess relationships between 

personality types (i.e., introversion, ambiversion, and extraversion; McCroskey, 2007) 

and communication adaptability (Duran, 1983). Adults were asked demographic 

questions in a survey (see Appendix A) in addition to completing the scale items of the 

concepts under investigation. 

Participants 

 In line with previous research related to personality typing and communication 

adaptability, adults were solicited for participation. Participants were recruited on social 

media platforms (e.g., Instagram, Facebook, Twitter, Nextdoor), academic listservs (e.g., 

university and departmental listservs, National Communication Association’s 

COMMnotes), and r/SampleSize (i.e., a sub-reddit thread utilized for survey research). 

Based on previous research (e.g., Shatz, 2017; Wei, 2020), the sub-reddit platform, in 

particular, is ideal for obtaining quality data, and participants are generally adults residing 

in the United States. Additionally, because users already utilize the internet, the 

likelihood of technological knowledge needed to complete an online survey increases in 

this population, making it an ideal sample group for this study.  

To begin, 504 individuals, 18 years and older, started the survey, which was 

available for two weeks via an online Qualtrics survey. However, 54 surveys were 

incomplete in one or both scales, making them invalid for score comparison. These 

incomplete surveys were deleted, resulting in a sample of 450 completed surveys.  

 Participating adults ranged in age from 18 to more than 75 years, and most 

identified as female (n = 327). An overwhelming majority of the participants (n = 396) 
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identified as being from the United States of America, so most (n = 414) hailed from 

individualist cultures. The majority of participants scored as ambiverts (n = 383) even 

though most participants self-identified as introverts (n = 224). See Table 1 for 

demographic frequencies. 

Table 1 

Demographic Characteristics of the Study Sample 

Demographic Characteristics Number (%) 

Gender    

Male  113 25.1 

Female  327 72.7 

Nonbinary 5 1.1 

Prefer Not to Say 5 1.1 

Age (years)    

18-24  118 26.2 

25-34  71 15.8 

35-44  51 11.3 

45-54  67 14.9 

55-64  66 14.7 

65-74  60 13.3 

75+ 

Not disclosed  

14 

3 

3.1 

0.7 

Country    

Algeria  1 0.2 

Australia   1 0.2 

Bulgaria  1 0.2 

Canada  7 1.6 

China  5 1.1 

Columbia  1 0.2 

Denmark  1 0.2 

Ecuador  1 0.2 

France  1 0.2 

Germany  3 0.7 

Ghana  1 0.2 

Greece  1 0.2 

Guatemala 1 0.2 

Honduras  1 0.2 

Hungary  1 0.2 

India  1 0.2 

Indonesia  1 0.2 

Ireland  1 0.2 



   

17 

 

Demographic Characteristics Number (%) 

Kuwait  1 0.2 

Mexico  3 0.7 

Myanmar  1 0.2 

Pakistan  1 0.2 

South Africa 1 0.2 

Turkmenistan 2 0.4 

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 2 0.4 

United States of America 396 88 

Vietnam 

Not Discloseda  

1 

12 

0.2 

2.7 

Cultural Orientation   

Individualist  414 92 

Collectivist 

Undetermined 

Not Disclosedb  

21 

3 

12 

4.7 

0.7 

2.6 

Preconceived Personality   
Introvert  224 49.8 

Extrovert  153 34 

Neither (Ambivert) 71 15.8 

Not Familiar with the Terms 2 0.4 

Measured Personality Type   
Ambivert  383 85.1 

Extrovert  26 5.8 

Introvert  41 9.1 
a Due to rounding, country percentages do not add up to 100%. b Using Hofstede Insights (2022), 

individualistic and collectivistic cultures were determined.  
 

 Of those who scored as ambiverts, 48.3% (n = 185) self-identified as introverts, 

33.2% (n = 127) as extraverts, 18% (n = 69) as neither introverts nor extraverts 

(therefore, ambiverts), and 0.5% (n = 2) were not familiar with the terms. Of those who 

scored as extroverts, 92.3% (n = 24) thought they were extraverts, and 7.7% (n = 2) 

thought they were neither introverts or extraverts. None of the extraverted scoring 

participants thought they were introverts or were unfamiliar with the terms. Of those who 

scored as introverts, 94.9% (n = 37) thought they were introverts, and 5.1% (n = 2) 

thought they were extraverts. None of the introverted scoring participants thought they 

were neither introverts or extraverts or were unfamiliar with the terms.  
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Measurement of Personality 

 To measure whether participants are introverts, ambiverts, or extraverts, they 

completed McCroskey’s (2007) Introversion Scale (see Appendix B). This scale was 

created based on Eysenck’s (1963) research and measures items to assess introversion 

and extraversion. This scale has 18 items, 12 of which measure introversion and 6 of 

which measure neuroticism to distract participants from the desired variable. Questions 

were modified from yes-no questions to statements to allow for Likert scale response 

items. Participants self-reported their responses on a 5-point Likert scale where 1 = 

strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree. Scores ranged from 12-60. Participants who 

scored 49 or more were highly extraverted, those who scored between 24 and 48 were 

ambiverted, and those who scored 23 or below were highly introverted (McCroskey, 

2007).1 The first report of the scale found reliability alphas of .80-.90 (McCroskey, 1997), 

and more recent studies have reported similar scale reliabilities (Ahmad et al., 2019; 

Crist, 2017; Girelli, 2019; Kumar, 2016). This study reported a reliability alpha of .70.   

Measurement of Communication Adaptability  

 To measure communication adaptability, participants completed the 30-item self-

report Communicative Adaptability Scale (Duran, 1983; see Appendix C). Duran’s scale 

is organized by adaptability dimension, so the scale was randomized for survey use. 

Scales were slightly modified for clarity. For example, “I try to make the other person 

feel important” was changed to “When communicating, I try to make the other person 

feel important”. Participants responded on a 5-point Likert scale where 1 = never true of 

 
1 Upon cleaning the data, it was discovered that McCroskey’s (1997) original categorization of personality 

for the Likert scale version of the scale was incorrect, with the categorization of introversion/extraversion 

needing to be reversed for accuracy. Future researchers are advised to keep this in mind if using a Likert 

version of this scale.  
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me and 5 = always true of me. Lower scores indicate lower adaptability, and higher 

scores indicate higher adaptability (Crowley & High, 2020; Long & Anarbaeva, 2008). 

Duran (1992) studied 10 samples of more than 4,000 individuals to gain reliability for the 

6 categories this scale measures, which are social composure (α = .82), social experience 

(α = .80), social confirmation (α = .84), appropriate disclosure (α = .76), articulation (α = 

.80), and wit (α = .74). The linear composite reliability of the six dimensions was found 

to be α = .79 by Duran (1992), and even higher in more recent studies, α = .85 (Merkin & 

Ramadan, 2016) and α = .89 (Crowley & High, 2020). For this study, linear composite 

reliability of the six dimensions was found to be α = .81, and the six dimensions’ 

reliabilities were social composure (α = 0.70), social experience (α = 0.87), social 

confirmation (α = 0.84), appropriate disclosure (α = 0.70), articulation (α = 0.39, which, 

given its lack of reliability, was not included when analyzing individual subscales), and 

wit (α = 0.81).  

Data Analysis  

 A Pearson’s bivariate correlation was run using SPSS 28 between participants’ 

level of introversion and their communication adaptability composite score as well as the 

individual dimension scores of communication adaptability. Correlation effect size was 

interpreted using Guilford’s (1956) guidance where “< .20 slight, almost negligible 

relationship; .20 - .40 low correlation, definite, but small relationship; .40 - .70 moderate 

correlation, substantial relationship; .70 - .90 high correlation, marked relationship; > .90 

very high correlation, very dependable relationship” (Guilford, 1956, p. 145). An 

ANOVA was also run to determine the distinction between the means of variables.   
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Chapter 4: Results 

 This chapter presents the results of the data analysis. The results of the research 

questions are presented through Pearson’s bivariate correlations and an ANOVA. This 

data analysis serves to answer the two research questions posed.  

Ambiversion and Communication Adaptability 

 In answering the first research question regarding the relationship between 

ambiversion and communication adaptability, a moderate positive correlation was found 

(r (448) = .627, p < .001), indicating a substantial relationship between ambiversion and 

communication adaptability. The more extraverted participants are, the more they tend to 

have higher levels of communication adaptability. To further explore the relationship, 

Tukey’s HSD was used to determine the nature of the differences between personalities. 

A significant difference was found among the personality types (F(2, 447) = 66.48, p < 

.001) with those who were introverts scoring lower in adaptability (M = 93.15, SD = 

11.53) while ambiverts scored a bit higher than introverts (M = 107.22, SD = 10.44) and 

extraverts scored the best overall (M = 122.77, SD = 7.19).   

Personality Types and the Dimensions of Communication Adaptability   

 In answering the second research question about the relationship between the 

personality types of introversion, ambiversion, and extraversion and each of the six 

dimensions of communication adaptability, it was determined that there was a moderate 

positive correlation between ambiversion and social composure, r (383) = .420, p < .001. 

There was also a low positive correlation between ambiversion and social confirmation, r 

(448) = .263, p < .001, indicating a definite but small relationship between the variables, 

and a high correlation with social experience, r (383) = .723, p < .001, indicating a 
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marked relationship (see Table 2). There were also moderate positive correlations with 

introversion and social composure, r (39) = .458, p < .001, as well as social experience, r 

(39) = .624, p < .001, indicating substantial relationships (see Table 3). Finally, there 

were moderate positive correlations between extraversion and social composure, r (26) = 

.499, p < .001, and social experience, r (26) = .531, p < .001, indicating substantial 

relationships (see Table 4). 

 

Table 2 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Ambiversion  

Correlations    

Variable  M SD Correlation with Ambiversion Score 

Ambiversion Score 35.6 6.6 - 

Social Composure 17.7 3.4 .420** 

Social Confirmation 20.0 2.8 .263** 

Social Experience 17.7 3.3 .723** 

Appropriate Disclosure 19.0 2.8 0.03 

Wit 16.0 3.9 0.10 

**p < 0.01 (2-tailed); N=383 

 

Table 3 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Introversion 

Correlations   

 Variable M SD Correlation with Introversion Score 

Introversion Score 19.3 3.4 - 

Social Composure 12.9 3.5 .458** 

Social Confirmation 18.8 3.9 0.28 

Social Experience 11.2 3.2 .624** 

Appropriate Disclosure 18.8 3.3 -0.06 

Wit 15.0 5.2 0.19 

**p < 0.01 (2-tailed); N=39 
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Table 4 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Extraversion 

Correlations   

Variable M SD Correlation with Extraversion Score 

Extraversion Score 52.1 2.5 - 

Social Composure 21.1 2.5 .499** 

Social Confirmation 22.3 1.9 -0.02 

Social Experience 23.8 1.5 .531** 

Appropriate Disclosure 20.3 2.8 -0.07 

Wit 18.4 3.6 -0.20 

**p < 0.01 (2-tailed); N=26 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

 The goal of the present study was to ascertain the connection between personality 

type and communication adaptability. The results of this study can help aid individuals in 

understanding how their personality affects their communication ability. Based on the 

data from this study, extraverts are likely to have higher communication adaptability than 

individuals with other personality types. Ambiverts have high positive correlations to 

social experience as well as a moderate positive correlations with social composure and a 

low correlation to social confirmation. Introverts have moderate correlations to social 

composure and social experience, as do extraverts. Extraverts have slightly higher social 

composure correlations than do introverts or ambiverts. Ambiversion is the only 

personality type with a correlation to social confirmation, albeit low. Ambiverts have the 

highest correlation to social experience, followed by introverts, and then extraverts have 

the lowest correlation.   

Implications  

 Communication adaptability stems from communication competence. It is a 

construct that is defined by an individual utilizing their communication competence to 

adapt to various communication contexts. In fact, the communication adaptability scale 

has a strong relationship with behavioral measures of communication competence, 

making it a valid way to measure both adaptability, and, in a larger scope, 

communication competence (Duran, 1983). In previous research, extraverts tended to 

score higher in communication competence, especially in areas of social relaxation and 

appropriate self-disclosure, both of which are related aspects of communication 

adaptability (Hullman et al., 2010). Although communication competence has yet to 
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become a full-fledged theory, the construct still fits well with the concepts within this 

study. Those who have communication competence tend to have generally good 

communication skills, including flexibly and adaptability (Jablin & Putnam, 2001), and 

these strengths are often considered hallmarks of competent communication skills 

(Spitzberg, 2003).   

 According to the results from this study, extraverts have the highest correlation to 

communication adaptability overall. This result aligns with previous research done on 

extraversion. For example, Myers and Myers (1993) explain that extraverts like to focus 

on the outside environment, “the outer world full of people and things” (p. 7). Because 

extraverts are so focused on this outward environment, this could lead to higher 

adaptability when it comes to communicating with others because they need to be able to 

adapt their communication style to be effective. Additionally, extraverts, in comparison 

to introverts, also spend significantly more time in conversations and less time alone 

(Mehl et al., 2006). Because the introvert focuses more on the inner world of concepts 

and ideas, that could lead to less adaptability (Myers & Myers, 1993). 

 It is also important to note that none of the extraverted-scoring participants 

thought they were introverts or were unfamiliar with the terms. Because they spend so 

much time in conversation, it is possible this could lead to them being more aware of 

their extraverted tendencies or they could have a more extraverted nature by necessity. 

Though not the focus of this study, COVID-19 may have had an impact on the 

knowledge extraverts may have of their personality type. As Folk et al. (2020) discuss, 

many extraverts experienced significant levels of loneliness and lack of social satisfaction 

during the first wave of the pandemic. The isolation many of them experienced could 
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have made them distinctly aware of their extraverted nature. Additionally, this need for 

social contact during various phases of the pandemic may have led extraverts to be more 

willing to adapt their communication skills to meet their social needs.  

 Of the individuals who scored as introverts, an overwhelming majority of them 

(all but two) thought they were introverts. This fits with the very self-aware and 

introspective nature of introverts (Bajwa et al., 2017; Hudson & Ferguson, 2016). 

Additionally, the COVID-19 pandemic could have made introverts very aware of their 

personality type as well because it was not always pleasant for them to be in quarantine 

with others for extended periods of time. Their tendency to process emotions (negative 

and positive) inwards and desire not to seek help externally resulted in levels of 

loneliness and mental distress that were heightened by the pandemic (Wei, 2020). 

Alternatively, it is also possible that introverts experiencing isolation during the 

pandemic could have increased their awareness of their need for some time to 

themselves, magnifying their position as introverts.  

 Of the 450 individuals who fully completed the survey for this study, 85.1% were 

classifieds as ambiverts, falling on neither the highly introverted nor highly extraverted 

ends of the scale (see Table 1). This verifies Petric (2019) and Conklin’s (1927) points 

that it is unlikely for individuals to be solely introverts or extraverts, normally they have 

aspects of both. This can be shown through this study, for very few participants were on 

either extreme of the scale but primarily fell in the middle area of ambiversion, indicating 

they have both introvert and extravert abilities and traits.  

 Ambiverts have the highest connection to the social experience dimension of 

communication adaptability, the only personality type with a high correlation to any 
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dimension. Considering that social experience is an individual’s social communication 

repertoire based on their experience in different contexts and with different individuals, 

this fits with the premise that ambiverts are capable of possessing, and tend to have, both 

introvert and extravert abilities and traits. These traits and abilities would serve to aid in 

their adaptability, being able to oscillate between (and also understand) extraverts and 

introverts (Petric, 2019). Grant’s (2013) example of ambiverts being at the top of sales 

productivity fits here as well, as ambiverts have a flexible way of talking and listening to 

others. Their ability to talk and listen also fits with this study’s results of ambiverts as the 

only personality type with a connection to social confirmation, albeit low. Social 

confirmation recognizes and confirms the social image of the person to whom one is 

speaking. Talking and listening to others well would add to this ability. Ambiverts are 

able to exhibit qualities of both introverts and extraverts and can “flip into either 

depending on their mood, context and goals” (Petric, 2019, p. 1). They are likely to 

express the emotions necessary but also take the time to listen to others without seeming 

too excited or overconfident (Grant, 2013). This would allow for understanding of and 

adaptability to whatever personality type and communication style is needed for the 

ambivert in a communication interaction. Research also shows that ambiverts have a 

significant IQ advantage over introverts and extraverts, which could lead to them being 

more knowledgeable about how to communicate in specific situations (Stough & 

Brebner, 1996). This research demonstrates this point, and adds to the existing, limited 

research in this area.  

 Most participants were not aware they could be considered something other than 

introverts or extraverts (i.e., ambiverts) as there were significantly more participants 
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whose results classified them as ambiverts than participants who considered their 

preconceived personality to be so. With how little research and awareness there is on the 

topic of ambiversion, and with the many studies calling for continued research in this 

area (Grant, 2013; Petric, 2019; Young, 1927), it makes sense that few individuals would 

be aware of their tendency toward both introvert and extrovert traits. However, being 

aware of personality types, and at least the inclinations each one has, can be a huge asset 

towards gaining internal perspective of oneself and how information is processed and 

communicated (Back, 2012; Kandler, 2012). Education fields now recognize the value of 

having their students take personality testing to ascertain their personality preferences to 

aid them in communicating with others more adaptably (Waite & McKinney, 2015).  

 This study demonstrates that each personality type has strengths in the area of 

communication adaptability. Introverts, though least adaptable by means of the scale, still 

have a moderate connection to social experience and social confirmation, which are 

valuable areas when it comes to communicating with others. Their self-aware nature also 

allows them to recognize their social abilities. Introverts could continue to seize the areas 

they excel in and work on learning about the other dimensions of communication 

adaptability. Extraverts, the most adaptable by means of the scale, should work to utilize 

that adaptability to their advantage while recognizing that introverts and ambiverts may 

not be as adaptable. Extraverts could utilize their extra adaptability to make interactions 

with those they communicate with who are not extraverts more comfortable for all 

involved. Ambiverts should recognize they do not need to be classified as introvert or 

extravert, but that they are part of a lesser known, and possibly silent majority, of 

personality types. Ambiverts also have great strength with social experience and should 
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use it to their advantage by utilizing their experience to talk with others and broaden their 

communication horizons. Ambiverts should also utilize their unique emphasis on social 

confirmation skills to aid in helping to confirm other’s identities while working towards 

greater communication adaptability.  

Limitations 

 Although this study presents valuable information related to the area of 

personality and communication adaptability, there are some limitations that warrant 

explanation. First, because this study utilized the self-report method, there is the 

possibility of social desirability effects and incorrect self-evaluation. This method also 

did not allow for any follow-up questions or contextual information. However, as 

personality is primarily understood by individuals’ self-report, it was the best method for 

this study. This study also had participants primarily from the United States, imposing 

limitations on the generalizability of the findings with respect to geographic area and 

culture. Still, the results provide information for those from individualistic cultures like 

the United States.  

 Additionally, a larger percentage of participants were ambiverts than was 

anticipated, making the generalization between the three personality types more difficult. 

The reason for this could be attributed to McCroskey’s (2007) scale having a larger range 

for ambiversion (24 points) than introversion and extraversion (11 points, respectively). 

To attempt to overcome this obstacle, the sample of ambiverts was divided into those 

who leaned more towards introversion and extroversion, respectively, as well as those 

who were truly in the middle of the sample, considered “true ambiverts.” However, the 
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results were roughly the same and did not affect the overall outcome of the study so only 

the original analysis based on McCroskey’s original classifications is reported.  

 Articulation also produced a very low reliability score (α = 0.39) in this study, 

which is significantly lower than that of Duran’s (1992) reliability of the scale dimension, 

where α = 0.80. It is possible that with the growth of computer-mediated communication 

since the scale’s original creation (i.e., more people use computer-mediated 

communication in the 2020s than the 1990s; Carr, 2021), the way that people pay 

attention to how they use words, grammar, and pronunciation differs. Because 

articulation focuses on individuals’ grammatically appropriate expression of ideas and 

advances in technology have lessened people’s use of, and expectation for, grammatically 

correct communication (Carr, 2021), this may not be as important of a dimension to 

assess. 

Directions for Future Research 

 Upon the discovery of this larger ambiversion categorization and the incorrect 

categorization with the Likert version of the scale as noted earlier, a scale other than 

McCroskey’s (2007) introversion scale may be more appropriate for future research 

projects exploring these personality traits. A scale like the Big Five personality scale 

(John et al., 1991) could lead to understanding more about the tendencies and social 

leanings of those with introversion, extraversion, and ambiversion (as well as other 

personality traits). It is also recommended to have ambiversion as a focus to learn more 

about the intricacies and build on this study in the area of ambiversion. It is still very 

under-researched, and as can be seen from this study, few individuals considered 

themselves to have a personality in the middle-ground even though the scale classified 



   

30 

 

them as such. Future research should focus on individuals identifying their personality 

correctly and being aware of the option of ambiversion to show how that can impact their 

communication adaptability.  

 Some studies have highlighted that the communication adaptability scale falls 

within a more individualistic cultural perspective than a collectivist one (Merkin & 

Ramadan, 2016). Hofstede’s (2011) work on cultural dimensions could be used to 

identify cultural identity codes as either individualistic or collectivistic and allow for a 

cultural analysis with a more diverse sample. Though Hofstede’s work has been critiqued 

(Baskerville, 2003), using Hofstede’s method allows for clear categorization of cultural 

identities to ensure that the communication adaptability scale is used with its intended 

audience. It remains for future researchers to discover cultural differences in this area. 

 Though it was not notably unreliable in other recent studies (Crowley & High, 

2020; Merkin & Ramadan, 2016;), future researchers are encouraged to utilize the 

communication adaptability scale (Duran, 1983) for future research, but are advised to be 

mindful of the reliability of the articulation dimension. Due to the low reliability in this 

study, it would be valuable for future studies to ascertain if the articulation dimension is 

still a reliable and necessary part of the scale. If not, it would be valuable for researchers 

to determine what aspects of the scale lend to its lack of reliability (e.g., phrasing of scale 

statements, potentially dated nature of questions) and move forward with adjustments to 

the communication adaptability scale dimensions, possibly removing or replacing 

articulation.  
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Conclusion 

 With the availability of various communication methods and the need to alter 

communication behaviors due to the ever-changing influence of the COVID-19 pandemic 

on society, having a communication style that can adapt is highly beneficial. This study 

has demonstrated how extraverts have the greatest tendency to have high scores of 

communication adaptability, but that there are strengths for all three personality types: 

introversion, extraversion, and ambiversion. Individuals are encouraged to determine 

what their personality type is to allow them to discover areas of strengths and 

weaknesses. This will allow them to be informed about how to harness and improve those 

areas, respectively, when it comes to their communication adaptability.   
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Demographic Questions 

Q. Gender: What is your gender? 

A) Male 

B) Female 

C) Nonbinary 

D) Prefer not to disclose  

 

Q. Age: What is your age? 

A) 18-24 years old 

B) 25-34 years old 

C) 35-44 years old 

D) 45-54 years old 

E) 55-64 years old 

F) 65-74 years old 

G) 75 years or older 

 

Q. Preconceived personality: Based on your understanding of the terms, would you 

consider yourself to be an introvert or an extrovert? 

A) Introvert 

B) Extrovert 

C) Neither  

D) I am not familiar with the terms 

 

Q. Culture: With which country would you consider your national identity?  

(Drop down all country feature)  
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Appendix B: Introversion Scale 

The 3-point introversion Scale was originally reported in:  

McCroskey, J. C. (1997). Self-report measurements. In J. A. Daly & J. C. 

McCroskey (Eds.), Avoiding communication: Shyness, reticence, & 

communication apprehension (pp. 191-216). Hampton Press.  

However, McCroskey’s newer version allows for the option of a Likert Scale and was 

utilized for this study. This can be found at: 

McCroskey, J. C. (2007) Introversion scale. Communication Research Measures. 

http://www.jamescmccroskey.com/measures/introversion.htm 

DIRECTIONS: Below are 18 statements that people sometimes make about themselves. 

Please indicate to what degree you believe each statement applies to you. 

1= strongly disagree 2= disagree 3 = neither agree nor disagree 4 = agree 5 = strongly 

agree  

 _____1. I am inclined to keep in the background on social occasions. 

_____2. I like to mix socially with people. 

_____3. I sometimes feel happy, sometimes depressed, without any apparent reason. 

_____4. I am inclined to limit my acquaintances to a select few. 

_____5. I like to have many social engagements. 

_____6. I have frequent ups and downs in mood, either with or without apparent cause. 

_____7. I would rate myself as a happy-go-lucky individual. 

_____8. I can usually let myself go and have a good time at a party. 

_____9. I am inclined to be moody. 

http://www.jamescmccroskey.com/measures/introversion.htm
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_____10. I would be very unhappy if I were prevented from making numerous social 

contacts. 

_____11. I usually take the initiative in making new friends. 

_____12. My mind often wonders while I am trying to concentrate. 

_____13. I like to play pranks upon others. 

_____14. I am usually a “good mixer.” 

_____15. I am sometimes bubbling over with energy and sometimes very sluggish. 

_____16. I often have “the time of my life” at social affairs. 

_____17. I am frequently “lost in thought” even when I should be taking part in a 

conversation. 

_____18. I derive more satisfaction from social activities than from anything else. 

  

SCORING: To determine your score on the Introversion Scale, complete the following 

steps: 

Step 1.  Add scores for items 1 & 4 

Step 2.  Add the scores for items 2, 5, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 14, 16, & 18 

Step 3.  Complete the following formula: 

Introversion = 12 - Total from Step 1 + Total from Step 2 

Your score should be between 12 and 60. If you compute a score outside that range, you 

have made a mistake in computing the score.  

Note: Items 3, 6, 9, 12, 15, and 17 are not used in computing your introversion scale. 
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Individuals scoring above 48 are highly extraverted; those scoring below 24 have low 

extraversion (are introverted).2 Those scoring between 24 and 48 are in the moderate 

range. 

 

 

 

 
2 This original version of this scale said, “Individuals scoring above 48 are highly introverted; those scoring 

below 24 have low introversion (are extraverted);” however, due to the recognition of the items measuring 

introversion and extraversion being in the opposite direction as noted here, it has been changed.  
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Appendix C: Communication Adaptability Scale 

The Communicative Adaptability Scale (CAS) was originally reported in: 

Duran, R. L. (1983). Communicative adaptability: A measure of social 

communicative competence. Communication Quarterly, 31, 320-326. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01463378309369521 

DIRECTIONS: The following are statements about communication behaviors. Answer 

each item as it relates to your general style of communication (the type of communicator 

you are most often) in social situations.  

Please indicate the degree to which each statement applies to you by placing the 

appropriate number (according to the scale below) in the space provided. 

 5 = always true of me, 4 = often true of me,  3 = sometimes true of me,  2 = rarely true of 

me, 1 = never true of me 

Social Composure 

1. I feel nervous in social situations. (R)  

2. In most social situations, I feel tense and constrained. (R)  

3. When talking, my posture seems awkward and tense. (R)  

4. My voice sounds nervous when I talk with others. (R)  

5. I am relaxed when talking with others. 

Social Confirmation  

6. I try to make the other person feel good.  

7. I try to make the other person feel important.  

8. I try to be warm when communicating with another.  

9. While I'm talking, I think about how the other person feels.  
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10. I am verbally and nonverbally supportive of other people.  

Social Experience  

11. I like to be active in different social groups.  

12. I enjoy socializing with various groups of people.  

13. I enjoy meeting new people.  

14. I find it easy to get along with new people.  

15. I do not “mix” well at social functions. (R)  

Appropriate Disclosure  

16. I am aware of how intimate my disclosures are.  

17. I am aware of how intimate the disclosures of others are.  

18. I disclose at the same level that others disclose to me.  

19. I know how appropriate my self-disclosures are.  

20. When I self-disclose, I know what I am revealing.  

Articulation  

21. When speaking, I have problems with grammar. (R)  

22. At times, I don't use appropriate verb tense. (R)  

23. I sometimes use one word when I mean to use another. (R)  

24. I sometimes use words incorrectly. (R)  

25. I have difficulty pronouncing some words. (R)  

Wit  

26. When I am anxious, I often make jokes.  

27. I often make jokes when in tense situations.  

28. When I embarrass myself, I often make a joke about it.  
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29. When someone makes a negative comment about me, I respond with a witty 

comeback.  

30. People think I am witty.  

 

R = Before summing the items to create dimensions, reverse the score of those that are 

followed by (R). If the person indicated 5 for that item, give it a score of 1.  

If the person indicated a 4, give it a 2. If the person indicated a 2, give it a 4. If the person 

indicated a 1 for that item, give it a 5. A lower score will indicate lower communication 

adaptability and a higher score will indicate higher communication adaptability.  
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