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Sammanfattning 

Denna studie är baserad på The Big Fives teoretiska ramverk med fokus på 
extraversionsfaktorn, och dess syfte är att undersöka hur vi värderar introverta och extraverta 
personlighetsdrag. Hypotesen fastställdes att extraversion skulle värderas högre än introversion 
och skillnader mellan extraversion och introversionsrelaterade adjektiv undersöktes, med en 
åtföljande hypotes att det skulle skilja sig åt mellan könen. Den insamlade empirin, inklusive 
sextiotre deltagare (ålder M = 23, SD = 3,6; 37 kvinnor (58,7 %); 26 män (41,3 %), värderade 
adjektiv relaterade till personlighetsdrag på spektrumet av introversion och extraversion på en 
Likert-skala från ett till sju. Resultaten visade att extraversionsrelaterade adjektiv rankades 
högre än introversionsadjektiv och när det gäller kön skilde sig inte män åt i hur introversion 
och extraversion värderades, men kvinnor bedömde extraversion att vara mer positivt än 
introversionsadjektiven. Förutom att betrakta personlighetsadjektiv som positiva eller negativa, 
svarade deltagarna även på personlighets testet Mini IPIP-20, för att undersöka om vår 
preferens kan associeras med vår egen personlighet. Resultaten visade att preferensen för 
extraverta personlighetsadjektiv hade en signifikant positiv korrelation med 
extraversionsfaktorn i IPIP-20, medan preferensen för introverta adjektiv visade en negativ 
korrelation, men den förblev inte signifikant efter en Bonferroni-korrigering. 

 
Nyckelord: Introversion, Introvert, Extraversion, Extravert, The Big Five, IPIP, Samband 

mellan Preferens och Personlighet  



 

  
 

Abstract 

This study was based on The Big Five theoretical framework with focus on the 
extraversion factor, and its purpose was to assess how we value introverted and extraverted 
personality traits. A hypothesis was that ratings of extraversion-related adjectives would be 
higher than ratings of introversion-related adjectives. Another hypothesis was established to 
test if the ratings would differ between genders. The study included sixty-three participants 
(Age M = 23, SD = 3,6; 37 females; 26 males) who rated adjective words related to personality 
traits on the spectrum of introversion and extraversion on a Likert scale from one through seven. 
Results showed that extraversion related adjectives were rated higher than introversion 
adjectives and in terms of gender, males did not differ in their ratings of introversion and 
extraversion adjectives, however, females rated extraversion higher than introversion. In 
addition to considering personality adjectives as positive or negative, participants also answered 
the 20-Item Mini IPIP personality test, to explore whether our preference can be associated with 
our own personality. Results showed that the ratings of extraverted personality adjectives had 
a significant positive correlation with the extraversion factor in the IPIP, and the ratings for 
introverted adjectives showed a negative correlation, however it did not remain significant after 
a Bonferroni correction. 
 

Keywords: Introversion, Introvert, Extraversion, Extravert, The Big Five, IPIP, 
Association Between Preference and Personality 
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How do we value others’ personality traits? 
A Quantitative Study on Rating of Personality Traits Related to 

Introversion and Extraversion and How It Associates with Our Own 
Personality 

Defining Personality 
Personality is a complex construct of building blocks who makes us the ones we are. As 

most individuals have the same experiences and personalities despite differences across the 
world, Jung (2016) suggested that we inherit many of our behavioral schemes that are part of 
the collective unconscious. The collective unconscious explains how certain things can 
manifest for no obvious reasons as those are programmed in us from the very beginning since 
we supposedly carry the memories and experiences in our subconscious from our ancestors, 
which causes us to have a hereditary structure of the brain and its functions (Jung, 2016). These 
programmed manifestations could be the fear of snakes, the fear of dark or social phobia.  

However, Jung (2016) made the distinction between the collective unconscious as 
something inherited and the personal unconscious as a product of obtained experiences 
throughout life, foremost our childhood. Although, these two factors combined are believed to 
help us assign value and structure to the world around us.  

 It is hard to seek the correct definition of what personality is, but it could be considered 
being a cluster of emotional and behavioral schemes as Costa and McCrae (1992a) also define 
personality as emotional reactions, styles of thoughts, behavior, and feelings. Additionally, 
personality is a phenomenon that varies amid individuals but is within the individual thought 
to be stable over time and there are still dialogues about what dimensions should be 
conceptualized in the definition of personality. However, introversion and extraversion are the 
current major dimensions that among theorists are perceived as a fundamental to the 
understanding of who we are (Johnson et al. 1999). 
Introversion and Extraversion as Attitude Types 

Jung (2016) coined the terms introversion and extraversion and called those attitude types 
as he emphasized that the distinguishment of the different psychological types lies within their 
attitude towards an object, hence the name, but everyone possesses those mechanisms, 
personality traits, that characterize the types of introversion and extraversion. However, the 
most predominant trait determines what type one is categorized as. One could say that the 
archetype of an introvert and extravert is that the latter is energized by the surrounding world 
and dependent of the external validation to strengthen their selves just as the introvert are 
dependent of the internal world (Jung, 2016). Eysenck on the other hand coined the term 
ambivert (Cervone & Pervin, 2019) which follows the beliefs of Jung (2016) who said that most 
people are somewhere in the middle of the spectrum but very rarely in the extremes of the 
continuum. 

In addition to these attitude types, Jung added four so called functional types. The 
functional types are thinking, feeling, sensation and intuition (Jung, 2016). These types explain 
the adaptation and interest at the individual core and how the introvert or extravert process  and 
gain information about the surrounding world. It is important to note though that circumstances 
and the psychological sphere frequently inhibit or favor one personality trait.
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Biological Differences in Personality 
There is more to the individual differences than just behavior, thinking and emotions. The 

biological differences in terms of brain functioning determines where we find ourselves on the 
continuum of the spectrum of extraversion. Eysenck (1967; Eysenck, 1983; Bullock & 
Gilliland, 1993) reports that extraverts have a lower level of cortical arousal. Johnson et al. 
(1999) additionally found through positron emission tomography (PET) scans in 18 healthy 
subjects that the blood flow to different brain regions varies dependent of what type one is. The 
functional imaging that positron emission tomography provides allows us to measure blood and 
metabolic flow to specific processes and functions (Johnson et al. 1999). The PET scans 
indicated that introverts had more blood flow to regions that are responsible of problem solving 
and internal processing as the frontal lobe and thalamus. Meanwhile extraverts have increased 
blood flow in regions linked to functions as emotional experiences and sensory stimuli. Holmes 
et al. (2012) also found when conducting a study on how prefrontal anatomy can predict social 
impairment and depression, including 1050 young adults, that introverts’ prefrontal cortex, that 
is responsible of the internal processing, had a thicker grey matter than extraverts.  

The social withdrawal and enjoyment are moreover explored in Fishman et al. (2011) as 
they investigated how introverts and extraverts processes social stimuli using human faces. The 
ERP component P300 was used to measure the neural circuits activated by the social stimuli. 
Fishman et al. (2011) found that those higher in extraversion associated with more activity in 
the neural circuits when exposed to a human face. They additionally found in the 28 adults, that 
introverts did not seem to find the presented faces noteworthy in comparison to the extraverts. 
When presented non-social stimuli did the extraverts’ attention and neural activity decrease 
which again tap into the idea that extraverts are highly social individuals that find enjoyment in 
socializing with other humans. This does on the further enforce the belief that our individual 
differences are more than just a cognitive clockwork of behavior, thinking and emotions.  

 However, there are more ways to measure personality and traits that are more easily 
accessible than measuring cortical arousal, blood flow and neural activity; those are validated 
self-questionaries which are based on theoretical frameworks such as The Big Five factors 
(Costa & McCrae, 1992a; 1992b) that all together provides an indication of our personality’s 
structure. 
 
The Big Five and Five Factor Theory 

The Big Five is often used to refer the five-factor theory of Costa & McCrae (1992a; 
1992b). The acronym OCEAN is commonly used to describe the model as its factors are 
Openness, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness and Neuroticism (Hooker & 
McAdams, 2003). The factors are meant to describe habitual patterns of emotions, behavior 
and thoughts that are stable overtime. All the five factors have their own six facets, and these 
facets are meant to increase the depth of understanding and meaning of each factor. The NEO 
PI-R (Costa, McCrae, 1992b; 2008) is used as a questionnaire to measure the factors and their 
facets. This test consists of 240 items (statements that refers to personality) and the way that it 
works is that each participants assess every item according to a Likert scale with five possible 
responses and it ranges from strongly disagree to strongly agree.  
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However, to build a fundamental understanding to what the factors correspond to on the 
continuum of the spectrum, it could be of interest to look at what being low but also high means 
in the context of behavior.  

Being high in openness usually includes an eager to experience new things and interests. 
It could also correlate with being more adventurous and having a broad imagination and those 
being low in openness tend to be sensitive to changes and prefer traditional structures in daily 
life (Weisberg et al. 2011). 

A highly conscientious individual might have organized - and goal directed behavior as 
well as impulse control. Those who are low in conscientiousness are more likely to dislike 
structure, being less thoughtful and tend to procrastinate (Weisberg et al. 2011). 

Highly extraverted individuals are identified as being assertive, talkative, and 
temperamental or emotional. Those being low in extraversion are considered introverted which 
means less active in social interactions and thrives rather by their own energy than other people 
as extraverted individuals do (Weisberg et al. 2011). 

Those who are agreeable will be affectionate, kind, trustable and capable of very prosocial 
behaviors. Being low in agreeableness results in manipulative behaviors and unemphatic 
approaches towards others (Weisberg et al. 2011). 

Neurotic people tend to be emotionally instable, moody, and sad. Those who are high in 
neuroticism are also sensitive to stress that affects them in their private and work-life. On the 
other hand, those who are low in neuroticism tends not to overthink, having good coping 
strategies. They do also feel sad less often and find it easy being alone (Weisberg et al. 2011). 

Furthermore, as this study is interested in measuring the preference for personality traits 
on the spectrum of introversion-extraversion, it could be relevant and interesting to present the 
facets of extraversion in the Five Factor Theory (Table 1.). 
 
Table 1.  
The six facets of extraversion in the Five Factor 
Theory (Costa & McCrae, 1992a; 1992b;  2008). 
 
Extraversion 

Warmth 
Gregariousness 
Assertiveness 
Activity 
Excitement seeking 
Positive emotions 

 
The premise for the five-factor theory, however, is that the personality traits measured 

can be found across different languages. The five-factor theory is based on how people describe 
personality traits in everyday language. The lexical fundamental hypothesis suggests that the 
most essential concepts of describing a specific and distinct trait is similar across different 
languages as it presumes that we encode things that are important to us (Goldberg, 1990). 
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Preference and Personality Traits 
There are many factors that should be considered when valuing preference of a 

personality trait. Both Sun et al. (2022) and Cottrell et al. (2007) emphasize the possibility that 
we positively value personality traits that are beneficial for us in context of our own well-being 
or reaching different social goals such as status establishment as a part of the human nature. 
Interestingly, our needs or personality do not always predict how we prefer others’ personality 
traits. Sun et al. (2022) conducted a study on 463 college students across three samples on 
desirable traits amongst friends, and their results showed that many individuals that could be 
considered extreme extraverts did not find high extraverted traits as the best and extreme 
introverts did not mention extraverted traits as worst. Although, there were findings that 
indicated that our personality correlated with how we valued others’ traits (Sun et al. 2022).  

This could be explained through the exposure effect (Branscombe & Baron, 2017) that 
means the more often we are exposed to a specific individual the more we start to like them, in 
other words we perhaps build up an agreeableness towards our friends even though we perceive 
their traits as less desirable. The students in the study (Sun et al. 2022) described their friends 
with two traits that they most liked and likewise for those they did not like, and the major 
domains of extraversion and agreeableness exclusively reflected desirable traits and those who 
lack these traits were considered less desirable (Sun et al. 2022).  

However, the study brought some nuance to what it meant for a trait to be good or bad, 
being high in extraversion and agreeableness was not always positive as the study revealed the 
downside of being far too extraverted correlated with “loud” and agreeableness “people 
pleaser” (Sun et al. 2022). Flynn et al. (2022) also found this association as individuals that are 
more extraverted and prone to being highly talkative are considered being less desirable by their 
partners in relationships as they seem less invested in their significant other (Flynn et al. 2022). 

Cottrell et al. (2007) bring further knowledge as they explored how personality traits are 
preferred across different social contexts such as relationships, friendships, work - and athletic 
teams, and what we desire in other people. They found that extraversion were preferred in all 
contexts, however, agreeableness and being reliable were two factors across all contexts that 
mattered. They also found that females prioritize status and resources when in relationship with 
a romantic partner, and personality traits correlated with this is extraverted and assertive 
behavior (Cottrell et al. 2007). In contrast, males valued attractiveness as something desirable 
in their partners unlike females. However, both females and males agreed on that intelligence, 
understanding, warmth and kindness were of most importance which are traits found in the 
facets of openness, agreeableness, and extraversion. Cottrell et al. (2007) also suggested that 
extraverted traits are most likeable since extraversion is furthermore associated with trust, being 
cooperative and reliable.  

Cottrell et al. (2007) further found in work and athletic teams among others that 
extraversion is highly likeable because it is  associated with authentic leadership as it could help 
groups make progress towards goals. Extraversion is further associated with great leadership 
skills because it is the tendency of being positive, talkative, and decisive (Bligh, 2011). Some 
researchers find extraverted individuals being excitement seeking and possessing great 
communication skills that will enhance the motivation and confidence among individuals 
(Khurram et al. 2020). Although extraversion is important that is not the only trait preferred by 
others. Khurram et al. (2020) found in their study, consisting of 305 subordinated dyads to 
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measure authentic leadership that openness was also a significant predictor of authentic 
leadership.  The leaders included were measured through self-reports based on the Five Factor 
Theory.  

Openness is associated with authentic leadership since individuals that score high on 
openness are analytical, self-disciplined, and transparent. Furthermore,  introverted leaders tend 
to be more self-disciplined (Kahnweiler, 2013). Kalshoven et al. (2011) also found that 
openness and extraversion were related to authentic leadership, however, the two factors were 
unrelated to each other. Neurotic traits were also less desirable as they correlated with anxiety 
and nervosity (Khurram et al. 2020). 

Extraversion is, as implied, associated with positive emotions and positive well-being for 
an individual and could be one of the reasons why extraverted personality traits are preferred 
across different studies. Research suggests that acting in a more extraverted way could by itself 
increase the perceived well-being (Fleeson et al., 2002; Smillie et al., 2015; Wilt et al., 2012). 
However, that contradicts the findings that introverts are prone to a more active cortical arousal 
than extraverts hence the less need of outer stimulation (Bullock, 1999; Johnson et al. 1999;). 
Kuipers et al. (2022) also mention that contra-trait effort is exhausting and might therefore 
affect the well-being in a negative way. 

Gender differences in personality are furthermore often categorized as being higher in a 
certain trait on average. Feingold (1994) found in four meta-analyses (n = 17,729) that males 
tended to be more assertive while as females were higher in anxiety, nurturance, and 
extraversion. Costa et al. (2001) further found in their secondary analyses of Revised NEO 
Personality Inventory from 26 cultures (n = 23,31) for both college-age and adult samples that 
females tended to be higher in neuroticism, agreeableness, and openness to feelings as males in 
contrast were higher in assertiveness and openness to ideas. 

 
This study will contribute to fill in the knowledge gap of measuring the preference for 

personality traits without any given premises as no studies have been found that investigate this 
matter. The earlier research reviewed have had stated contexts and premises which may be 
biased and favor a trait. 
 
Purpose of This Study  

The purpose of this study was to assess the preference for personality traits on the 
spectrum of introversion-extraversion in young adults in Sweden, and it also explored gender 
differences in ratings of adjectives and personality traits. The study moreover aimed to 
investigate if the participants own personality associated with how they perceive traits on the 
spectrum of extraversion.  
 
Research Questions and Hypotheses  
I, Will the participants rate extraversion adjectives higher than introversion adjectives without 
any given premises? 
II, Are there any gender differences for preference in personality traits? 
III, Does our own personality associate with how we perceive personality traits? 



 

 6 
 
 

H I, Based on the findings of Cottrell et al. (2007) it was hypothesized that extraverted 
adjectives would be preferred over introverted adjectives.  
H II, It was hypothesized that there would be gender differences in the ratings of the 
adjectives. 
H III, Based on the findings of Sun et al. (2022) it was hypothesized that the preference for 
extraverted adjectives would positively correlate with the extraversion factor in the IPIP-20. 
H IV, Based on the findings of Sun et al. (2022) it was hypothesized that the preference for 
introverted adjectives would negatively correlate with the extraversion factor in the IPIP-20. 

Method 

Sample 
There were 63 participants of which 37 was females (58,7%), and 26 males (41,3%). The 

age ranged from 19 to 41 (M = 23, SD = 3,6) and the vast majority was in their twenties 
accounting for 95,2% of the sample. The age distribution is presented in Appendix C. The study 
initially aimed to explore differences in young adulthood (20-30 years old) and later adulthood 
(30-40 years old), however, with most participants being in young adulthood there were not 
enough participants in each age to break down the analysis. 

The recruitment of the sample was done through convenience sampling and used the 
snowball effect (Howitt, 2016) as a tool to find further participants. The platforms used for the 
recruitment was Instagram, Facebook, Twitter, and Snapchat. As social media was used as a 
tool to find participants it is estimated that approximately 1500 people were exposed to the 
survey. This number is known since there are built-in analyzing tools that count each time a 
unique user is exposed to the specific post. All respondents were also included in the study to 
preserve sample size. 
 
Materials and procedure 
The Survey 

A digital survey was used for the data collection, more specifically Google Forms. This 
was considered the best suited approach as the study had to collect a minimum of 50 responses 
to meet the requirements to carry out the study. The survey consisted of two parts. The first part 
aimed to investigate how the participants perceived a selected set of 20 adjectives related to a 
personality trait on a Likert scale of one through seven, where one equaled “very negative” and 
seven “very positive”. The second part was a self-questionnaire, based on Donnellan et al. 
(2006) the 20-Item Mini-IPIP, to assess the participants’ self-ratings of their own personality 
as one of the purposes of this study was to examine associations between one’s self ratings of 
personality and ratings of trait preferences in others’.  

The survey contained 20 adjectives that were supposed to represent introversion and 
extraversion. Both introversion and extraversion had 10 adjectives each. The survey also asked 
for demographical questions as age and gender.  
 
The Adjectives 

The selection of the originally chosen adjectives presented in the survey (n = 20, 
Appendix A) was based on the literature and how those described the two attitude types. The 
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pool of adjectives was greater at first (n = 30) but after further review, adjectives such as anger, 
fear, anxiety, unemotional and sadness was excluded as they assumed to have a negative bias 
and affect the participants. It got further reduced as the number of adjectives were anticipated 
to be exhausting to answer as the participants also had to partake in the IPIP-20 questionnaire.  

Additionally, for the survey, a translation of the adjectives was needed as the participants 
would most likely have Swedish as their first language. However, both the English and Swedish 
adjectives were presented in the survey with an accompanying explanation. As there are 
difficulties in translating adjectives between languages owing to the cultural differences 
(Saucier & Goldberg, 1996), the Cambridge Dictionary was used as a complementary tool in 
the process of translating the adjectives as way of presenting an accurate explanation of the 
adjectives and neutralize them to avoid presenting the adjectives as far too positive or negative. 
An example of an adjective that did not get included in the survey is aggressiveness (Goldberg, 
1990) as no fitting synonym were found. In English is aggressiveness corresponding to goal-
directed and assertive behavior whereas it means violent and threatening in Swedish. 

Importantly, for the statistical analysis, only those adjectives that had a higher factorial 
loading with extraversion than with other traits (based on Saucier & Goldberg, 1996) were 
included in composite scores for introversion and extraversion. Only the loadings from Saucier 
& Goldberg (1996) were used to keep consistency and systematicity in the method of selection 
to avoid taking norms from multiple different populations. 

Of the twenty words in the survey, eleven adjectives were taken from Saucier & Goldberg 
(1996), three from Goldberg (1990), two from Cottrell et al. (2007) and the rest from the 
literature thought to be descriptors of the attitude types with further explanation below. 

Withdrawn, Meek (presented as modest), Sedate, and Apathetic (presented as 
unconcerned) were found to have higher negative loadings with extraversion than with other 
facets in Saucier & Goldberg (1996) and are included as introverted adjectives in the composite 
score. 

Talkative, Assertive, Adventurous (presented as excitement seeking), Explosive 
(presented as temperamental) were found in Saucier & Goldberg (1996). These four adjectives 
were included in the composite score in the analysis. The remaining adjectives in the survey 
that were not included in the composite scores were as follows: 

 Impulsive and Egocentric are both found in Goldberg (1990). Cooperative and Open 
minded are found in (Cottrell et al. 2007). Although these had a higher factorial loading with 
extraversion, they were excluded from the composite scores as the factorial loadings came from 
a different study. 

Introspection was based on the biological findings (Bullock & Gilliland, 1993; Fishman 
et al. 2011; Holmes et al. 2012; Johnson et al. 1999) as the introverted individuals have a larger 
grey matter in regions known to be involved in introspection, behavioral inhibition, and social-
emotional processing (Forsman et al. 2011). However, as no found study confirmed this trait as 
introverted or extraverted it got excluded from the composite scores. 

Self-disciplined  and organized were chosen as they were meant to represent introversion 
according to Kahnweiler (2013) who suggested that introverted leaders exhibit a disciplined 
and organized nature. However, self-disciplined  negatively correlated with extraversion in 
Goldberg (1990) and organized (Saucier & Goldberg, 1996) negatively correlated with 
extraversion but they had better factor loadings with a different personality dimension in 
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Goldberg (1990) and Saucier & Goldberg (1996). Decisive on the other hand positively 
correlated with extraversion (Saucier & Goldberg, 1996) but it was better associated with 
another facet, although Bligh (2011) suggests that extraverted leaders are decisive in their 
actions. Cautious (Saucier & Goldberg, 1996) was furthermore not included in the composite 
scores as it did not have a high factorial loading with extraversion. Unpredictable, fidgety, and 
unreliable were excluded from the composite scores as there were no high factorial loadings 
related to extraversion, just general descriptors in the overall literature.  

The study resulted in eight adjectives in the analysis instead of the original 20, four for 
introversion and extraversion respectively. 
 
The 20-Item Mini IPIP 

The original questions of the 20-Item Mini IPIP (Donnellan et al. 2006) are presented in 
Appendix B and the Swedish translation version used in the survey is presented in Appendix. 
D is a shortened version of the 50-Item Pool-Five-Factor Model and has four items per Big Five 
factor (Donnellan et al. 2006). It was validated across five studies as it had acceptable and 
consistent internal consistencies across these studies with a Cronbach’s Alpha >,060. The Mini 
IPIP also met requirements regarding discriminating and criterion-related validity and because 
of this it is considered to be being practically and psychometrically useful to measure the Big 
five factors of personality (Donnellan et al. 2006).  
 
The Pilot Survey 

Prior to collecting the data, a pilot survey was constructed to calculate approximate 
completion time and to not miss any important details. Five participants, after answering the 
survey, were instructed to leave feedback if anything could be improved or if any of the 
adjectives was misleading or had a subjective weight to them. Following this pilot survey, three 
participants found “unreliable” that directly translates to “opålitlig”, “untrustable”, had a loaded 
negative bias. However, the English adjective “unreliable” was kept in the survey with the 
explanation “A person who is hard to trust”. To correct the negative loading of untrustable, did 
the survey use “lurig” that is a synonym of “opålitlig” and means “dodgy” in English which is 
a synonym of unreliable according to the Cambridge dictionary.  

These five participants did later not take part of the primary data collection that took 10 
days. 
 
Ethical Considerations 

Using a digital survey in Google Forms made it possible to guarantee the anonymity of 
the participants. This is ensured as the study does not conduct any information such as names, 
phone numbers or email addresses. The survey itself did also inform the participants that they 
are anonymous, can actively choose not to take part in the study at any point and they are also 
assured that the collected data will be used for this study only and the access to the data is 
limited to only those who are responsible of it.  

However, if the participants decided to engage in contact, it is logically derived that their 
identity will be revealed but we would not be able to connect that individual to any specific 
response. The participants were also informed that they have the right to take part of the results 
after the study is approved and published and they were provided informed consent to 
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participate as it was not possible to complete the survey if they had not consented to their 
answers being used in the study. 
 
Data and Statistical Analysis 

An Excel file was created as a tool to trace the responses collected through the Google 
Forms survey. After the survey closed there was a need to count and structure the preference 
and IPIP-20 scores. As for the IPIP-20 scale scoring was as follows;  

For + keyed items, the response "Very Inaccurate" is assigned a value of 1, "Moderately 
Inaccurate" a value of 2, "Neither Inaccurate nor Accurate" a 3, "Moderately Accurate" a 
4, and "Very Accurate" a value of 5. For - keyed items, the response "Very Inaccurate" is 
assigned a value of 5, "Moderately Inaccurate" a value of 4, "Neither Inaccurate nor 
Accurate" a 3, "Moderately Accurate" a 2, and "Very Accurate" a value of 1. Once 
numbers were assigned for all the items in the scale, the values were summed to obtain a 
total scale score (Retrieved from IPIP Scoring Instructions, 2022).  

The ratings of the introverted and extraverted adjectives of each individual were computed into 
composite scores and were calculated as averages of each of the four adjectives for introversion 
and extraversion respectively. 

The data was then entered into the SPSS for subsequent statistical analyses. First 
descriptive statistics of the adjectives were calculated. Then, independent t-tests were 
conducted to explore the difference between genders in terms of the ratings for introverted and 
extraverted personality adjectives. Another series of independent t-tests were also performed to 
explore differences by gender on the Mini IPIP-20 scores. To complement the t-tests, a non-
parametric Mann Whitney U was performed since the scale was ordinal. Bonferroni corrections 
were implemented for both t-tests, the Mann Whitney U test, and the Spearman rho correlation 
in order to avoid type 1-errors and minimize the possibility of false positives.  

To explore correlations between the preference scores of introverted and extraverted 
adjectives and IPIP-20 scores, a non-parametrical spearman rho’s correlation was used,  as the 
data was ordinal.  Correlations were conducted for the whole sample and then by gender through 
splitting the SPSS file into two groups (males and females). A mixed-measures factorial 
ANCOVA was subsequently performed, as there is no equivalent analysis for non-parametrical 
tests, to explore the main effects of gender and adjective-type, and their interaction. Then, as 
the study was interested in the extraversion factor of the IPIP-20, this was used as a covariate 
since it did not significantly differ between males and females. A Cronbach’s alpha was also 
performed to measure the reliability of the chosen adjectives (included in a composite score) 
for introversion and extraversion respectively. 
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Results 

The Preference for Adjectives and Gender Differences 
Highest rated adjectives (with a Mean > 6 and Median = 7) were cooperative, 

introspective, self-disciplined, and Open minded. On the other hand, Unreliable and Interest in 
self were rated the lowest (Table 2). 

 
Gender Differences  

To measure potential differences in preference for personality traits on each of the 
adjectives between males and females, an Independent T-test was performed. The Bonferroni 

Table 2. 
Descriptive statistics for each of the adjectives 

Personality trait adjectives ** N Mean Median SD 

Introspective 63 6,56 7,00 ,778 

Self-disciplined 63 6,38 7,00 ,974 

Modest (meek) 63 5,63 6,00 1,067 

Sedate 63 5,49 6,00 1,105 

Organized 63 5,48 5,00 1,189 

Cautious 63 3,67 4,00 1,047 

Withdrawn 63 3,27 3,00 1,285 

Unpredictable 63 2,41 2,00 1,291 

Unconcerned (apathetic) 63 2,27 2,00 1,167 

Unreliable 63 1,35 1,00 ,652 

Cooperative 63 6,57 7,00 ,712 

Open minded 63 6,17 7,00 1,071 

Assertive 63 5,75 6,00 1,062 

Talkative 63 5,48 6,00 1,229 

Decisive 63 5,13 5,00 1,198 

Excitement seeking (adventurous) 63 4,57 5,00 1,456 

Fidgety 63 3,63 4,00 1,182 

Impulsive 63 3,38 3,00 1,507 

Temperamental (explosive) 63 2,63 3,00 1,182 

Interest in self 63 1,78 1,00 1,349 
*. The participants preference for personality traits sorted into the associated category of adjective type and ranked 
in popularity of the Mean where 1 is very negative and 7 is very positive according to the Likert scale in the survey. 
**. The included adjectives for the analyses had a Cronbach’s reliability of α=,508 for introverted and α=,462 for 
extraverted. 
Note: The bold adjectives are those that had a higher factorial loading with extraversion than with other facets in 
Saucier & Goldberg (1996)  and will be used in the statistical analysis. Those not marked in bold have shown to 
correlate better with the other facets of The Big Five in previous studies (Goldberg, 1990; Saucier & Goldberg 1996), 
appeared in other studies (Cottrell et al. 2007) or have not been found related to extraversion. 
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correction, using the 5% error rate in this sample, yielded an alpha value of ,0025 (0,05/20). 
This tells us that none of the adjectives remained statistically significant different between 
males and females (Table 3). A non-parametric Mann Whitney U was also performed as a 
complement to the independent t-tests. It reported the similar pattern across the sample  
concerning the significant p-values. 

The Association Between Preference in Adjective Type and IPIP-20 Scores 
An Independent T-Test was applied to explore the differences between the males and 

females IPIP-20 scores. However, only agreeableness and neuroticism were found to be 
statistically significant in this sample, were females scored higher than males. Females also 
scored higher in openness and extraversion and males tended to be higher in conscientiousness, 
but these differences were not statistically significant. The p values remained significant after 
the Bonferroni correction (0,05/5), p = ,001 (Table 4). 
 

Table 3. 
Descriptive statistics of the preference for introverted and extraverted adjectives in females and males respectively.   
Significant p-values highlighted for Independent T test. 

Personality trait adjectives* 

Gender     
Females Males   p  

N Mean Median SD N Mean Median SD df t T-test  
Introspective 37 6,65 7,00 ,753 26 6,42 7,00 ,809 61 1,135 ,261  
Self-disciplined 37 6,59 7,00 ,599 26 6,08 7,00 1,294 61 -2,634 ,037**  
Organized 37 5,62 6,00 1,139 26 5,27 5,00 1,251 61 1,161 ,250  
Sedate 37 5,41 6,00 1,212 26 5,62 5,00 ,941 61 -,740 ,462  
Modest (meek) 37 5,35 5,00 1,184 26 6,04 6,00 ,720 61 -2,634 ,011**  
Cautious 37 3,49 3,00 ,837 26 3,92 4,00 1,262 61 1,652 ,104  
Withdrawn 37 3,03 3,00 1,236 26 3,62 4,00 1,299 61 -1,822 ,073  
Unpredictable 37 2,11 2,00 ,875 26 2,85 3,00 1,642 61 -2,312 ,024**  
Unconcerned (apathetic) 37 1,97 2,00 1,067 26 2,69 3,00 1,192 61 -2,510 ,015**  
Unreliable 37 1,22 1,00 ,417 26 1,54 1,00 ,859 61 -1,978 ,052  
Cooperative 37 6,68 7,00 ,530 26 6,42 7,00 ,902 61 1,397 ,167  
Open minded 37 6,41 7,00 ,798 26 5,85 6,00 1,317 61 2,096 ,04**  
Assertive 37 6,03 6,00 ,726 26 5,35 5,00 1,325 61 2,621 ,011**  
Talkative 37 5,84 6,00 ,958 26 4,96 5,00 1,399 61 2,954 ,004**  
Decisive 37 5,14 5,00 1,228 26 5,12 5,00 1,177 61 0,064 ,949  
Excitement seeking (adventurous) 37 4,49 4,00 1,446 26 4,69 5,00 1,490 61 -,549 ,585  
Fidgety 37 3,38 3,00 1,063 26 4,00 4,00 1,265 61 -2,112 ,039**  
Impulsive 37 3,16 3,00 1,573 26 3,69 4,00 1,379 61 -1,385 ,171  
Temperamental (explosive) 37 2,59 2,00 1,092 26 2,69 3,00 1,320 61 -,321 ,750  
Interest in self 37 1,54 1,00 ,931 26 2,12 1,00 1,751 61 -1,689 ,096  
*. Sorted and ranked according to Table 2. 
**. The difference is significant at the ,05 level. 
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Furthermore, as this study was particularly interested in the extraverted factor of the IPIP, 
a Spearman rho was constructed to measure the correlations between the preference scores for 
adjectives and the IPIP extraverted score, first overall then by gender. The non-parametric 
Spearman rho indicated that there was a statistically significant positive correlation between 
the ratings for extraverted adjectives and the IPIP-20 extraversion factor and a significant 
negative correlation in the overall sample between the ratings for introverted adjectives and the 
IPIP-20 score. This means that when the IPIP-20 extraversion factor increases, the likelihood 
of preferring extraverted traits increases, similarly, as lower scores in the IPIP-20 is associated 
with higher introverted ratings. However, the negative correlation did not survive a Bonferroni 
correction as the new alpha value was p= ,0083 (0,05/6). The association for the extraverted 
adjectives and IPIP-20 was also found in the female group.  
  

Table 4.  
Description of the participants IPIP scores by gender.  
Statistically significant p-values highlighted for Independent t-tests. 

Factor Sex Mean SD df t p 

Openness 
Females 

Males 

14,92 

14,23 

2,881 

3,089 
61 ,906 ,369 

Conscientiousness 
Females 

Males 

13,76 

14,92 

3,539 

2,952 
61 -1,337 ,174 

Extraversion 
Females 

Males 

14,70 

13,54 

3,406 

3,467 
61 1,326 ,190 

Agreeableness 
Females 

Males 

17,68 

15,15 

2,583 

3,094 
61 3,515 <,001* 

Neuroticism 
Females 

Males 

12,03 

9,00 

3,387 

3,298 
61 3,530 <,001* 

*. The difference is significant at the ,001 level. 

Table 5. 
Non-parametric correlations between IPIP extraversion scores and adjectives ratings in 
the overall sample and by gender. 
  

Adjective type 

IPIP scores (extraversion) Spearman rho’s Introverted Extraverted 

Overall sample Correlation 
Sig. 

-,322* 
,010 

,372* 
,003 

Females IPIP Correlation 
Sig. 

-,323 
,051 

,444* 
,006 

Males IPIP Correlation 
Sig. 

-,247 
,223 

,232 
,254 

*. The correlation is statistically significant at the ,05 level. 
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Finally, a mixed factorial ANCOVA with gender as the between-subject factor and 
adjective type as the within-subject factor, was performed to compare the main effects and 
interactions of adjective type and gender on preference-ratings for personality adjectives. There 
was a significant main effect of adjective type F(1,60) = 6,797, p = ,012, ηp

2 = ,102 which tells 
us that there was a significant difference between the introverted (M = 4 ,17, SD =, 068) and 
extraverted (M = 4,60, SD = ,076) adjectives. The main effect of gender was not statistically 
significant F(1,60) = 1,336, p = ,252, ηp

2 = ,022 (males M = 4,47; females M = 4,33). The 
interaction between gender and adjectives was significant F(1,60) = 8,305, p = 0,005, ηp

2 = ,122 
(females introverted adjectives M = 3,96, SD = ,100, extraverted adjectives M = 4,70, SD = 
,117; males introverted adjectives M = 4,46, SD = ,120, extraverted adjectives M = 4,475, SD 
= ,140), suggesting that there is a statistically significant differences between females and males 
concerning the preference for the two personality attitudes (Figure 1.).  

Lastly, there was a significant interaction between adjective-type and the covariate IPIP-
20 extraversion factor scores F(1,60) = 11,563, p = ,001, ηp

2 = ,162. 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to assess the preference for personality traits on the 
spectrum of introversion and extraversion as measured through the ratings of adjectives related 
to the spectrum. The study furthermore intended to investigate if our personality associated 
with how we rated traits on the spectrum of extraversion and explore potential gender 
differences. 

The study found a significant difference in the preference for introverted and extraverted 
traits as measured through ratings of introversion and extraversion-related adjectives (research 
question I). However, extraversion related adjectives were still the most positively rated attitude 

Figure 1. The grand mean of the personality-related adjective ratings 
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although there were no given premises as a way of avoiding bias. The results are also in line 
with Cain (2013) who argues that extraverts are preferred but it could be biased as the western 
culture favors traits that correlate with extraversion. Particularly in leaders. She continuous to 
elaborate on the idea that introverted traits are disconcerted and confused with shyness hence 
being less desirable.  

 We can also report that there was a significant gender difference regarding the ratings 
for those personality traits included in the analysis on the spectrum related to extraversion as 
females differed in the ratings of introversion and extraversion while males did not (research 
question II).  

The study also found that the IPIP-20 scores significantly positively correlated with the 
ratings of the extraverted traits as the ones who scored high on the extraversion IPIP-20 
continuum did rate the extraverted adjectives higher, thus indicating that our personality 
somewhat influences how we value other’s personality traits (research question III). The results 
furthermore showed a negative correlation between the ratings for introverted traits and the 
IPIP-20 extraversion factor. The participants IPIP-20 scores moreover correspond to previous 
research and thus strengthens the findings of this study. Weisberg et al. (2011) investigated the 
gender differences in personality traits and found that females scored higher in factors such as 
extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism, which all could be found in this study, however, 
agreeableness and neuroticism were the only facets with a significant difference between the 
groups. Costa et al. (2001) also reported that females are higher in agreeableness and 
neuroticism. 

Sun et al. (2020) likewise found that our personality could predict how we value and 
prefer different personality traits, but the study was not isolated to the extraverted aspect. 
However, it could still be a consistent indication. Nonetheless does Branscombe and Baron 
(2017) similarly point out that we are drawn to those who are like us, which seems to be 
consistent with the results throughout this study and Sun et al. (2022) for reference. 

The study confirmed the hypothesis that extraverted personality traits are preferred rather 
than introverted which is consistent with Khurram et al. (2020), Kuipers et al. (2022) and Sun 
et al. (2022) for reference, particularly Cottrell et al. (2007) who suggested that extraversion is 
preferred across most social contexts (Hypothesis I). 

The second hypothesis was confirmed that there was a differential preference by gender 
since females rated extraversion higher than introversion while males did not differ in the 
ratings. (Hypothesis II). Furthermore, does the findings seem to correspond to the conclusions 
of Cottrell et al. (2007) that suggests females are rather attracted to extraverted and assertive 
behavior than introverted. However, even if just a coincidence, no studies have been found that 
explain the finding of this study that males tend to be more positive towards introverted traits 
than extraverted compared to females.  

The third hypothesis was also confirmed as the ones who rated the extraverted-related 
adjectives higher tended to score higher on the IPIP-20 extraversion factor (Hypothesis III) 
which can be traced back to Sun et al. (2022) whose study proposed that our personality could 
predict how we value other’s personality traits which can also be related to the last hypothesis.  

Finally, the fourth hypothesis was confirmed as well as the introverted-related adjectives 
significantly and negatively correlated with the IPIP-20 extraversion factor score. However, 
this significant correlation was only found in the overall sample (Hypothesis IV).  
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Additionally, the findings of both the third and fourth hypothesis could be understood 
through the affinity bias, which is a cognitive bias, that implies that we are attracted to and more 
prone to liking those who are similar and share the same background and experiences 
(Branscombe & Baron, 2017). Besides, we also do have biological differences in personality 
(Bullock & Gilliland, 1993; Fishman et al. 2011; Forsman et al. 2011; Holmes et al. 2012; 
Johnson et al. 1999). 

A limitation to this study could be the small sample size. However, the study managed to 
recruit a rather heterogenous sample (58,7% females and 41,3% males) making it possible to 
inspect the differences between the two genders which should be considered a strength itself. 
The possible inaccuracy of online testing is also a potential limitation as the participants may 
or may not be completely honest or do it full heartedly, however, the online testing is at the 
same time an advantage as it make it easier to recruit participants. Furthermore, does this 
limitation also apply to the IPIP-20 and self-rating as we have to take it for granted that the 
participants were honest. However, an argument to as of why the Mini IPIP-20 is useful and 
implemented in this study is that, besides also being a tool to measure personality, completing 
a more extensive questionnaire can be boring and irritating. These factors might affect the mood 
in a negative way or make the participants feel unpleasant hence not complete or partake in the 
study or future studies (Donnellan et al. 2006).  

The reliability of the adjectives could be improved as well. The difficulties with 
translating the adjectives could be a factor that affects the reliability since many of the 
extraverted adjectives had a biased positive sense of meaning as the introverted on the contrary 
had a negative which made it hard to objectify and neutralize the survey and increase the risk 
of the adjectives being subjectively influenced. However, an attempt was made to prevent this 
in the pilot survey. The reason for the relatively low reliability could also be caused by the 
number of adjectives, the mix, or the relative validity. Another limitation could be the obvious 
lapse of the adjectives since the study had to exclude items from the composite scores as they 
correlated better with other facets than extraversion or had no factorial loadings in the literature. 
In accordance with this, the study could have been subjectively influenced as the items chosen 
to be general descriptors of introversion and extraversion was handpicked from the literature, 
however, this was tried to be corrected through only including those with a high factorial 
loading with extraversion reported in a previous study (Saucier & Goldberg). Even if this is a 
potential weakness the study still managed to answer the research questions that refers and 
corresponds to earlier research. Donnellan et al. (2006) defines α = 0,60 as acceptable and this 
was not far from it.  

We should also acknowledge all the factors of the Big Five. This study only took the 
extraversion of the IPIP-20 test in consideration, as it was only interested in investigating the 
association between the preference scores and the extraversion factor in the IPIP, when there’s 
a potential possibility for overlap between the scores on the dimensions (Costa & McCrae, 
1992b). Our openness could influence our neuroticism that might have an accumulated effect 
on our extraverted behavior. This limitation brings us to the idea that the Big Five is just a 
general assessment and is not aimed to tell us anything specific about an individual although 
The Big Five is proven to be a stable model over time (Saucier & Goldberg, 1996). With that 
said, should The Big Five not be seen as a predictive or explanatory model of our behavior or 
human personality but rather just a truthful indication of how we may act over time (Costa & 
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McCrae, 1992a). It does also neglect other dimensions that influence our personality as 
cognitive functions and honesty. By cognitive functions one could refer to a scenario that two 
people can experience the same situation but interpret and process it in different ways even 
though both may be equally introverted or extraverted.  
 
Conclusions 

As the extraverted related adjectives were higher rated than introverted adjectives it can 
be concluded that extraversion is still the more likeable than introversion even though no 
premises were given to the participants in this sample. Additionally, the young adults’ 
personality to some extent act as an indicator in how we value others’ personality traits. 
However, it is important to mention that this only applies to the participants of this study (the 
young adults’). Finally, it is further important to keep in mind that this study focused specially 
on the extraversion factor, and as mentioned above there is a possibility for overlaps in the 
dimensions that might have affected the participants answers. 
 
Further Research  

It would be interesting to conduct further research about the gender differences as this 
study indicated that males prefer introversion more than females. Lastly, future research could 
also investigate the possibility of different personality factors and dimensions affecting traits 
for example those being excluded in this study. Then through this expand the knowledge 
regarding how extraversion influences different traits and may truly be the predictor as research 
in this study suggested that several of the excluded adjectives could be predictors of 
introversion and extraversion just not in Saucier & Goldberg (1996) for reference. In more 
wide-ranging studies could it furthermore be possible to conduct research on specific 
introverted traits as it was learned through all the literature that introverts are rather 
misunderstood, and that misconception could possibly lead to stigma and negative effects on 
health as introverted individuals need to adapt to an environment not suited for their personality. 
Besides this, could it be appropriate to translate adjectives to additional languages as it got 
apparent that there is a difficulty in translating words.   
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Appendix A – The adjectives 

 
  

Introverted Personality Traits Extraverted Personality Traits 
 
Lugn [Sedate] 

 
Temperamentsfull [Temperamental] 

 
Ödmjuk [Modest] 

 
Impulsiv [Impulsive] 

 
Självdisciplin [Self-disciplined] 

 
Rastlös [Fidgety] 

 
Försiktig [Cautious] 

 
Spänningssökande [Excitement seeking] 

 
Organiserad [Organized] 

 
Självsäkerhet [Assertive] 

 
Tillbakadragen [Withdrawn] 

 
Pratsam [Talkative] 

 
Likgiltig [Unconcerned] 

 
Samarbetsvillig [Cooperative] 

 
Lurig [Unreliable] 

 
Öppensinnad [Open minded] 

 
Oberäknelig [Unpredictable] 

 
Egocentrisk [Interest in self] 

 
Självinsikt [Introspective] 

 
Beslutsam [Decisive] 

 
Note:  The adjectives included in the survey scored on a Likert scale 1-7 were 1 is negative and 7 positive, along 
with the English translation. 
The bold adjectives are those that had a higher factorial loading with extraversion than other facets in Saucier & 
Goldberg (1996)  and were included in the composite scores for the statistical analysis of the present study. 
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Appendix B – The self-questionnaire (Donnellan et al. 2006). 

1.Am the life of the party. 
2. Sympathize with others’ feelings 
3. Get chores done right away. 
4. Have frequent mood swings. 
5. Have a vivid imagination. 
6. Don’t talk a lot. (R) 
7. Am not interested in other people’s problems. (R) 
8. Often forget to put things back in their proper place. (R) Am relaxed most of the time. (R) 
9. Am relaxed most of the time. 
10. Am not interested in abstract ideas. (R) 
11. Talk to a lot of different people at parties. 
12. Feel others’ emotions. 
13. Like order. 
14. Get upset easily. 
15. Have difficulty understanding abstract ideas. (R) 
16. Keep in the background. (R) 
17. Am not really interested in others. (R) 
18. Make a mess of things. (R) 
19. Seldom feel blue. (R) 
20. Do not have a good imagination. (R) 
 
Note: The statements are sorted and repeated as following, Extraversion, Agreeableness, 
Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, Openness.  
(R) means that the points on the Likert scale (1-5) have been reversed in the statistical analysis. 
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Appendix C – The distribution of age 
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Appendix D – The Swedish self-questionnaire 

1. Jag är den som håller i gång på sociala tillställningar 
                                              1         2         3         4          5    

Stämmer inte alls              □       □       □       □        □              Stämmer helt och hållet 
 

2. Jag har förståelse för andras känslor 
 
                                              1         2         3         4          5    

Stämmer inte alls              □       □       □       □        □              Stämmer helt och hållet 
 

3. Jag skjuter inte upp saker jag måste göra utan gör dom på en gång 
 
                                              1         2         3         4          5    

Stämmer inte alls              □       □       □       □        □              Stämmer helt och hållet 
 
 

4. Jag har ofta humör-svängningar 
 
                                              1         2         3         4          5    

Stämmer inte alls              □       □       □       □        □              Stämmer helt och hållet 
 

5. Jag har en livlig fantasi 
 
                                              1         2         3         4          5    

Stämmer inte alls              □       □       □       □        □              Stämmer helt och hållet 
 

6. Jag är tystlåten 
 
                                              1         2         3         4          5    

Stämmer inte alls              □       □       □       □        □              Stämmer helt och hållet 
 

7. Jag är inte så intresserad av andra människors problem 
 
                                              1         2         3         4          5    

Stämmer inte alls              □       □       □       □        □              Stämmer helt och hållet 
 

8. Jag glömmer ofta att lägga tillbaka saker på sin plats 
 
                                              1         2         3         4          5    

Stämmer inte alls              □       □       □       □        □              Stämmer helt och hållet 
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9. Jag är avslappnad för det mesta 
 
                                              1         2         3         4          5    

Stämmer inte alls              □       □       □       □        □              Stämmer helt och hållet 
 
 

10. Jag är ointresserad av abstrakta idéer 
 
                                              1         2         3         4          5    

Stämmer inte alls              □       □       □       □        □              Stämmer helt och hållet 
 
 

11. Jag pratar med många vid sociala tillställningar 
 
                                              1         2         3         4          5    

Stämmer inte alls              □       □       □       □        □              Stämmer helt och hållet 
 
 

12. Jag kan avläsa andra människors känslor 
 
                                              1         2         3         4          5    

Stämmer inte alls              □       □       □       □        □              Stämmer helt och hållet 
 
 

13. Jag tycker om ordning och reda 
 
                                              1         2         3         4          5    

Stämmer inte alls              □       □       □       □        □              Stämmer helt och hållet 
 
 
 
 

14. Jag blir lätt upprörd 
                                            1         2         3         4          5    

Stämmer inte alls              □       □       □       □        □              Stämmer helt och hållet 
 
 

15. Jag har svårt att förstå abstrakta idéer 
 
                                              1         2         3         4          5    

Stämmer inte alls              □       □       □       □        □              Stämmer helt och hållet 
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16. Jag håller mig gärna i bakgrunden 
 
                                              1         2         3         4          5    

Stämmer inte alls              □       □       □       □        □              Stämmer helt och hållet 
 

17. Jag är egentligen inte så intresserad av andra människor 
 
                                              1         2         3         4          5    

Stämmer inte alls              □       □       □       □        □              Stämmer helt och hållet 
 
 

18. Jag skapar oreda omkring mig 
                                              1         2         3         4          5    

Stämmer inte alls              □       □       □       □        □              Stämmer helt och hållet 
 
 

19. Jag känner mig sällan nere 
 
                                              1         2         3         4          5    

Stämmer inte alls              □       □       □       □        □              Stämmer helt och hållet 
 
 

20. Jag har inte så stor fantasiförmåga 
 
                                              1         2         3         4          5    

Stämmer inte alls              □       □       □       □        □              Stämmer helt och hållet 
 


