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Abstract 

This paper presents a comparative analysis of three influential perspectives on personality: Sigmund Freud’s 

psychoanalytic theory, Carl Jung’s analytical psychology, and the modern trait theories (exemplified by the 

Five-Factor Model). Drawing on secondary sources in an entirely doctrinal approach, it reviews the key 

concepts, methodological approaches, and contributions of each theory. The study finds that Freud and Jung’s 

theories, both rooted in the psychodynamic tradition, emphasize unconscious processes and developmental 

influences, whereas trait theories focus on stable characteristics of personality that can be identified and 

measured empirically. The results highlight fundamental differences in how these frameworks explain 

personality structure, development, and individual differences - from Freud’s focus on early childhood and 

intrapsychic conflicts, to Jung’s inclusion of the collective unconscious and typologies, to trait theory’s 

emphasis on quantifiable traits. The discussion addresses the strengths and limitations of each approach and 

their relevance in contemporary research and practice. In conclusion, while psychoanalytic and analytical 

theories offer deep insights into the unconscious and symbolic aspects of personality, modern trait theories 

provide a robust empirical model for describing personality. An integrative understanding of personality can 

benefit from the rich perspectives each theory contributes. 

 

Keywords: Personality Theories; Psychoanalysis; Analytical Psychology; Trait Theory; Sigmund Freud; Carl 

Jung; Big Five Model. 
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Introduction 

What is personality, and how can it be understood? 

Over the past century, psychologists have proposed 

diverse models to describe and explain human 

personality. Personality can be defined as the 

complex of characteristics, such as habits, thought 

patterns, motivations, defenses, and emotional 

tendencies, that are woven together to form an 

individual’s distinct character. A theory of personality 

is a framework for describing and predicting these 

characteristics and their development. Because 

personality is an abstract and multifaceted concept, 

numerous theoretical perspectives have emerged. The 

classical approaches include the psychoanalytic 

theories of Sigmund Freud and his followers, the neo-

analytic theories like Carl Jung’s, and the trait 

theories developed by Gordon Allport, Raymond 

Cattell, Hans Eysenck, and others, culminating in the 

Big Five model. Each approach offers a different lens 

on what drives human behavior and how personalities 

are formed. 

This paper focuses on three major theoretical 

perspectives that have significantly shaped the field 

of personality psychology: Freud’s psychoanalysis, 

Jung’s analytical psychology, and modern trait 

theories. Freud’s theory, developed in the early 20th 

century, posits that personality is largely formed by 

unconscious drives and childhood experiences. Jung, 

originally a close associate of Freud, diverged to 

establish his own analytical psychology, introducing 

concepts such as the collective unconscious and 

archetypes that extended beyond Freud’s strictly 

personal focus. In contrast to these depth-psychology 

approaches, trait theories, developed later in the mid-

20th century and beyond, take an empiricist and 

nomothetic approach, identifying stable dimensions 

of personality that can be measured across 

individuals. By comparing these three perspectives, 

we can observe how the understanding of personality 

has evolved from introspective, clinical theories to 

data-driven, empirical models. 

The aim of this comparative study is to review the 

literature on these theories and analyze their 

foundational premises, methodologies, and 

contributions to our understanding of personality. The 

Introduction has outlined the significance of the topic. 

The Literature Review will summarize each theory’s 

core ideas and prior research. The Methodology 

section explains the doctrinal approach based on 

secondary sources. The Results section compares key 

findings about how each theory conceptualizes 

personality. A Discussion follows, examining the 

implications, strengths, and weaknesses of each 

perspective in light of contemporary psychology. 

Finally, the paper concludes with a summary of 

insights and suggests that an integrative outlook can 

harness the strengths of these diverse theories. By 

situating Freud’s and Jung’s theories alongside 

modern trait theory, this study illuminates the 

contrasts between early psychodynamic frameworks 

and the trait approach that dominates current 

personality research. Such a comparison is valuable 

for appreciating the historical development of 

personality psychology and for understanding how 

different paradigms can each contribute to a more 

comprehensive understanding of human personality. 

Review of Literature 

Freud’s Psychoanalytic Theory 

Sigmund Freud’s psychoanalytic theory was one of 

the earliest comprehensive frameworks for 

understanding personality in psychology. At its core 

is the idea that much of human behavior is driven by 

unconscious motives and conflicts, particularly 

stemming from early childhood experiences. Freud 

proposed a structural model of the psyche consisting 

of three agencies: the id, ego, and superego. The id 

represents primal drives and desires (operating on the 

pleasure principle), the superego embodies 

internalized moral standards, and the ego mediates 

between the two, operating on reality principles. 

According to Freud, personality is determined by the 

dynamic interactions and conflicts among these three 

parts of the mind. He assumed that people are pulled 

by conflicting hedonistic desires (the id’s wish to 

pursue pleasure and avoid pain) and the need to 

follow social norms (the superego’s demands), with 

the ego negotiating a compromise. When the ego 

struggles to balance these forces, anxiety arises, and 

the mind deploys defense mechanisms to cope. Freud 

identified numerous defense mechanisms - for 

example, repression (pushing unacceptable impulses 

out of awareness), projection, displacement, 

rationalization, reaction formation, denial, and 

sublimation - which serve to protect the ego from 

anxiety by distorting reality in various ways. These 

unconscious defenses illustrate how, in Freud’s view, 

much of personality operates beneath conscious 

awareness. 

Freud also famously theorized that personality 

develops through a series of psychosexual stages in 

childhood, each focused on pleasure from different 

erogenous zones. He outlined stages such as the oral 

stage (infancy), anal stage (toddlerhood), phallic stage 

(early childhood, when the Oedipus/Electra complex 

arises), a latent period in middle childhood, and the 

genital stage in adolescence and adulthood. Freud 

believed that experiences and conflicts at each stage 

could lead to fixations that shape adult personality 

traits. For example, an individual fixated at the oral 

stage might develop traits related to dependency or 

oral habits, whereas issues during the anal stage 

might result in personality characteristics like 

excessive orderliness or messiness. Although modern 

psychology has largely moved beyond the specifics of 

Freud’s psychosexual stage theory, its central idea 
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was that formative childhood experiences and the 

resolution (or lack thereof) of early conflicts have 

lasting impacts on personality development. 

In terms of methodology, Freud’s approach was 

clinical and interpretive. He developed 

psychoanalysis both as a theory of personality and a 

therapeutic practice. Freud used techniques such as 

free association (encouraging patients to verbalize 

any thoughts without censorship), dream analysis, 

and the interpretation of Freudian slips (slips of the 

tongue) to uncover hidden unconscious content. He 

believed that bringing unconscious conflicts into 

conscious awareness was therapeutically beneficial, 

allowing individuals to gain insight into their true 

personality and alleviate neurotic symptoms. This 

therapeutic orientation meant Freud’s theory was 

built on detailed case studies of patients. It provided a 

comprehensive, if speculative, narrative for many 

aspects of personality - from normal traits to neurotic 

symptoms - all rooted in unconscious drives 

(especially sexual and aggressive instincts) and their 

modulation by internal psychic structures. Freud’s 

psychoanalysis introduced enduring concepts, 

including the unconscious mind, the significance of 

childhood, and the idea that seemingly trivial 

behaviors (like slips of the tongue or dreams) can 

reveal deeper aspects of personality. While later 

scholars would challenge and revise many details of 

Freudian theory, its influence on psychology and 

culture has been profound. Freud’s work laid the 

foundation for the psychodynamic perspective, 

inspiring numerous other theorists (such as Adler, 

Horney, and Erikson) even as they disagreed with 

parts of his model. 

Jung’s Analytical Psychology 

Carl G. Jung, initially one of Freud’s protégés, 

developed analytical psychology as a separate school, 

reflecting both an extension and a departure from 

classical Freudian ideas. Like Freud, Jung believed in 

the importance of the unconscious mind in shaping 

personality. However, Jung’s conception of the 

psyche was distinct in structure and emphasis. Jung 

agreed with Freud on a personal unconscious - a 

reservoir of an individual’s repressed or forgotten 

experiences - but he introduced the notion of a deeper 

layer called the collective unconscious, which is 

perhaps his most famous contribution. The collective 

unconscious, according to Jung, consists of inherited, 

universal predispositions or archetypes that shape 

human experiences and behavior. These archetypes 

are primordial images and themes (such as the 

Mother, the Hero, the Shadow) that appear in the 

myths, art, and dreams of all cultures. In Jung’s view, 

while Freud overemphasized sexuality and childhood 

trauma, many psychological issues could be 

understood by examining these archetypal themes and 

symbolic contents of the collective unconscious. For 

example, Jung considered myths and dreams as 

expressions of the collective unconscious, providing 

insight into fundamental human motivations beyond 

personal biography. 

Structurally, Jung divided the psyche into three 

layers: the ego (the conscious mind or the center of 

awareness), the personal unconscious (which, similar 

to Freud’s concept, contains an individual’s personal 

memories, impulses, and feelings that are suppressed 

or ignored), and the collective unconscious (which 

contains the archetypes shared across humanity). He 

thus re-framed Freud’s model by placing less 

emphasis on a tripartite conflict (id, ego, superego) 

and more on achieving balance and integration among 

these layers. Jung “attached less importance than did 

Freud to the role of sexuality in neuroses and stressed 

the analysis of patients’ immediate conflicts as being 

more useful than the uncovering of childhood 

conflicts”. In other words, Jung was more inclined to 

look at a person’s current life situation and symbolic 

dreams for clues to their problems, rather than 

focusing solely on childhood sexual fixations. 

Additionally, whereas Freud’s ultimate focus was 

often the resolution of infantile wishes, Jung’s aim 

was individuation - the process of integrating the 

various parts of the self (including conscious and 

unconscious elements) to achieve a whole and 

balanced personality. 

Jung introduced a rich array of new concepts to 

describe personality. One of these was psychological 

types, which formed the basis for later personality 

typologies. Jung identified two fundamental attitude 

types - introversion (orientation inward to the inner 

world of thoughts) and extraversion (orientation 

outward to the external world of people and things) - 

as well as four functions of consciousness: thinking, 

feeling, sensation, and intuition. In any individual, 

one of the two attitudes (extraverted vs. introverted) 

and one or two of the four functions predominate, 

creating different personality types. This typology 

was later popularized in instruments like the Myers-

Briggs Type Indicator, which is based on Jungian 

theory. Jung’s recognition of differing personality 

orientations was an important move toward 

acknowledging stable individual differences, though 

his approach to typology was qualitative rather than 

statistical. 

Another key concept in Jung’s analytical psychology 

is the set of archetypal personae within the psyche: 

for example, the persona (the social mask one wears), 

the shadow (the dark, unconscious aspects of the 

personality that the ego does not identify with), the 

anima/animus (the inner feminine side of a man / 

masculine side of a woman), and the Self (the totality 

and unity of the personality, which Jung saw as the 

ultimate goal of individuation). These concepts 

highlighted Jung’s view that personality is a balance 

of opposing forces and images. Notably, Jung 

considered the Self as the central archetype of 
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wholeness, differing from Freud’s emphasis on the 

ego. He believed the Self is the true center of 

personality, whereas Freud’s ego is merely the center 

of consciousness. The developmental goal in Jungian 

psychology is to bring the ego and other aspects of 

the psyche into alignment with the Self, a lifelong 

process of personal growth. 

Jung’s methodology was less experimental and more 

hermeneutic compared to later trait theorists; he drew 

on clinical observation, dream analysis, mythological 

comparison, and even cultural anthropology to 

formulate his theories. His writings often delve into 

spirituality, art, and cross-cultural symbolism, 

reflecting a broader scope than Freud’s focus on 

psychopathology. While Freud saw religion and myth 

in terms of repressed wishes or illusions, Jung treated 

them as expressions of the psyche’s collective 

dimension. This more philosophical and spiritual 

approach means Jung’s analytical psychology is 

sometimes criticized for lack of rigorous empirical 

support; many of its constructs (like archetypes or the 

collective unconscious) are difficult to test 

scientifically. However, Jung’s theory has had lasting 

influence in fields like psychotherapy (especially 

Jungian analysis), personality typology, and the study 

of myths and creativity. It broadened the scope of 

personality theory to include not just instinctual 

drives but also higher aspirations, quest for meaning, 

and cultural narratives. In summary, Jung maintained 

the psychoanalytic conviction that unconscious 

processes are key to personality, but he diverged 

sharply from Freud by de-emphasizing sexual drives 

and introducing transpersonal elements. His 

analytical psychology portrays personality as a 

dialogue between the personal and the collective, the 

conscious and unconscious, aiming for balance and 

self-realization. 

Modern Trait Theories 

Modern trait theories represent a fundamentally 

different paradigm from the psychodynamic 

approaches of Freud and Jung. Rather than 

interpreting unconscious conflicts or symbolic 

content, trait theorists focus on identifying and 

measuring the stable characteristics of personality that 

vary between individuals. A trait is generally defined 

as a consistent, enduring tendency in behavior, such 

as extraversion or conscientiousness. Trait theories 

adopt a nomothetic approach - looking for general 

laws or common dimensions of personality - as 

opposed to the idiographic focus on individual case 

histories that Freud and Jung often employed. The 

goal is to describe personalities using a common set 

of trait dimensions that can be quantified and 

compared across persons. 

One of the pioneering figures in trait theory was 

Gordon Allport, who is often identified as the “father 

of trait theory”. In the 1930s, Allport argued that 

psychologists should study the healthy personality 

and the unique combination of traits within each 

individual, in contrast to Freud’s preoccupation with 

neurotic patients. Allport defined personality as “the 

dynamic organization within the individual of those 

psychophysical systems that determine his unique 

adjustments to his environment,” emphasizing both 

the stability and uniqueness of the individual. He 

introduced a hierarchical view of traits: 

• Cardinal traits - extremely pervasive traits 

that dominate an individual’s life and 

behavior (according to Allport, cardinal 

traits are rare, and not everyone develops 

one). An example might be a person whose 

entire life is organized around a single 

passion or value (e.g., ambition or altruism) 

that becomes their defining feature. 

• Central traits - the general characteristics or 

broad dispositions that form the basic 

foundation of personality. These are the 5-10 

traits you might use to describe a person you 

know (e.g., “outgoing,” “honest,” 

“intelligent,” “friendly”). Central traits are 

present to varying degrees in everyone. 

• Secondary traits - more peripheral 

characteristics, preferences, or situational 

traits that are less consistent and less crucial 

to personality identity. For example, a 

person might generally be calm (a central 

trait) but show impatience while driving - 

that impatience in specific situations would 

be a secondary trait. Secondary traits only 

appear in certain contexts and are not as 

defining of the person’s overall personality. 

Allport’s work underscored that each person has a 

unique constellation of traits, and he even 

distinguished between common traits (traits that can 

be compared across people, as defined by cultural 

norms) and individual traits (personal dispositions 

unique to the individual). To avoid confusion, he later 

preferred the term “personal disposition” instead of 

“trait” to highlight individuality. While Allport did 

not believe one could fully capture a person’s 

individuality with a set of common trait dimensions, 

his identification of trait categories laid groundwork 

for later trait research. Importantly, Allport collected 

a vast list of trait-descriptive terms from the 

dictionary, which later researchers would use as a 

starting point for factor analysis. 

Following Allport, other psychologists sought to 

reduce the thousands of trait descriptors to a smaller 

number of underlying factors. Raymond Cattell used 

the statistical technique of factor analysis to analyze 

Allport’s trait list and data from personality 

assessments. Through this method, Cattell identified 

what he believed were 16 fundamental source traits - 

underlying dimensions that give rise to surface 
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behaviors. He developed the 16 Personality Factor 

(16PF) questionnaire to measure these traits, which 

included dimensions like Warmth, Dominance, 

Emotional Stability, and Perfectionism, among 

others. Cattell made a distinction between surface 

traits (observable behavior tendencies) and source 

traits (deeper, core traits that cause the surface 

behaviors). His work was one of the first to bring 

rigorous empirical analysis to personality, moving the 

field toward a more quantitative science. Although 

later research suggested that 16 factors might still be 

more than necessary, Cattell’s contributions were 

pivotal in introducing factor-analytic methods and 

demonstrating that traits could be measured and 

studied scientifically. 

Another influential trait theorist, Hans Eysenck, took 

a more reductionist approach and proposed that just 

three broad traits (which he called “superfactors”) 

were sufficient to describe personality. Eysenck’s 

model included Extraversion-Introversion, 

Neuroticism-Emotional Stability, and Psychoticism (a 

trait related to aggression and interpersonal hostility). 

Eysenck’s approach was also empirical; he developed 

questionnaires like the Eysenck Personality 

Questionnaire (EPQ) to assess these dimensions. He 

believed these traits were biologically based - for 

example, linking extraversion to cortical arousal 

levels and neuroticism to the reactivity of the 

autonomic nervous system. Eysenck’s two main 

dimensions (Extraversion and Neuroticism) have 

persisted as important axes in later models, and his 

third factor, Psychoticism, has some overlap with low 

Agreeableness and low Conscientiousness in later 

five-factor models. 

The culmination of the trait approach in 

contemporary psychology is the Five-Factor Model, 

commonly known as the Big Five. Multiple lines of 

research in the 1980s converged on five broad 

dimensions of personality, derived from analyses of 

trait-descriptive adjectives in natural language as well 

as questionnaire data. The Big Five factors are: 

Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, 

Neuroticism, and Openness to Experience. These five 

factors (often remembered by the acronym 

“OCEAN”) represent very broad categories of traits: 

• Extraversion - the tendency to be outgoing, 

sociable, and assertive versus quiet and 

reserved. 

• Agreeableness - the tendency to be 

compassionate, cooperative, and friendly 

versus antagonistic and critical. 

• Conscientiousness - the tendency to be 

organized, responsible, and hardworking 

versus careless and impulsive. 

• Neuroticism (sometimes labeled by its 

opposite, Emotional Stability) - the tendency 

to experience negative emotions like anxiety, 

sadness, and mood swings versus being 

emotionally stable and resilient. 

• Openness to Experience - the tendency to 

be imaginative, curious, and open-minded 

versus practical, routine-oriented, and 

conventional in interests. 

Research has shown that these five dimensions 

consistently emerge in factor analyses of personality 

data across different languages and cultures, 

indicating they may capture fundamental aspects of 

human personality structure. The Big Five model 

does not encompass every nuance of personality, but 

it provides a parsimonious taxonomy for research and 

assessment. It is currently the most widely accepted 

structure among trait theorists and personality 

psychologists, regarded as “the most accurate 

approximation of the basic trait dimensions”. Each of 

the Big Five factors is conceived as a spectrum; 

individuals fall somewhere along the continuum for 

each trait, typically in a bell-curve distribution. Trait 

theorists have developed reliable self-report 

inventories to measure these traits, such as the NEO 

Personality Inventory by Costa and McCrae, which 

assesses the Big Five (and more specific facets of 

each) in adults. 

A hallmark of trait theory is its commitment to 

empirical measurement and quantitative research. 

Trait theorists rely on psychometric instruments (e.g., 

questionnaires and observer ratings) and statistical 

analysis to validate their models. This data-driven 

approach contrasts sharply with the introspective and 

qualitative methods of Freud and Jung. Because trait 

theories yield numerical scores, researchers can 

correlate trait levels with various outcomes (job 

performance, health behaviors, life satisfaction, etc.), 

and indeed a vast body of research has accumulated 

around the predictive validity of traits. For example, 

conscientiousness has been found to predict academic 

and occupational success, while high neuroticism is a 

risk factor for certain mental health issues. The trait 

approach treats personality traits as relatively stable 

over time, influenced by genetics and biology to a 

significant degree, although it also recognizes that 

traits can gradually change and that situational factors 

influence the expression of traits. 

In summary, modern trait theories conceptualize 

personality as a set of measurable dimensions along 

which individuals differ. They have shifted the study 

of personality toward objective assessment and 

statistical modeling. This approach has achieved 

broad consensus in the field due to its predictive 

utility and reproducibility across studies. However, it 

is largely concerned with describing what personality 

is (in terms of trait profiles) rather than explaining 

how personality develops or why a person has those 

traits. Thus, trait theory complements, rather than 
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directly refutes, the psychodynamic approaches: it 

offers a clear structure for individual differences but 

stays mostly neutral on deeper questions of 

unconscious motivation or developmental origin. In 

the landscape of personality theories, the trait 

approach stands as the dominant paradigm in 

academic psychology today, particularly for research 

purposes, while Freudian and Jungian theories remain 

influential in clinical and cultural contexts. 

Methodology 

This study is conducted as a qualitative, comparative 

literature review based on secondary data. The 

research design is doctrinal, meaning it relies entirely 

on existing scholarly sources - including academic 

articles, textbooks, and authoritative reviews - to 

analyze and compare theoretical concepts. No new 

empirical data were collected. Instead, relevant 

literature on Freud’s psychoanalytic theory, Jung’s 

analytical psychology, and trait theories was gathered 

through academic databases and libraries. The 

sources were selected for their academic credibility 

and relevance: for Freud and Jung, original writings 

and scholarly analyses were consulted, while for trait 

theories, both classic and contemporary research 

summaries were used. The methodology involves 

critically reading and synthesizing these sources to 

extract the key elements of each theory (such as their 

core assumptions, constructs, and findings) and then 

performing a comparative analysis. 

The comparison focuses on several dimensions: the 

fundamental assumptions of each theory about human 

nature, the structure of personality each proposes, the 

methodological approaches used (clinical 

observation, introspection, factor analysis, etc.), and 

each theory’s scope and limitations. By structuring 

the analysis along these dimensions, it became 

possible to identify points of convergence and 

divergence between the theories. The study ensures 

an unbiased approach by presenting each theory in its 

own terms (as reflected in the literature) before 

engaging in comparison. 

Because this is a secondary research study, issues of 

data collection like sampling or instruments do not 

apply in the conventional sense. However, source 

triangulation was employed to enhance validity: 

multiple sources were cross-referenced to confirm the 

accuracy of characterizations (for example, multiple 

textbooks or review articles were used to summarize 

Freud’s ideas, ensuring one author’s interpretation did 

not skew the description). The analysis is qualitative 

and descriptive, but it is informed by the quantitative 

findings reported in the literature (such as empirical 

support for trait models or lack thereof for certain 

psychoanalytic claims). 

In terms of procedure, the research began with a 

broad survey of personality theory literature to 

contextualize the chosen theories among other models 

(like behaviorist or humanistic perspectives, which 

are acknowledged but not the focus of this paper). 

Then, dedicated research was done on each of the 

three target theories. Key writings and summaries 

(e.g., Freud’s lectures, Jung’s essays, and 

foundational papers on trait theory and the Big Five) 

were reviewed. Notes were taken on the main points, 

which were then organized into thematic categories 

(e.g., “role of the unconscious,” “view of 

development,” “scientific support”) to facilitate 

comparison. Finally, the findings from these 

categories were integrated into a narrative comparing 

the theories. 

This method is appropriate for the aims of the study: 

since the goal is to compare theoretical perspectives, 

a conceptual analysis of published work is the most 

fitting approach. The limitations of this methodology 

include its dependence on the quality of existing 

literature and potential bias in source selection. To 

mitigate bias, effort was made to include sources that 

reflect both proponents and critics of each theory. No 

human participants or primary data were involved, 

thus ethical considerations were limited to proper 

citation and representation of sources. Overall, the 

methodological approach ensures that the 

comparative study is grounded in reputable 

scholarship and provides a synthesized understanding 

suitable for an academic analysis of personality 

theories. 

Results 

Comparing Freud’s psychoanalytic theory, Jung’s 

analytical psychology, and modern trait theories 

reveals profound differences in their assumptions, 

focus, and methods, as well as some surprising 

commonalities. The following key findings emerged 

from the comparative analysis: 

• View of the Unconscious vs. Conscious 

Processes: Freud’s and Jung’s theories both 

assign central importance to unconscious 

processes in shaping personality, whereas 

trait theories largely do not address 

unconscious dynamics. Freud asserted that 

human behavior is largely driven by 

unconscious drives, wishes, and memories, 

with conscious thought often just a façade 

over deeper motivations. Jung agreed on the 

significance of the unconscious but 

expanded it to include a collective level; he 

believed unconscious archetypal forces 

influence everyone’s psyche beyond 

individual experience. In contrast, trait 

theories operate at the level of observable 

and self-reported behavior tendencies - they 

describe consistent patterns (traits) without 

probing an unconscious origin for those 

patterns. As a result, trait theorists focus on 

what people are like (in terms of measurable 



109 

 

Issue 2 Volume 2 (2025)  SVAJRS 
 

traits) rather than why they are that way in 

terms of hidden psychological forces. For 

example, a trait psychologist might assess 

someone’s level of extraversion by 

questionnaires and behaviors, whereas a 

Freudian might explore whether that 

person’s sociability masks an unconscious 

need for approval rooted in childhood. This 

difference means psychoanalytic theories 

often provide a depth-oriented narrative for 

personality (seeking underlying meaning), 

while trait theory provides a surface-oriented 

description (seeking reliable measurement of 

characteristics). 

• Fundamental Units of Personality - 

Structures vs. Traits: Each theory conceives 

the basic units of personality differently. 

Freud’s units were not traits but structures 

and conflicts: id, ego, superego, and the 

conflicts among them define personality 

dynamics. Personality for Freud is a result of 

how these structures develop and interact 

(e.g., strength of ego, harshness of superego, 

repressed contents of id). Jung, similarly, 

talked in terms of structures of the psyche 

(ego, personal unconscious, collective 

unconscious) and symbolic contents 

(archetypes) rather than measurable traits. 

He also introduced types (introvert vs. 

extravert, thinking vs. feeling, etc.), which 

are categorical styles of personality rather 

than continuous trait dimensions. Trait 

theory, on the other hand, strips personality 

down to dimensions. It posits that the 

fundamental units are traits - continuous 

variables along which individuals differ - 

such as extraversion or conscientiousness. 

There is no equivalent in trait theory to the 

id/ego/superego or archetypes; trait theorists 

do not typically propose internal “agencies” 

or hidden structures, but rather empirically 

derived scales. This makes trait models 

structurally much simpler and easier to 

quantify. The trait perspective views 

personality as the sum of one’s positions on 

various trait dimensions. In effect, Freud and 

Jung offered models of personality 

organization (with different parts and 

layers), whereas trait theorists offer maps of 

personality space (with different trait axes). 

The result is that psychodynamic theories 

often delve into qualitative differences 

between people (e.g. analyzing the unique 

content of a person’s unconscious), while 

trait theory emphasizes quantitative 

differences (e.g. a person is higher or lower 

on a trait continuum relative to others). 

• Development and Causation: Freud’s 

theory is explicitly developmental - 

personality is largely formed by how early 

childhood psychosexual stages and conflicts 

are navigated. It is a deterministic theory of 

development, where adult personality and 

psychopathology can be traced to childhood 

events (such as fixations or traumas). Jung 

also saw development as important, 

particularly the process of individuation 

which unfolds across the lifespan, and he 

gave weight to both childhood and middle 

age as crucial periods for psychological 

growth. However, Jung was less stage-

oriented than Freud; he did not outline strict 

phases, focusing instead on achieving 

balance and self-realization over time. Trait 

theories traditionally deemphasize 

development, treating traits as relatively 

stable after early adulthood. While trait 

psychologists acknowledge that traits have 

some developmental trajectory (for instance, 

people tend to become more agreeable and 

conscientious with age), classical trait 

models do not provide a developmental 

mechanism, they often assume genes and 

early environment shape trait levels, which 

then remain fairly stable. Causally, trait 

models often consider traits as having a 

biological basis, whereas Freud highlighted 

psychosexual conflicts and Jung highlighted 

psychic energy and archetypes as causes. 

The contrast is evident: in Freud/Jung, past 

experiences (especially emotional ones) are 

key causes of current personality patterns, 

whereas in trait theory the causes are less 

theorized in the model itself (they might be 

external or genetic influences, but the model 

focuses on describing what the traits are, not 

why they arose). One implication is that 

psychoanalytic theories inherently suggest 

paths for change (through therapy resolving 

a conflict, for example), whereas trait theory 

implies consistency and predictability (traits 

change slowly, so personality change is not a 

primary focus aside from extreme 

interventions or time). 

• Scientific Method and Evidence Base: A 

major difference lies in how these theories 

were developed and how they are validated. 

Freud’s and Jung’s approaches were based 

on qualitative clinical observation and 

interpretive analysis. Freud developed his 

theory through case studies of patients in 

psychotherapy and self-analysis; Jung 

likewise drew on case material, personal 

introspection (including analysis of his own 

dreams and fantasies), and comparative 

mythology. The evidence for their theories is 

thus mostly anecdotal or hermeneutic, and 

their concepts are often not easily testable by 
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experiments. This has led to criticism that 

psychodynamic theories lack falsifiability 

and empirical support. In contrast, trait 

theories pride themselves on empirical, 

quantitative methods. They rely on factor 

analysis of data from large samples, 

psychometric testing, and statistical 

validation. The trait approach has produced 

testable hypotheses (e.g., about predicting 

behavior or life outcomes from trait scores) 

and a large body of research. For instance, 

studies have shown that trait measures like 

the Big Five have predictive validity for 

criteria like job performance or relationship 

satisfaction. The heuristic value of trait 

theory in research has been very high - it has 

continuously evolved with new data (e.g., 

identifying new facets, exploring genetic 

correlations). Psychoanalytic theory, by 

contrast, has seen a decline in mainstream 

scientific psychology; it has been described 

as being in a kind of “crisis” in terms of 

scientific status, partly due to the 

marginalization by the scientific community 

for its limited empirical grounding. Notably, 

while Freud’s ideas revolutionized early 

20th-century thought, many of his specific 

claims (such as the Oedipus complex as a 

universal, or the detailed mechanisms of 

psychosexual stages) have not been 

substantiated by experimental research and 

are often viewed with skepticism today. 

Jung’s theories, rich in metaphor and 

subjective meaning, are even harder to test; 

they remain influential in certain circles (like 

depth psychology and counseling), but lack a 

robust evidence base in the way trait models 

do. 

• Scope of Explanation (Comprehensiveness 

vs. Precision): Freud’s psychoanalysis was 

an ambitious grand theory - it attempted to 

explain almost all facets of personality and 

psychopathology, from neuroses and dreams 

to art and culture, under one framework of 

libido and unconscious conflict. Jung’s 

theory also aimed for breadth, incorporating 

spirituality, culture, and a wide range of 

human experience. These theories are 

comprehensive in scope but often criticized 

for being overly complex or vague. Trait 

theory is more limited in scope - deliberately 

so - focusing on describing personality’s 

structure rather than addressing aspects like 

psychopathology or the role of culture 

(though those can be studied by examining 

trait distributions in disorders or societies). 

The trade-off is that trait theory achieves 

clarity and precision in what it does explain 

(it gives us clear constructs and metrics), 

whereas psychoanalytic theories, while 

broader, can be internally inconsistent or 

open to subjective interpretation. For 

example, Freud’s theory has multiple 

moving parts (structural model, 

topographical model, developmental stages, 

etc.) which sometimes had to be revised 

(Freud himself revised his seduction theory, 

death drive concept, etc., over time), 

whereas the Big Five model is relatively 

straightforward and agreed upon, but it 

doesn’t attempt to tell us why someone has 

those traits or how to change them. In terms 

of comprehensiveness as a criterion, some 

scholars have argued that psychoanalytic 

theory is broader (covering more domains of 

human behavior) while trait theory “only 

specializes in certain elements” of 

personality description. This reflects a 

fundamental difference in goals: Freud and 

Jung were trying to interpret the human 

psyche in depth, whereas trait theorists try to 

categorize and predict personality 

differences in a pragmatic way. 

• Efficacy and Application: Each theory’s 

value also shows in its applications. 

Freudian psychoanalysis and its descendants 

(psychodynamic therapies) found their main 

application in clinical settings - treating 

mental disorders and helping individuals 

understand themselves through therapy. 

Freud’s work led to therapeutic techniques 

still in use today (though often modified), 

and the general idea of talking about one’s 

feelings and past (the “talking cure”) is one 

of his lasting legacies. Jung’s analytical 

psychology also has an ongoing, though 

more niche, application in Jungian therapy, 

dream interpretation, and in the use of 

concepts like introversion/extraversion in 

popular psychology (e.g., the Myers-Briggs 

Type Indicator, used in career counseling 

and self-exploration, is directly inspired by 

Jung’s type theory). In contrast, trait theory’s 

applications are prominent in organizational, 

educational, and research contexts. Trait 

assessments are widely used in personnel 

selection (e.g., integrity tests, leadership 

inventories), in educational guidance 

(helping students understand their 

dispositions), and even in clinical 

psychology as part of personality assessment 

(for instance, to understand how personality 

might impact therapy or medication 

outcomes). However, trait theory is less used 

as a direct guide for psychotherapy; 

knowing someone’s trait profile may inform 

therapy (e.g., a very high neuroticism might 

alert a clinician to anxiety sensitivity), but it 
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doesn’t in itself provide a method to resolve 

psychological conflicts or change 

personality. Psychoanalytic theory, for all its 

empirical weaknesses, offers a rich narrative 

framework that many individuals and 

therapists find useful for making sense of 

life experiences, motivations, and emotional 

struggles. Trait theory offers prediction, 

whereas psychodynamic theory offers 

interpretation. For example, trait research 

can predict that an introverted person may be 

less socially active on average, but a 

Freudian approach might interpret that 

person’s introversion as a defense (perhaps 

stemming from early relational patterns), and 

a Jungian might see it as an expression of the 

person’s inner-directed archetypal 

orientation. These are different levels of 

explanation and serve different practical 

purposes. 

• Current Relevance and Evolution: In 

contemporary psychology, trait theories 

enjoy a dominant status in academic research 

- they form the basis of most scientific work 

on personality and are integrated with 

advances in genetics, neuroscience, and 

cross-cultural studies. The Big Five model, 

for instance, continues to be refined (with 

researchers examining facet-level traits, 

exploring how traits relate to brain 

structures, etc.), and it has proven useful in 

many applied domains. Psychoanalytic 

theory, in its orthodox Freudian form, has 

largely been marginalized from mainstream 

research, though it survives through evolved 

forms in clinical practice (modern 

psychodynamic therapy, object relations 

theory, attachment theory’s clinical side, 

etc.) and in interdisciplinary fields (like 

literary criticism, film theory, and other 

humanities, where Freud’s ideas still provide 

insight into human nature). Jung’s ideas 

have a notable following in certain areas 

such as analytical psychotherapy, 

spirituality, and the study of myth and 

narrative; moreover, concepts like 

introversion/extraversion have been 

validated in trait research (though with 

different meaning), showing an interesting 

cross-pollination - for example, Jung’s 

notion of introversion versus extraversion 

helped inspire trait psychologists, and today 

Extraversion is one of the Big Five traits, 

measured in a scientific manner. In this 

sense, some Jungian ideas found new life in 

trait theory (albeit stripped of Jung’s 

metaphysical context). 

Another contemporary issue is that while trait models 

are powerful statistically, they face the person-

situation debate: traits are not perfect predictors of 

behavior in any given situation, because situational 

factors also play a strong role. Indeed, research has 

shown that broad traits can predict average behavior 

across time, but in specific instances, situational 

influences may override traits. Psychodynamic 

theories implicitly account for situational variability 

by focusing on internal conflicts that might flare up in 

certain contexts (e.g., stress triggering a defense 

mechanism). Trait theorists have responded by 

exploring interactionist perspectives (how traits 

express differently under different conditions). Thus, 

modern personality psychology is moving toward 

more integrative models that acknowledge stable 

traits, dynamic processes, and situational influences 

together. This can be seen as a convergence: even as 

trait theory provides the baseline of “stable 

dispositions,” other approaches (including some neo-

analytic ideas) are incorporated to explain the 

nuances of personality in context. 

Overall, the comparative results illustrate that Freud’s 

and Jung’s theories share a focus on the internal 

mental life and developmental narrative of 

personality, whereas trait theory provides a 

descriptive taxonomy of personality characteristics. 

Freud and Jung are concerned with the depth 

(qualitative inner workings) of personality, and trait 

theory with the breadth (quantitative dimensions) of 

personality. Each framework yields different insights: 

Psychoanalysis and analytical psychology allow for 

understanding the symbolic, emotional, and historical 

meaning behind an individual’s personality (for 

instance, why someone finds it hard to trust others, 

rooted in early experiences or archetypal patterns), 

while trait theory allows for reliable comparison and 

prediction (for instance, identifying that a highly 

conscientious person is likely to perform well at work 

or that a low agreeable person may experience more 

interpersonal conflict). These differences are not just 

academic; they affect how personality is assessed 

(through projective tests and clinical interviews vs. 

objective tests and rating scales), how personality 

change is approached (through therapy vs. expecting 

relative stability), and how one might judge a theory’s 

success (by narrative coherence and depth of insight 

vs. by empirical validity and utility). 

Notably, despite their differences, the theories are not 

entirely incompatible. They often address different 

questions. For example, one could use trait theory to 

describe a client’s personality in terms of trait scores, 

and use psychoanalytic concepts to explain the 

personal meaning or origin of those traits in that 

client’s life story. However, in their pure forms, each 

theory has its own worldview: Freud’s worldview 

was that underlying unconscious conflicts (often of a 

sexual or aggressive nature) are paramount; Jung’s 

worldview emphasized a quest for meaning and 

wholeness through understanding the unconscious 

(personal and collective) and developing one’s Self; 
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trait theory’s worldview is that people can be 

understood by their placement on a set of universal 

attribute dimensions, with a strong emphasis on 

observable behavior patterns. These results highlight 

how the study of personality can be approached from 

very different angles - dynamic vs. descriptive, 

idiographic vs. nomothetic, qualitative vs. 

quantitative - each yielding valuable but distinct types 

of knowledge about who we are as persons. 

Discussion 

The foregoing comparison brings to light the 

complementary strengths and notable limitations of 

each theoretical perspective. In this discussion, we 

interpret what these findings mean for the field of 

personality psychology and reflect on the enduring 

influence and current status of Freud’s, Jung’s, and 

trait approaches. 

One striking point is the historical evolution of 

personality theory that this comparison illustrates. 

Freud’s and Jung’s theories emerged in the early 20th 

century, a time when psychology was still forming as 

a discipline. Their approaches were syncretic - 

drawing from medicine, philosophy, literature, and 

anthropology - and they aspired to explain the 

entirety of human behavior with bold new constructs 

like the unconscious. As such, they were proto-

scientific in spirit but not in method; they relied on 

the clinician’s insight and the richness of human 

narrative. In contrast, the trait approach matured later, 

particularly from the 1940s through the late 20th 

century, paralleling the rise of statistical methods and 

an ethos of scientific positivism in psychology. Trait 

theorists deliberately narrowed the focus to what 

could be reliably measured and quantified, aligning 

personality psychology with the scientific method 

more strictly. This led to greater rigor and 

replicability in findings - for instance, multiple 

studies could agree on the existence of a trait like 

Extraversion and what behaviors indicate it, 

something not as straightforward for a Freudian 

construct like the libido or a Jungian construct like 

the collective unconscious. The result is that today we 

have a widely accepted taxonomy of personality in 

the Big Five, which is a significant achievement of 

cumulative science. At the same time, some critics 

argue that in this process, something might have been 

lost - the depth of understanding of individual human 

lives that psychodynamic theories sought. Trait 

theory tells us how people in general vary, but Freud 

and Jung aimed to tell how this particular person 

came to be, with all their peculiar complexities. 

Freud’s psychoanalysis, despite being out of favor 

scientifically, deserves credit for several foundational 

contributions. Freud essentially put the study of 

personality and the unconscious on the map. Terms 

like “ego,” “defense mechanism,” or “Oedipal 

complex” have entered everyday language. Even 

though these concepts are not all scientifically 

validated, they resonate with many people’s 

subjective experience (e.g., we often realize we have 

feelings we weren’t fully aware of, which is 

essentially the Freudian unconscious at work). 

Psychoanalytic theory’s strength lies in its 

comprehensive framework and its appreciation of 

psychological conflict and ambiguity. It portrays 

humans as driven by conflicting forces (desire vs. 

conscience, for example) and acknowledges that 

people are often mysteries to themselves, which is a 

truth that any therapist, even a non-Freudian one, 

might affirm. Moreover, psychodynamic therapy, in 

updated forms, has shown efficacy for certain mental 

health conditions, and research has indicated that 

gaining insight into one’s emotions and past can be 

beneficial for psychological well-being. Modern 

psychodynamic approaches have stripped away some 

of Freud’s more speculative notions (like the strict 

sexual focus or the literal idea of infantile sexuality) 

and integrated newer ideas (like attachment theory), 

but the core assumption that early relationships and 

unconscious patterns matter remains influential. The 

criticism of Freud’s theory, however, is strong on the 

grounds of lack of falsifiability - many Freudian 

explanations can be so flexible that they explain any 

outcome (if a person does X, it’s because of repressed 

Y; if they do the opposite of X, it’s because of 

reaction formation against Y). This has made it hard 

to derive clear-cut predictions that could be tested and 

potentially disproven. Additionally, Freud’s sample 

was biased (mostly Viennese individuals seeking 

therapy), and he tended to generalize boldly from a 

few cases. As a result, many of his specific ideas 

(penis envy, psychosexual stages, etc.) are considered 

outdated. Nonetheless, the general notion that 

childhood experiences and unconscious processes 

shape personality has been supported in various ways 

by later research (for example, adult attachment styles 

in relationships often trace back to early interactions 

with caregivers, which echoes psychodynamic 

thinking albeit in a more evidence-based form). 

Jung’s analytical psychology carved a different niche. 

Jung’s emphasis on meaning, spirituality, and 

universal symbols gave his theory an appeal beyond 

psychology, influencing art, religious studies, and 

popular culture’s fascination with personality types 

(e.g., the widespread use of Myers-Briggs typology in 

business and personal growth seminars). One of 

Jung’s key legacies is the concept that there are 

universal patterns to human psyche - while the literal 

idea of a “collective unconscious” containing 

ancestral memories is hard to prove, modern 

evolutionary psychology does consider that certain 

fears, preferences, or social behaviors have deep 

evolutionary roots common to all humans. Jung’s 

archetypes can be seen as early intuitions about 

evolved psychological tendencies (for instance, 

archetypes of the protective parent or the heroic youth 
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might reflect evolutionary roles). However, Jung’s 

formulations remain at a very abstract and 

metaphorical level; it’s challenging to employ them in 

research. His concept of introversion and 

extraversion, as noted, did successfully transfer into 

trait psychology, where it was operationalized and 

confirmed as a basic dimension of personality 

differences. This cross-over is interesting: it suggests 

that at least some insights from analytical psychology 

can find common ground with the empirical approach 

if they are translated appropriately. Jung also 

highlighted the importance of individual growth and 

self-actualization, a theme later taken up by 

humanistic psychologists like Maslow and Rogers 

(who developed their own distinct theories focusing 

on self and fulfillment). Jung’s idea that midlife can 

be a critical time for personality development 

(through individuation) was somewhat prophetic, as 

we now know personality is not entirely fixed in 

childhood; people do undergo shifts and new phases 

in adulthood, though typically more subtle than 

Jung’s dramatic archetypal journey. The limitations 

of Jung’s theory largely mirror those of Freud’s in 

terms of empirical backing. Additionally, Jung’s 

writing style and concepts are sometimes seen as 

esoteric, making them less accessible to scientific 

scrutiny. 

Trait theory’s strengths are evident in its clarity, 

empirical support, and practical usefulness. The Big 

Five traits have high reliability and considerable 

validity in predicting life outcomes (for example, 

conscientiousness predicts health and longevity, 

neuroticism predicts risk for mood disorders, etc.). 

Trait research also opened up investigation into the 

biological basis of personality (such as behavioral 

genetics studies finding heritability for all Big Five 

traits, or neuroscientific studies linking traits to brain 

networks). Culturally, the trait approach aligns with 

the broader scientific zeitgeist that favors 

quantification and replication. It has, as the results 

noted, become the lingua franca of personality 

psychology. However, trait theory is not without its 

critics and challenges. One critique is that it can be 

descriptive but not explanatory - saying “John is high 

in extraversion” labels John’s consistent sociable 

behavior, but it doesn’t explain what causes John to 

be extraverted. Is it genes? upbringing? a conscious 

choice? Trait theory itself doesn’t answer that, though 

it provides a framework for other subfields (like 

genetic research or developmental psychology) to 

explore those questions. Another criticism is the 

contextual limitation: traits are broad tendencies, but 

human behavior also depends on situations. A trait 

perspective could potentially underplay situational 

variability or the capacity for change. This was 

highlighted in the person-situation debate, where 

some psychologists (e.g., Walter Mischel in the 

1960s) argued that knowing someone’s traits often 

isn’t enough to predict their behavior in a given 

moment because situational factors can be very 

powerful. Trait theorists responded by acknowledging 

that while single instances are hard to predict, 

aggregating behavior over time shows the influence 

of traits, and by incorporating situation-trait 

interactions into their models. The field recognizes 

now that personality is expressed in contingent ways 

(e.g., a person might be talkative with friends but 

reserved at work - showing extraversion trait 

interacting with context). This is something that 

dynamic theories inherently considered: Freud or 

Jung would examine why someone is outgoing in one 

context and not in another, often attributing it to an 

internal conflict or complex. Trait theory would 

instead measure “social dominance” vs “anxiety” 

traits to statistically account for such patterns, but it 

may miss the personal narrative behind them. 

In the present day, there is a trend towards 

integration. Few personality psychologists would 

claim that any one theory has all the answers. Some 

contemporary models attempt to bridge levels of 

analysis. For instance, Dan McAdams proposed a 

three-level framework: traits (Big Five) as Level 1 

(broad dispositional signature), personal concerns 

(such as goals, values, coping styles - which can be 

seen as dynamic and developmental) as Level 2, and 

life stories/narratives (the internal story a person 

constructs about themselves, akin to an identity and 

often involving unconscious themes) as Level 3. This 

framework explicitly tries to give due to what trait 

models capture (Level 1) and what psychodynamic or 

humanistic models capture (Level 3’s life narratives 

and unconscious themes). It’s telling that modern 

theorists find they need multiple perspectives to truly 

capture a person - numbers and narratives both 

matter. The psychodynamic contribution is seen in 

therapy and in understanding individual differences 

qualitatively, whereas trait contribution is seen in 

research, assessment, and understanding differences 

quantitatively. 

The comparative analysis also underscores how each 

theory might be best suited for different applications. 

If the goal is personal insight or psychological 

healing, Freudian or Jungian approaches can be 

valuable because they encourage deep reflection on 

one’s feelings, relationships, and possibly symbolic 

life themes. Many people still find meaning in 

exploring their dreams or childhood memories to 

understand their current behavior, a process very 

much rooted in the Freudian/Jungian tradition. If the 

goal is academic research or prediction of outcomes, 

trait theories are far more useful, allowing for clear 

hypotheses and generalizations across populations 

(e.g., studying how low Agreeableness relates to 

aggression rates in groups). In education and the 

workplace, trait assessments help in personal 

development plans, team composition, etc., whereas 

Freudian analysis would be out of place. On the other 

hand, in psychoanalytic therapy or depth coaching, 
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discussing someone’s Big Five scores might feel 

superficial - the focus would be on the unique 

emotional narrative of that individual. Thus, rather 

than asking “Which theory is true or better?”, it is 

often more practical to ask “Which theory provides 

the kind of understanding we need for this purpose?” 

It is also worth noting how Freud’s and Jung’s ideas 

persist in transformed ways. For example, the concept 

of “defense mechanisms” that Freud introduced has 

been researched in a more empirical fashion by ego 

psychologists and is recognized by many therapists as 

observable behaviors (like denial or projection) in 

patients - even if one doesn’t buy the whole Freudian 

edifice, the nomenclature for defenses is commonly 

used. Jung’s idea of introversion has, as mentioned, 

become part of mainstream trait vocabulary (though 

Jung imbued it with a different meaning). Even the 

idea of a subconscious influence on decisions, which 

Freud championed, is supported by modern cognitive 

psychology showing much of our cognition is 

unconscious (though not in the thickly emotional, 

symbolic way Freud described, but in terms of 

implicit processing). Modern neuroscience has 

revived interest in linking the unconscious (as 

cognitive neuroscience defines it) with behavior, 

thereby indirectly vindicating the broad idea that not 

all mental processes reach awareness. 

In terms of strengths and weaknesses: Psychoanalytic 

and analytical theories offer rich qualitative insight 

but suffer from a lack of empirical validation and 

potential cultural bias (Freud’s theories, for example, 

have been critiqued as reflecting Victorian patriarchy 

- e.g., the idea of “penis envy” in women). Trait 

theory offers clarity and cross-cultural generality (the 

Big Five has been found in many cultures, albeit with 

some variations), but it can be seen as reductionist, 

reducing the poetry of a human personality to five 

numbers. Each approach can also be critiqued from 

the perspective of the other: a Freudian might say trait 

theory is shallow and ignores the depths of the 

psyche; a trait theorist might say Freudian ideas are 

speculative and untestable. Both would be correct to 

an extent. However, contemporary scholars 

increasingly take an eclectic or pluralistic view - 

acknowledging that human personality is a layered 

construct that may need multiple lenses to fully 

appreciate. 

A Ph.D.-level analysis of these theories also 

recognizes their philosophical underpinnings. Freud 

had a deterministic, pessimistic view of human nature 

(we are largely driven by irrational unconscious 

forces, and civilization is a thin veneer over instincts), 

whereas trait theory often carries a neutral, pragmatic 

view (people vary on dimensions, and traits 

themselves are neither inherently good nor bad, just 

descriptors). Jung had a more optimistic or growth-

oriented streak than Freud (believing in an inherent 

drive toward individuation and wholeness, and 

valuing spirituality). These orientations influence 

what each theory pays attention to. For example, 

Freudian theory might highlight pathology and 

conflict (neuroses arising from internal conflicts), 

whereas trait theory doesn’t inherently have a concept 

of psychological health or pathology - it sees extreme 

ends of traits as potentially problematic (e.g., 

extremely low conscientiousness might be 

maladaptive), but it doesn’t define mental illness, 

whereas Freud’s theory was essentially a theory of 

neurosis. Jung’s theory, being less pathology-focused, 

was arguably a precursor to later positive psychology 

and humanistic trends that consider fulfilling one’s 

potential as a central concern. 

In summation, the discussion affirms that no single 

theory provides a complete account of personality. 

Freud’s psychoanalysis and Jung’s analytical 

psychology opened up the depth dimension of 

personality - highlighting that unseen mental 

processes, personal history, and symbolic meaning 

play a crucial role in who we are. Modern trait 

theories established the breadth and structure of 

personality traits - giving us a common language 

(e.g., the Big Five) to describe personalities and 

compare individuals in a reliable way. The two 

approaches can be seen as addressing different 

questions: psychoanalytic and analytical theories ask 

“What are the hidden layers and inner experiences 

that shape this person’s personality?” while trait 

theory asks “What traits describe this person and how 

might those predict their behavior?”. Both questions 

are valid and important. 

As the field moves forward, there is potential benefit 

in integrating insights. For example, some researchers 

examine how childhood adversity (a very 

psychodynamic concern) can affect trait development 

(finding, say, that certain early stressors might 

increase Neuroticism or decrease Agreeableness - 

thus linking an experiential cause to a trait outcome). 

Another example is incorporating motives 

(achievement, power, intimacy motives - concepts 

from Henry Murray and others) into trait frameworks, 

blending dynamic drives with trait structure. Even the 

concept of narrative identity (the personal story one 

crafts about one’s life) has become an empirical 

research topic, bridging qualitative life-story analysis 

with quantitative coding methods. This reflects a 

recognition that human personality can be viewed as 

“an individual’s unique variation on the general 

evolutionary design for human nature, expressed as a 

developing pattern of dispositional traits, 

characteristic adaptations (like goals and values), and 

integrative life stories” (to paraphrase McAdams) - a 

multi-level perspective that honors both the general 

and the particular, the measurable trait and the 

personal meaning. 

In conclusion, the comparative study of Freud, Jung, 

and trait theories not only illuminates the specific 
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differences among these influential approaches, but 

also enriches our overall understanding of personality 

by highlighting the multiple facets - unconscious 

dynamics, conscious traits, developmental narratives - 

that any comprehensive theory of personality must 

account for. The discussion here suggests that rather 

than choosing one perspective at the exclusion of 

others, psychologists and scholars can draw on the 

strengths of each: using trait models for what they 

excel at (structure, measurement, prediction) and 

psychodynamic models for what they excel at (depth, 

meaning, developmental insight). This pluralistic 

approach is in line with the complexity of personality 

itself. Human personality is a product of biology and 

culture, of conscious choices and unconscious 

impulses, of universal human nature and individual 

life history. Each of the theories examined captures 

an essential piece of this puzzle. Modern personality 

science, standing on the shoulders of Freud, Jung, 

Allport, and others, continues to evolve toward a 

more integrative paradigm that acknowledges the 

value of multiple viewpoints in unraveling the 

mystery of what makes us who we are. 

Conclusion 

This paper has undertaken a comprehensive 

comparative study of three cornerstone perspectives 

in personality theory: Freud’s psychoanalytic theory, 

Jung’s analytical psychology, and the modern trait 

approach. We systematically reviewed the literature 

on each, then compared their key tenets and 

implications. Freud’s psychoanalysis emerges as a 

theory rich in insight about the unconscious mind and 

human development, portraying personality as shaped 

by early experiences and hidden intrapsychic 

conflicts. Jung’s analytical psychology builds on the 

unconscious emphasis but broadens it, introducing 

collective symbols and a lifelong quest for balance 

and self-realization as central to personality. Trait 

theories, by contrast, offer a streamlined, empirical 

framework that delineates the structure of personality 

in terms of enduring traits and focuses on the 

measurement and prediction of individual differences. 

The comparative analysis revealed that Freud and 

Jung’s theories share a focus on depth and meaning - 

they seek to explain the underpinnings of behavior, 

whether through repressed childhood wishes or 

archetypal patterns of the psyche. These theories have 

had profound influence on psychotherapy, cultural 

discourse, and our understanding of the human 

psyche’s complexity. Modern trait theory, on the 

other hand, emphasizes breadth and consistency - it 

simplifies personality into dimensions that can be 

universally applied and empirically studied. The trait 

approach has become dominant in research settings 

due to its reliability and predictive power, epitomized 

by the robust findings around the Five-Factor Model 

of personality. Each approach has its strengths: 

psychoanalytic and analytical theories provide a 

nuanced narrative and have generated concepts (like 

defenses, introversion, unconscious motives) that 

remain relevant, while trait theory provides clarity, 

testability, and wide applicability. Each also has 

limitations: the former lack strong empirical 

validation and can be subjective, whereas the latter 

may overlook the contextual and dynamic aspects of 

personality and offer limited insight into the personal 

meaning of traits. 

Crucially, this study underscores that these theoretical 

frameworks are not merely historical artifacts, but 

living influences that continue to inform different 

domains. Freud’s ideas gave rise to modern 

psychodynamic therapies and stimulated research into 

attachment and personality development. Jung’s 

concepts presaged later interest in positive 

psychology, narrative identity, and typologies of 

personality. Trait theory continues to integrate with 

biology and social-cognitive perspectives, addressing 

some of its own limitations (such as incorporating 

situational interactions and developmental 

trajectories). Rather than viewing one theory as 

“right” and others “wrong,” contemporary thought 

favors an integrative perspective. Human personality 

is multifaceted, and elements from each theory can be 

synthesized for a richer understanding. For instance, 

an individual’s high Neuroticism score (trait) might 

be understood alongside knowledge of their early loss 

or trauma (psychodynamic factor), and both levels of 

analysis can aid a clinician or researcher in their 

work. 

In conclusion, Freud’s psychoanalysis, Jung’s 

analytical psychology, and trait theories each 

illuminate different truths about personality. Freud 

showed that to understand a person, we must look 

below the surface of consciousness; Jung showed that 

personal identity is tied to greater human stories and 

an inner drive toward wholeness; trait theorists 

showed that personality has describable structure and 

continuity that can be systematically studied. The 

comparative study affirms that a comprehensive 

science of personality benefits from all these insights. 

Personality can be seen as a tapestry - psychoanalytic 

and analytical theories help us appreciate the hidden 

patterns and historical threads in the weave, while 

trait theory outlines the broad colors and sections of 

the tapestry. When woven together, these perspectives 

contribute to a more complete and nuanced portrait of 

human personality. 

Future research and theory may increasingly aim to 

bridge the qualitative depth of psychodynamic 

approaches with the quantitative rigor of trait science. 

As our understanding deepens - aided by advances in 

neuroscience, developmental psychology, and cross-

cultural studies - we move closer to fulfilling the 

promise of a holistic personality psychology that 

honors both the individual’s unique story and the 

common dimensions of human variation. This study’s 
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doctrinal review and comparison of Freud, Jung, and 

trait frameworks serve as a step in that direction, 

highlighting how dialogue between classic theories 

and modern evidence can enrich our understanding of 

the enduring question: “What makes us who we are?” 
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