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Abstract

The performance of each of the three most popular personality frameworks (the Big Five, an MBTI-inspired
“Jungian Type” test, and the Enneagram) was measured by comparing how accurately each can predict 40 real-
world life outcomes. Two studies were conducted (n=323 and n=236) with U.S. participants. Psychometrically
validated versions of each personality framework were developed. The Big Five personality test outperformed
the other frameworks, but removing Neuroticism from the Big Five resulted in a substantial drop in predictive
accuracy. Converting the Jungian framework’s binary categories into continuous scores substantially improved
its performance. Combining Big Five and Jungian test results didn’t improve prediction accuracy over using just
the Big Five alone. Despite the Jungian test’s lower predictive accuracy, participants felt better after reading their
Jungian assessments than their Big Five assessment, likely due to the Jungian test’s positive framing.
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Our Aims

Our aim was to measure the predictive accuracy of the most popular personality test frameworks, and then

to create a single test that could measure all of these at once. You can take the free 12-minute test that we


https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
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developed while completing this study by clicking here’.

It seems that the three most popular general-purpose personality tests in the world are the Myers—Briggs Type

Indicator (also known as MBTI, with >30 million google search results), the Enneagram (>11 million search

results), and the Big Five (>4 million search results).

® MBTltest ® Enneagram test Big Five test

Search term Search term Search term

Figure 1: Source: Global web search traffic from google trends’

Summary

Here are the key takeaways from our study:

Big Five Superiority: The Big Five personality test outperformed the Jungian (an MBTI-inspired frame-
work) and Enneagram test in predicting life outcomes.

Neuroticism's Impact: Removing Neuroticism from the Big Five resulted in a substantial drop in predictive
accuracy.

Trait Distribution: Most personality traits approximately formed bell curves, meaning that most people
fall near the middle on each trait, suggesting binary categorization (as is typical with MBTI-style tests) might
introduce substantial noise.

Continuous vs. Binary: Continuous scores in the Jungian framework predicted outcomes substantially
better than binary categories (which is important since MBTI-style tests are usually presented in a categorical
form).

Jungian Limitations: The Jungian 4-letter framework showed less predictive accuracy than the Big Five,
mostly due to its use of binary types (splitting participants into letters like I vs. E and N vs. S) and its failure to
measure Neuroticism. By adapting the Jungian framework to give continuous scores (rather than categories)
and excluding Neuroticism from the Big Five, then the predictive gap between the two frameworks narrows.
However, even with these adjustments, the Big Five (without Neuroticism) still slightly outperformed the
modified Jungian test (with continuous scores, not binary types).

!Clearer Thinking. “Personality Test” Interactive tool. https://programs.clearerthinking.org/personality.html.
*Google Trends. “Global web search traffic: MBTI test, Enneagram test, Big Five test.” https://trends.google.com/trends/explore?

date=2020-01-23%202024-02-23&q=MBTI%20test,Enneagram%20test,Big%20Five%20test&hl=en.


https://programs.clearerthinking.org/personality.html
https://trends.google.com/trends/explore?date=2020-01-23%202024-02-23&q=MBTI%20test,Enneagram%20test,Big%20Five%20test&hl=en
https://trends.google.com/trends/explore?date=2020-01-23%202024-02-23&q=MBTI%20test,Enneagram%20test,Big%20Five%20test&hl=en
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« Cross-framework Relations: Almost every Jungian trait correlated with a specific Big Five trait: the
Jungian Extraversion/Introversion aligned with Big Five’s Extraversion, Intuition/Sensing with Openness,
and Feeling/Thinking with Agreeableness. However, the Judging/Perceiving trait was associated with three
of the Big Five traits.

- Integration Ineffectiveness: Combining Big Five and Jungian test results didn't improve prediction accu-
racy over using just the Big Five alone. This suggests that the Jungian test does not add significant predictive
value beyond what is already captured by the Big Five.

- Enneagram's Surprisingly Good Performance: Despite its simplicity, the Enneagram binary (where we
used only the 1-digit Enneagram as variable e.g., Type 9) performed better than the binary Jungian Type at
predicting life outcomes. However, the Enneagram still underperformed the Big Five.

« Participant Perception: Despite the Jungian test’s lower predictive accuracy, participants felt better after
reading their Jungian assessments than their Big Five assessment, likely due to the Jungian test's positive

framing — it’s better to be called “Thinking” than “with low Agreeableness”.

How we developed our own versions of each test

To develop our own personality tests modeled on each of these personality frameworks, we studied the theo-
retical constructs that each framework claims to measure, and then developed our own questions to measure
those constructs. For example, Conscientiousness in the Big Five is about being organized, rule-abiding, hard-
working, and more; the hard-working construct can be captured by a statement like “I aim for maximum

productivity.”

We built the personality tests using GuidedTrack,’ a low-code platform that we developed to create surveys,
studies, learning modules and behavior interventions. All of our online tools on ClearerThinking.org® are built
using GuidedTrack

We then used our Positly platform’ to recruit study participants to complete our survey. We used this empirical
data to test the performance of questions we had drafted, and also to select the final set of questions for each

test. Our initial study had 323 valid participants (after removing spammers and low-quality data).

For all personality questions, we standardized the answers using a 7-point Likert scale from “totally disagree”
to “totally agree” So when we say personality “question”, we actually mean a statement that the user agrees

or disagrees with (or they can be neutral).

For the Big Five framework, we had already completed a factor analysis of Big Five-style questions in the past,
resulting in a curated list of questions for each trait (alongside their statistical correlation with each trait).
From this pool, we chose 60 questions, prioritizing those with the highest correlation to their trait, but avoiding

questions that were overly similar to each other (aiming to get a broad measurement of each of the five traits).

While developing our version of a MBTI-style and Enneagram test, we found the work of
OpenPsychometrics.org very useful. They® have published insightful and open-source work on Enneagram’

*GuidedTrack. https://www.guidedtrack.com/.

*Clearer Thinking. https://www.clearerthinking.org/.

*Positly. “Positly: Find Verified Survey and Study Participants.” https://www.positly.com/.
‘OpenPsychometrics.org. https://openpsychometrics.org/.

’OpenPsychometrics.org. “Enneagram Personality Scale.” https://openpsychometrics.org/tests/OEPS/.


https://www.guidedtrack.com/
https://www.clearerthinking.org/
https://www.positly.com/
https://openpsychometrics.org/
https://openpsychometrics.org/tests/OEPS/
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and Jungian Types® scales, which helped inspire our own versions of these tests. We would like to thank them
for this work.

For the MBTI personality framework in particular, due to its proprietary nature, we couldn't examine the
official test. Instead, we crafted our own questions inspired by similar constructs. While we tried to reflect the
theory as accurately as possible, our results will inevitably differ from the official test (For the official version
of that test, see the work of the Myers-Briggs company.)

We named our MBTI-inspired test “Jungian Type."

For both the Jungian and Enneagram tests, we purposely wrote more questions than would be needed (each
question being designed to measure one of the underlying theoretical constructs). The data that we then
gathered enabled us to see which questions were most and least correlated with the underlying trait, helping

us to select the best questions to measure each trait.
We examined the effectiveness of each question using these criteria:

1. Cohesiveness: How well do responses to this question correlate with responses to other questions designed
to measure the same assigned trait? The higher, the better.

2. Uniqueness: How unique is the question? Is it very different from the other questions? We removed those
questions that were overly similar to other ones in the test.

3. Self-evaluation: For each MBTI-style trait and Enneagram type, we showed each participant a detailed
description of that trait and asked them to self-evaluate on it. A question was considered more effective if
its responses closely matched the self-evaluations for the intended trait.

4. Consistency: For the Jungian questions, we also looked at how each question’s responses correlated with
people’s past MBTI-style test results (only for those who claimed to know their type). A question was
deemed better if its responses aligned as expected with these self-reported results.

5. Clarity: All else equal, we favored questions that were clear, short and unambiguous.

To compute correlations between questions and traits, we used a Python program to exclude each question
from its assigned trait temporarily. This step avoids inflating correlations, since a question naturally correlates
with itself.

Applying all of these criteria led us to a final set of questions designed to measure the traits of each framework.

A limitation of this work is that our findings are only as good as the tests we designed for each framework.
We endeavored to make high-quality tests and used empirical evidence for the design of each test to ensure
accurate measurements. However, like all personality frameworks, none of our tests can be considered perfect
at measuring the underlying constructs.

How we tested the predictive accuracy of each test

To figure out which personality test is more accurate, we gave our tests to 559 paid U.S. participants recruited
on Positly.com’. We also asked participants approximately 40 questions on their life outcomes (e.g., to what
extent they exercise, are satisfied with their life, have many close friends, etc.).

*OpenPsychometrics.org. “Jungian 16 Type Personality Scale” https://openpsychometrics.org/tests/OEJTS/.
*Positly. “Positly: Find Verified Survey and Study Participants.” https://www.positly.com/.


https://openpsychometrics.org/tests/OEJTS/
https://www.positly.com/
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In our study, we randomized the question order to reduce sample bias. We mixed the order of both personality
and life outcome questions. However, participants had to finish the personality section before moving on to
the life outcomes.

Since not all participants pay attention while completing surveys, we added attention checks in the personality
questions. If a participant failed two or more, we excluded them from our dataset. For example, we expected
U.S. participants to agree with “I have heard of the historical figure George Washington”.

We measured the performance of each personality test by seeing how accurately it could predict each of these

life outcomes. In particular, we attempted to predict each life outcome using:

« The five scores from each person's Big Five traits
« Each person's 4 letters (I vs. E, N vs. S, T vs. F and J vs. P) from their Jungian type (MBTI-style)

« Which of the 9 Enneagram categories the person was assigned to

As a comparison point to help us better understand the performance of each test, we also tried making these
predictions with just 4 out of the Big Five traits (excluding Neuroticism), and treating the Jungian traits as
four continuous scores (rather than the typical use as 4 binary categories, or a single assignment to one of 16

categories).

What were the studies we ran?

Our work on this actually consisted of two separate studies.

Study 1 involved collecting data on a wide range of questions with the goal of winnowing them down to a
smaller set. We also collected information about 37 life outcomes that we could use the three test frameworks to

predict. After filtering out spammers and low-quality responses, this first study gathered 323 valid participants.

We used the data from study one to create a "study" version of our tests, featuring an equal number of questions
for the Big Five and Jungian frameworks — 60 questions each. For the Big Five, we included 12 questions per
trait, while the Jungian framework, having four traits, had 15 questions per trait. At this stage, we intentionally

avoided using any question across more than one framework to prevent artificially enhancing their similarity.

After having created the “study” version of our test, we retroactively assigned personality trait scores to our
323 participants on the Big Five and Jungian frameworks. We used this data to test how well each framework
performed in predicting each of our 37 life outcomes.

Our “ClearerThinking.org” version of the test, used in our free online personality test', consists of 120

questions: 60 for the Big Five, 60 for the Jungian Type, and 45 for the Enneagram. Despite what the numbers
suggest, the total isn't 165 because some questions count towards two traits at once (as we were able to validate
that some questions measure more than one trait), thus keeping the total question count at 120.

This dual-purpose approach streamlines the test, making it more time-efficient for users. For example, if a
participant agrees with the statement "During conflicts, I focus on acknowledging others' emotions", it not only
lowers their score in the Thinking trait (the reverse of Feeling) within the Jungian framework but also increases
Agreeableness in the Big Five.

°Clearer Thinking. “Free Online Personality Test.” https://www.clearerthinking.org/personality.


https://www.clearerthinking.org/personality
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Our second study was to explore how people react to the reports generated by the different personality tests.
We used this to explore the hypothesis that, despite their lower predictive accuracy, people may find MBTI-
style tests more compelling than the Big Five. We recruited another 250 U.S. participants for this, ultimately
including 236 in our analysis after filtering out spammers. These participants took our "ClearerThinking"

version of the personality test.

After completing the test, participants received their personality reports, the order of which (Big Five or Jungian
or Enneagram type) was randomized. After each section, we asked participants to rate that section using a
Likert scale on the following aspects:

« Whether the report made them feel good about their personality.
« Whether it made them learn valuable things about themselves.

« Whether it accurately described their personality.

« Whether they found it interesting.

How well does our Jungian scale measure the same thing as official MBTT tests?

We asked those participants familiar with their MBTI type what they believed it to be. Our findings show a
solid (though far from perfect) correlation between the participants' self-identified MBTI types and our Jungian

scores, confirming our scale's accuracy.
There are three challenges of using this self-report method to help validate a test:

+ Some participants think they remember their test results, but actually are misremembering them.

« Some participants took low-quality tests that are not reliable, and so are reporting the inaccurate results
given by those tests.

+ The test-retest reliability on personality tests is far from perfect (this is especially known to be a problem on
some MBTI-style tests). So even if participants took accurate tests in the past, it’s reasonable to expect they
might get different results today.

All three of these factors will reduce the correlations between any new test and what people report about their
scores on similar tests. That being said, looking at these correlations can still be a useful method for seeing
that a new personality test is on the right track.

For 118 participants familiar with their MBTI type, we found an average 0.36 correlation between the Jungian
scores we assigned (e.g., the E, S, T and ] scores) and the corresponding type they reported they were given
in the past test they took (e.g., “I am an Extovert, not an Introvert”). See the discussion below for context on
whether 0.36 is a "good" correlation.

Out of all the correlations between each self-reported MBTI trait and our assigned Jungian scores, each Jungian
trait has the highest correlation with its corresponding self-reported MBTI trait. This key finding helps confirm
the validity of our approach.
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Jung_E | Jung_S | Jung_T | Jung_]J
self mbti_Enotl 0.44 0.01 0.12 -0.26
self mbti SnotN | 0.12 0.32 0.09 0.00
self mbti_TnotF 0.07 0.08 0.42 0.02
self mbti JnotP | -0.06 -0.05 0.03 0.27

Table 1: Correlation between assigned Jungian numerical scores and self-reported MBTI(for merged study A and B, n=118 who
reported knowing their type)

Additionally, we asked participants to read detailed descriptions of traits (for instance, the descriptors for I
versus E) and then rate themselves on this trait using a slider. Here is the form those participants took (we

included common elements from descriptions of MBTI-style tests):

I/E - mbti_extroversion_self_evaluation

A: You are energized by your inner world. You gain energy by spending time alone and in your head. You lean towards introspection. You often focus
on your own inner world, thoughts, ideas, and experiences. You prefer activities that can be done alone or in small groups and may feel drained by too
much social interaction.

B: You are energized by the outer world of people and things. You share your ideas verbally and 'recharge' by being around other people. You generally
focus on external connections. You thrive on interacting with the outer world, people, and events. You often prefer group activities and tend to feel

energized by social interaction.

*question: Where do you fall on a spectrum between A (left side) and B (right side)?

N/S - mbti_sensing_self_evaluation

A: You learn by seeing the big picture and themes and thinking about how information is connected. You pay more attention to things like patterns and
impressions. You're drawn to future possibilities, theoretical concepts, and the big picture. You value imagination and innovation.

B: You process things in a step-by-step linear sequence and observe and remember specific information. You tend to focus on the facts and what can
be observed via your five senses. You are primarily interested in the physical and present reality. You focus on details, practicalities, and concrete
facts.

*question: Where do you fall on a spectrum between A (left side) and B (right side)?

FIT - mbti_thinking_self_evaluation

A: You make decisions based on how those decisions might affect other people involved. You are more likely to make decisions based on personal
values, emotions, and the impact on others. You're empathetic and often consider the personal impact of your decisions on others.

B: You make decisions based on pros and cons and weigh logical consequences from an objective point of view. You tend to make decisions based on
logical reasoning, analysis, and objective considerations, rather than personal feelings.

*question: Where do you fall on a spectrum between A (left side) and B (right side)?

P/J - mbti_judgemental_self_evaluation
A: You want flexibility in your life and in how your time is managed. You would rather be open to new opportunities for events, like making decisions on
the fly, and can enjoy working on things at the last minute or on your own schedule. You are flexible, adaptable, and spontaneous. You prefer keeping

your options open and feel comfortable adapting to new information and changing situations.

B: You are a list-maker and planner. You like to have a structure and schedule for your time and will generally space out projects so you get work done
a bit at a time. You like order and structure. You prefer a decided, organized, and predictable environment and like to have things settled and decided.

*question: Where do you fall on a spectrum between A (left side) and B (right side)?

Each self-evaluated trait from these slider questions also correlated most with its assigned Jungian trait, which

is another positive sign for our test’s validity.
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Jung_E | Jung_S | Jung_T | Jung_]
self E_slider 0.59 -0.08 -0.17 -0.25
self S slider | -0.06 0.42 0.20 0.27
self T slider | 0.13 0.06 0.54 0.01
self J slider | -0.18 0.38 0.07 0.60

Table 2: Correlation between assigned Jungian numerical scores and self-evaluations on a slider (based on descriptions of
each trait)

Interestingly, the self-evaluated J vs. P showed a significant correlation with our assigned N vs. S measurement.
This likely occurred because there’s also a substantial correlation between our assigned J vs. P trait and our

assigned N vs. S trait. Below is a plot of how each Jungian trait score correlated with each other Jungian trait:

E (non-I) | S (non-N) | T (non-F) | J (non-P)
E (non-I) -0.19 -0.04 -0.34
S (non-N) | -0.19 0.07 0.54
T (non-F) [ -0.04 0.07 0.05
J (non-P) | -0.34 0.54 0.05

Table 3: Correlation between assigned Jungian numerical scores

The correlation of our measurements with self-reported scores (from a prior test people recalled taking, and

with the self-report sliders) can be seen below:

Does our Jungian scale measure the same thing as

official MBTI tests?
Binary category
correlation

0.44

0.32

0.42

0.27

0.36

Trait Slider correlation

E/I
S/N
T/F
J/pP
Average

0.59
0.42
0.54
0.6
0.54

Within this group of 118 people, our assigned scores accurately predicted the full four-letter self-reported type
in 32% of cases, and the individual traits in 72% of cases. That means that, on average, we correctly predict

about three out of four MBTI traits per person.

At first, an average correlation of 0.36 for the binary category correlation and a 72% accuracy at predicting
each letter code might seem low. However, these figures are better than they appear. Imagine this: if 15% of
participants misremember a letter code, and another 15% report the wrong code even if they remember their
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previous test result correctly (maybe they took an inaccurate test, or their personality changed, or they fall
right near the middle of the trait distribution and so even a single answer change would make them flip letter),
then only about 72% of reported letter codes are reliable. This figure is precisely the rate at which we were
able to predict individual traits! Given these factors, a new test achieving near-perfect accuracy in predicting

dichotomous categories is unrealistic.

Given the scenario where 15% of participants misremember their letter code and another 15% face inaccuracies
due to prior testing, the highest achievable correlation between predicted and actual categories for the best
possible test would be around r=0.45. Unfortunately, we don't know the exact rate of misremembering for
each letter and the test-retest reliability of each letter (presumably taken from free online tests). Therefore, the
theoretical maximal correlation for the best possible test is unknown, but it’s clear that it’s far below 1.0.

Which personality framework is best at predicting life outcomes?

As mentioned, we asked 559 U.S. participants approximately 40 life outcome questions, ranging from the size of
their social circles to their exercise habits and overall happiness. Our aim was to determine which personality
test's results (e.g., the 5 scores from the Big Five, the 4 dichotomies or scores from the Jungian test, and their
Enneagram type number) can be used to most accurately predict each of these outcomes.

The Big Five emerged as the winner, boasting twice the predictive accuracy of our Jungian test (when used as
a binary category, like ‘ISTJ’, which is the typical use of such tests; not using a continuous numerical score for
each trait). The results below show the average correlations:

Average Accuracy Predicting 37 Life Outcomes of 559 U.S. participants

0.25
0.20
@ 0.15
oy
o
3
Q
Q
@
[
g 0.10
2
=
0.05
0.00
Big 5 scores Big 4 scores (no Enneagram binary  Jungian binary Astrology (Sun
neurotic.) category category signs)

In our analysis, the Big Four (which is the Big Five minus Neuroticism) outperformed the Jungian binary type
in predicting outcomes, showing that the Big Five test did not merely outperform because it has five traits
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instead of four. We chose Neuroticism to remove in this analysis because it’s the Big Five trait that is least

captured in the Jungian test.

We also compared the binary Jungian Type classifications (E vs. I, N vs. S, F vs. T and P vs. J) to the continuous
Jungian scores (with each participant being assigned a continuous number for each of the 4 Jungian traits).
Unsurprisingly, the numerical continuous version performed better, though still not as well as the Big Four
(the Big Five without Neuroticism).

The Jungian binary version loses information because each score is turned into just a 0 or 1, which probably
is the reason that it underperforms the continuous version. The Jungian binary categories did, however, have
greater predictive accuracy than astrological sun signs (e.g., "I am an Aquarius” or "I am a Pisces"), which had

no predictive accuracy whatsoever.

Interestingly, combining the Big Five and Jungian frameworks didn't add predictive power compared to using
the Big Five alone. Using linear/logistic regression, the Big Five alone yields an average R"2 of 0.06 (or,
equivalently, a correlation between predictions and actual life outcomes of 0.23), which is no different than
when we also include the Jungian variables. Median R"2 values also were the same whether we used just the
Big Five or used the Big Five and the Jungian variables together.

Big 4 scores
Big 5 scores (no icism) ian scores Jungian categories Astrological Sun Signs (n=323)

Mean Prediction Accuracy (R) 0.23 0.18 0.15 0.11 0.002

Perhaps surprisingly, the Enneagram binary framework performed better than the Jungian Type binary.
Considering that Enneagram binary is composed of only a single type assignment (e.g., Type 1, or Type 2,
etc.), the Enneagram's performance is even more impressive. That being said, the Enneagram still produced
substantially worse predictions than the Big Five test.

Why is the Jungian test less accurate?

Part of the reason for the Jungian’s underperformance compared to the Big Five is that the Jungian test uses
only four traits, compared to the Big Five's five — the notable omission being Neuroticism. For a balanced

comparison, we tested removing Neuroticism from the Big Five, leading to a 22% drop in its predictive accuracy.

Note that, possibly to make up for this difference, some newer MBTI-style platforms introduce a fifth trait (e.g.,
Assertive vs. Turbulent); however, we did not include it.

Another limitation of some Jungian tests is that they put people in binary categories (e.g., E or I, S or N, etc.),
unlike the Big Five, which scores traits with continuous numerical values (e.g., an Extraversion score of 84
out of 100). All the personality constructs that we studied approximately formed bell curves when we plotted
their distribution, implying that categorizing people as either high or low on a trait introduces significant error
because most people fall near the middle.

For instance, the distribution of scores for our Jungian "Sensing" trait is shown below in blue, with the dotted

line representing a perfect bell curve:

10
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Frequency of different amounts of Sensing (non-Intuitiveness) for participants in our study

Classified  Classified
as as
Intuitive Sensing

Amount of Sensing

If a personality trait distribution tends to fall just to the left or right of the mean (but people are assigned
as binary categories), this creates instability in their letter assignment. Suppose Alice is assigned the letter S
(Sensing) the first time she takes the test, but she’s extremely close to the mean. If she retakes the test, there’s
almost a 50% chance that this second time she’ll be assigned the letter N (Intuitive). For people near the mean,

answering even just a question differently can be enough to switch letters.

Switching from a binary to a spectrum-based approach significantly enhanced the predictive power of our
Jungian test. The table below illustrates this, displaying the average and median accuracy for each framework

when predicting life outcomes:

How Accurately Did Each Personality Framework Predict 37 Life Outcomes?

Big Five Jungian Type Enneagram
5 Scores 4 Scores Categories 4 Scores Categories 9 Scores
(how it's typically used) (no Neuroticism) (E/1, S/N, T/F 1/P) (not how it's typically used) (type1,2, ..., 0r9) (not how it's typically used)
Mean Accuracy 0.23 0.18 0.11 0.15 0.13 0.24
Median Accuracy 0.21 0.17 0.09 0.13 0.13 0.23

This table shows how well different personality frameworks were able to predict 37 life outcomes, based on data from 559 U.S. participants.

"Scores" means that a number was assigned to each participant reflecting the strength of each trait, and those scores were used for predictions. Categories means that
participants were assigned to a single category (typical of Enneagram tests) or into four dichotomies (e.g, I vs. E, N vs. S, etc.) as is common in MBTI-style tests.

For predicting numerical life outcomes, such as age and income, we used linear regression (or ridge regession when it performed better). For categorical outcomes (like whether a person used

physical force against someone in the past 5 years) we used logistic regression (or L2 regularized logistic regression when it performed better). Accuracy is measured using R (the square root of
RA2), which is similar to the correlation between the predictions (made using each regression algorithm) and the outcomes. Values below 0 were adjusted to 0 to reflect no predictive ability.

The table above shows that, without Neuroticism, the Big Five reduces its mean predictive accuracy by 22%
(from an R of 0.23 to 0.18). Additionally, converting the Jungian test from its typical binary use to continuous
numerical scores increases its accuracy by 36% (from an R of 0.11 up to 0.15). With both of those adjustments,
the gap between the Big Five and the Jungian test narrows significantly: The Big Five without Neuroticism has
an R of 0.18, while the numerical continuous Jungian test = scores 0.15. These numbers are close enough that

11
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it could be a mere fluke that the Big Five performs better, but it’s also possible that the Big Five used a superior
test construction approach (i.e., selecting better factors to measure).

By being designed to best capture personality variance, perhaps that also makes the Big Five better at predicting
outcome variance (while personality and outcome variance are not the same, perhaps they are related). When
the Big Five test was originally developed, researchers compiled an extensive list of words to describe people,
like "kind", "anxious", and so on. They then analyzed which words often go together using factor analysis. For
example, if "outgoing" people also described themselves as "talkative", those words were part of a bigger trait
(Extraversion). This method of grouping similar words under broader traits led to the Big Five traits we know
today.

How do the Jungian traits relate to the Big Five traits?

In our study, the four Jungian traits aligned with four of the Big Five traits. Extraversion in the Jungian
test mirrored Big Five's Extraversion, Intuitiveness mirrored Openness, and Feeling resembled Agreeableness.
Finally, the Jungian Judging trait correlated with three Big Five traits: positively with Conscientiousness and

negatively with Extraversion and Openness.

It is perhaps somewhat intuitive that J, which measures preferring to structure one's life and plan ahead (rather
than being spontaneous), is positively correlated with Conscientiousness (which is about being organized and
orderly), negatively correlated with Extraversion (since extroverts are known to be somewhat more impulsive)
and negatively correlated with Openness (since people higher in Openness like novelty).

Could it be that Jungian J is nothing more than a combination of these three Big Five traits? No, because we
tried to predict Jungian J using a linear regression with the three Big Five traits as independent variables, and
the R score (similar to a multi-dimensional version of correlation) was only 0.43 out of sample. So Jungian J is
not merely some combination of these three — there’s more to it.
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Correlations between Big Five and Jungian Type traits - study version

Jung E (non-I) JungN (non-S) JungF (non-T) JungJ (non-P)

Big5 E 0.87 0.27 0.12 -0.28
Big5 O 0.24 0.61 -0.21 -0.24
Big5 A -0.05 0.15 0.49 0.10
Big5 C 0.25 -0.03 -0.19 0.27
Big5 N -0.33 -0.05 0.17 0.07

Is Big Five’s Neuroticism part of the Jungian traits?

Of all the Big Five, the one least represented in Jungian traits is Neuroticism. Neuroticism inversely correlates
with Jungian Extraversion in our study (r = -0.33), showing no significant links with other traits. But this
relationship seems less unusual when you consider that Neuroticism and Big Five’s Extraversion (not the
Jungian one) are also negatively correlated in our study (r = -0.28). Part of this negative correlation may be
driven by a common finding that people high in Neuroticism tend to be less happy than average, while people
high in Extraversion tend to be more happy.

How do the Big Five traits relate to each other?

Within the Big Five framework, we found that Extraversion shows a moderate positive correlation with both
Openness and Conscientiousness, but it’s negatively correlated with Neuroticism. Additionally, Openness
is moderately positively correlated with Conscientiousness while also having a negative correlation with

Neuroticism. Agreeableness, on the other hand, appears to have minimal connections with the other traits.

Comparing our results to a meta-analysis'' that examined the interrelations between the Big Five traits, we
notice that our findings mostly align with the general trends in the meta-analysis. However, two significant

discrepancies stand out.

"van der Linden, Dimitri, Jan te Nijenhuis, and Arnold B. Bakker. “The General Factor of Personality: A Meta-Analysis of Big
Five Intercorrelations and a Criterion-Related Validity Study.” Journal of Research in Personality 44, no. 3 (2010): 315-327. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2010.03.003.
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Big 5 (study version) self-correlations

Extroversion Oppenness Agreeableness  Conscientiousness Neuroticism
Extroversion 0.29 ‘ 0.03 _ -0.28
Oppenness 0.29 0.11 0.27 -0.18
Agreeableness 0.03 0.11 0.15 0.05
Conscientiousness _ 0.27 0.15 -0.16
Neuroticism -0.28 -0.18 0.05 -0.16

Meta-analysis of Big 5 studies (corrected correlation, p)

Extroversion Oppenness Agreeableness  Conscientiousness Neuroticism
Extroversion -0.36
Oppenness 0.21 0.20 -0.17
Agreeableness 0.21 -0.36
Conscientiousness 0.20 _/ -0.43
Neuroticism -0.36 -0.17 -0.36 -0.43

First, in our study, Agreeableness shows a weaker correlation with the other traits (particularly Extraversion)
than the meta-analysis. Second, we observed a weaker negative correlation between Conscientiousness and

Neuroticism compared to the meta-analysis.
How do the Jungian traits relate to each other?
Examining our Jungian test results, our analysis reveals two key relationships between personality traits.

First, Extraversion (E, the opposite of Introversion), displays a moderate negative correlation with Judging (J,
the opposite of Perceiving). This suggests that individuals who are more extraverted tend to be less inclined
towards the structured, planned approach associated with the Judging trait.

Second, Sensing (S, the opposite of Intuition), shows a strong positive correlation with Judging (J). This suggests
that those who rely more on sensory experience and concrete information (typical of Sensing types) are more
likely to prefer order and organization, which are characteristics of the Judging trait.

Jungian Type (study version) self-correlations

E (non-1) S (non-N) T (non-F) J (non-P)
E (non-) -0.19 -0.04 -0.34
S (non-N) -0.19 0.07 054
T (non-F) -0.04 0.07 0.05

J (non=P) 03 [EN oo

How does the Big Five influence life outcomes?

Using data from 559 U.S. participants, this table reveals the impact of the Big Five traits on some of the life
outcomes we analyzed. For instance, people with high Extraversion and Conscientiousness but low Neuroti-

cism report greater life satisfaction:
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Life Outcomes Agreeableness Conscientiousness  Extroversion Neuroticism Openness
Are satisfied with their life A AA v
Have a romantic partner A
Have many deep emotional connections A
Received awards for their achievements v AA AAA AA A
Received promotions at work A
Seek feedback from others A

Own a home

Are politically conservative v
Meditate daily A
Were convicted of a crime A A
Experienced trauma A \4 A A
Considered suicide v AA

This table shows how each Big Five trait predicts various life outcomes, for a sample size of 559, while controlling for the effects of other Big Five traits.

Symboals represent the strength and direction of the relationship:
A (mild positive: > 0.15), A A (moderate positive: > 0.3), A A A (strong positive: > 0.8), ¥ (mild negative: <-0.15).

A positive relationship (regression coefficient > 0.15) indicates higher Big Five trait values predict higher outcome values. Missing values signal a small effect (-0.15t0 0.15).

These figures are based on linear regression for numerical outcomes and logjistic regression for categorical outcomes. All independent variables are standardized (mean =0; standard
deviation = 1). The dependent variable is also standardized for linear regression, but not logistic regression. All regressions had a multivariate R of at least 0.20, with an average R of 0.30.

In this analysis, we have not explored Jungian predictions because of their relatively lower predictive power
compared to the Big Five. Furthermore, incorporating Jungian traits alongside the Big Five did not enhance
the overall predictive accuracy of our Big Five-only model.

How do people feel about their Big Five, Jungian and Enneagram results?

Why are MBTI-style tests popular? Their appeal may partly lie in their ability to make people feel good by
framing personality traits positively. For instance, what the Big Five labels as lack of Agreeableness — often
viewed negatively — becomes "Thinking" in our Jungian test, which sounds better. Similarly, Neuroticism, the
least flattering Big Five trait, is absent from our Jungian test.

In our follow-up study comparing perceptions of different frameworks, 236 participants viewed their person-
ality report sections (Big Five, Jungian, and Enneagram) in a randomized order. We then asked them to rate
the report they just read using a 7-point Likert scale.

Participants preferred their Jungian personality assessments over the Big Five, appreciating the feel-good factor
and finding them somewhat more accurate, valuable, and interesting. However, the preference for the last three
(accuracy, value, and interest) was mild — the statistical analysis shows no definitive superiority due to p-
values exceeding 0.1.
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It made me feel good about my personality.
1.00

0.75

0.50

0.25

Clearer Thinking Research Reports

It accurately described my personality.
1.50

0.50

0.00

0.00

B Enneagram [l Big Five Jungian

| learned valuable things about myself.
1.25

1.00
0.75
0.50

0.25

0.00

B Enneagram [l Big Five Jungian

B Enneagram [l Big Five Jungian

| found it to be interesting.
2.00

1.50

1.00

0.50

0.00

B Enneagram [l Big Five Jungian

Notably, the only significant difference among the means emerged in how the reports made users feel: the
Jungian test excelled at making users feel good. Yet, when it came to predicting life outcomes, the Jungian
approach lagged behind the Big Five, indicating a trade-off between immediate satisfaction and statistical

predictive accuracy.

Let’s break down the distribution of answers for this feel-good question. When asked if the report they just
read made them feel good about their personality, 10% disagreed for the Jungian report, while 19% disagreed for
the Big Five. That's nearly double the dissatisfaction, indicating that the softer framing of our Jungian report

was better received.
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The report made me feel good about my personality.
M Jungian M Big Five

30%

20%
10%
0% .I lI_-L

Totally agree Agree Somewhat agree Nelther agree nor Somewhat Disagree Totally disagree
disagree disagree

Conclusion

Our study suggests that if you care about how well a personality test can predict outcomes about people's
lives, then the Big Five test is superior to a Jungian (MBTI-style) and Enneagram approach. It also suggests
that dichotomizing traits into binaries (rather than using continuous scores) substantially impairs accuracy. If
you'd like to compare your results based on the Big Five, Jungian and Enneagram frameworks, you can do so

using our free online test here!”.

?Clearer Thinking. “Personality Test” Interactive tool. https://programs.clearerthinking.org/personality.html.
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