
Volume 10, Issue 5, May – 2025                                 International Journal of Innovative Science and Research Technology                                          

ISSN No:-2456-2165                                                                                                               https://doi.org/10.38124/ijisrt/25may1749 

 

IJISRT25MAY1749                                                             www.ijisrt.com                                2646 

A Theoretical Analysis on the  

Comparison between Ego Defense  

Mechanisms use in Type A and Type B  

Personality Traits 
 

 

Srishti Sharma1; Dr. Prama Sharma2 

 

Research Scholar1; Assistant Professor2 
1Department of Psychology, Dev Sanskriti Vishwavidyalya, Gayatrikunj- Shantikunj, Haridwar 

2Department of Psychology, Dev Sanskriti Vishwavidyalaya, Gayatrikunj- Sahntikunj, Haridwar 

 

Publication Date: 2025/05/31 
 

 

Abstract: Ego defense mechanisms are integral part of an individual’s personality. This plays a crucial role to shape and 

development of personality. Ego defense mechanisms are psychological strategies that people use to cope with daily stress, 

anxiety and other uncomfortable emotions. These mechanisms of defenses help people to protect their ego from the stressful 

situations, lowering their level of guilt or shame. With a comparative analysis of Type A and Type B personality traits, this 

research paper suggests a theoretical exploration of the interaction between personality traits and the use of ego defense 

mechanisms. In order to understand how innate personality orientations impact the use of defense mechanisms in stressful 

situations, this study generates a conceptual framework. The analysis of the previous researches suggests that individuals 

with Type A personality traits, characterized by competitiveness, urgency, and a predisposition to chronic stress tend to rely 

on more maladaptive defenses such as denial, displacement, and rationalization, which may amplify stress reactivity. In 

contrast, those individual with Type B personality traits typically demonstrate a greater tendency for adaptive defenses like 

sublimation, humor, and intellectualization and it enhances psychological resilience and more effective stress defenses that 

can protect their mental health. Through integrating these diverse perspectives, the present study proposes a conceptual 

model that explains the pathways from personality driven defense mechanisms to their psychological outcomes. This 

theoretical framework not only improves our understanding of differential stress responses but also offers practical 

implications for modifying interventions aimed at promoting mental health. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

 

In recent years, research in the field of Personality 

psychology has increasingly recognized the critical role of 

ego defense mechanisms in shaping individuals’ responses to 

stress. Ego defense mechanisms that are unconscious 

processes which protects an individual from anxiety and 

conflict situations that occur in daily life have long been a 

foundational concept in psychoanalytic theory (Freud, 1936; 

Vaillant, 1992). These defense mechanisms serve as the 

mind’s buffer against the emotional discomfort that arise 

from internal conflicts and external stressors from the 

environment. The type and quality of these defenses can vary 

considerably according to individuals’ personality structures 

and their personality traits. A longstanding distinction in 

personality research differentiates between Type A and Type 

B behavioral patterns. Type A personalities are marked by 

competitiveness, time urgency, and heightened stress 

reactivity, traits associated with increased risks of 

hypertension and cardiovascular diseases due to prolonged 

physiological strain (Friedman & Rosenman, 1974). By 

contrast, Type B people are found to be less tense, less hostile 

and more inclined to apply functional coping strategies when 

confronted to stress, and such traits might engender 

resilience and moderate health dangers via more equitable 

neurobiological reactions (Friedman & Rosenman, 1974). 

While there has been a great deal of research examining the 

relationship between these personality types and stressrelated 

health outcomes, there has been considerably less research 

that has been conducted to determine whether ego defense 

mechanisms (which are unconscious responses to stress) 

mediate this relationshipThe interplay between personality-

driven coping styles (e.g., repression, rationalization) and 

their biological consequences remains a critical yet 

understudied. 

 

This theoretical research aims to bridge that gap by 

providing a comparative analysis of the ego defense 
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mechanisms employed by individuals with Type A and Type 

B personality traits. Incorporating classical psychoanalytic 

perspectives with contemporary theories of stress and 

resilience, the present work examines how maladaptive 

defense strategies (e.g., denial, suppression, and 

intellectualization) may improve stress reactivity in Type A 

personalities, while more adaptive defenses (e.g., humor and 

sublimation) may buffer against stress in Type B individuals. 

By developing an integrative conceptual model, this paper not 

only advances our theoretical understanding of personality-

driven defense processes but also highlights practical 

implications for designing targeted interventions in clinical 

and counselling settings. 

 

The structure of this paper is organized to first review 

the relevant literature on personality typologies and ego 

defense mechanisms, followed by an in-depth comparative 

analysis of the two personality profiles. The conclusion and 

discussion sections explore the significance of these findings 

in the context of stress management and resilience-building, 

offering insights into their practical applications. 

 

II. THEORETICAL FOUNDATION 

 

 Personality Theories Related to Type A and Type B Traits 

The concept of Type A and Type B personality was 

developed as a pure psychophysical dualism by early research 

into the association between behavior pattern and health. 

Friedman and Rosenman’s (1974) seminal work first 

identified the Type A’s risk factors for CHD, including 

competitiveness, urgency and hostility, as well as Type B’s 

association with more easy-going nature as well as low 

levels of stress reaction. Over the decades, use of these 

constructs has been expanded beyond physical health 

measures to include emotional and cognitive components as 

aspects of personality, demonstrating that personality not 

only influences stress perception but also coping strategies 

(Friedman & Rosenman, 1974). This expansion of 

perspective provides a crucial backdrop for exploring how 

personality predispositions shape the deployment of ego 

defense mechanisms. 

 

 Ego Defense Mechanisms: Psychoanalytic and 

Contemporary Perspectives 

Ego defense mechanisms were first described within 

Freudian psychoanalytic theory as unconscious strategies that 

protect the individual from anxiety and internal conflict 

(Freud, 1936). Subsequent theorists, such as Vaillant (1992), 

refined these concepts into a spectrum of defenses ranging 

from immature to mature. These mechanisms function to 

maintain equilibrium between the id, ego, and superego, 

thereby shielding the individual from internal and external 

stressors (Waqas et al., 2016). Over the past half-century, 

empirical research has greatly contributed to the scientific 

understanding of defense mechanisms, with initial Freudian 

concepts undergoing numerous revisions (Giuseppe et al., 

2021). Modern research has built upon these foundational 

ideas by integrating psychoanalytic insights with cognitive-

behavioral frameworks. For instance, Cramer (2006) 

emphasized that defense mechanisms not only shield the ego 

but also influence behavioral and emotional regulation. This 

dual focus on both the protective and regulatory functions of 

defenses has enhanced our understanding of how individuals 

manage stress and internal conflict, particularly in the context 

of distinct personality profiles. 

 

 Defense Mechanisms and Stress Adaptation 

The manner in which individuals use defense 

mechanisms plays a vital role in their response to stress. The 

transactional model of stress and coping, developed by 

Lazarus and Folkman (1984), posits that appraisal and coping 

strategies mediate the relationship between stressful events 

and psychological outcomes. In this context, ego defenses 

serve as both a buffer against overwhelming emotions and a 

potential impediment to adaptive problem-solving. 

Specifically, maladaptive defenses often observed in 

individuals with Type A traits can exacerbate stress reactivity 

by limiting effective emotional processing. Conversely, 

adaptive defenses, which are more characteristic of Type B 

personalities, tend to facilitate resilience and enhance overall 

coping capacity (Vaillant, 1992; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). 

By linking these theoretical models, we can begin to 

understand how personality-driven differences in defense 

utilization translate into disparate stress and resilience 

profiles. 

 

 Defense Mechanisms in Type A Personality 

 

 Common Maladaptive Defenses 

Type A personalities are characterized by their 

competitiveness, urgency, and a tendency toward hostility, 

which makes them particularly vulnerable to chronic stress 

(Friedman & Rosenman, 1974). To manage the anxiety 

stemming from these high-strung attributes, individuals with 

Type A traits often resort to ego defense mechanisms that are 

less adaptive in nature. For example, denial enables them to 

dismiss or minimize stressful realities, while displacement 

allows the redirection of negative emotions toward less 

threatening targets rather than addressing the source of the 

distress. Similarly, rationalization is employed to justify 

behaviors and outcomes that might otherwise contribute to 

internal conflict (Vaillant, 1992). These defenses, while 

effective in reducing immediate psychological discomfort, 

often fail to resolve the underlying conflict and may 

inadvertently contribute to a cycle of unresolved stress and 

maladaptive coping (Cramer, 2006). 

 

 Psychological and Physiological Implications 

The reliance on maladaptive defenses in Type A 

individuals is linked not only to heightened emotional distress 

but also to adverse physiological outcomes. Research 

indicates that chronic employment of defenses such as denial 

and displacement is associated with an exacerbated stress 

response, marked by increased cardiovascular activity and 

elevated blood pressure (Friedman & Rosenman, 1974). The 

inability to adaptively process stressors can lead to a rigid 

emotional regulation style, thereby reducing the individual's 

capacity to engage in adaptive coping strategies (Lazarus & 

Folkman, 1984). Over time, these maladaptive mechanisms 

may culminate in both psychological and somatic symptoms, 

as the continuous suppression of emotional vulnerability 

hinders effective stress resolution and promotes long-term 
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health risks (Vaillant, 1992). This pattern of defense 

utilization underscores the importance of understanding how 

personality traits can shape not only behavioral responses but 

also physiological stress reactivity. 

 

 Defense Mechanisms in Type B Personality 

 

 Common Adaptive Defenses 

Individuals with Type B personality traits are generally 

characterized by their relaxed, flexible, and adaptive 

approach to stress (Friedman & Rosenman, 1974). Unlike 

their Type A counterparts, Type B individuals tend to deploy 

more adaptive defense mechanisms that facilitate effective 

emotional regulation and coping. For instance, humor plays 

a pivotal role in reframing stressful situations, allowing these 

individuals to diffuse tension and maintain a positive outlook 

(Vaillant, 1992). Similarly, intellectualization is often 

employed to cognitively process and distance themselves 

from emotionally charged experiences. Another frequently 

observed defense is sublimation, which involves channeling 

potentially disruptive emotional energy into creative or 

socially constructive activities (Cramer, 2006). These 

adaptive defenses not only mitigate immediate anxiety but 

also enable Type B personalities to develop a more 

sustainable approach for managing stress over the long term. 

 

 Protective Mechanisms and Psychological Well-Being 

The adaptive defense strategies evident in Type B 

individuals contribute significantly to the development of 

psychological resilience. By engaging in defenses that 

promote emotional acceptance and flexible coping, Type B 

personalities are better equipped to confront and process 

stress. The effectiveness of these defenses is supported by the 

transactional model of stress and coping, which posits that 

adaptive appraisal and coping responses—such as those 

facilitated by intellectualization and humor—help buffer 

individuals against the deleterious effects of stress (Lazarus 

& Folkman, 1984). Moreover, the use of sublimation not only 

helps manage stress but also fosters personal growth by 

transforming challenging experiences into meaningful, goal-

oriented behavior (Vaillant, 1992). Collectively, these 

adaptive strategies enhance overall mental health by 

promoting a balanced emotional state and reducing the 

likelihood of chronic stress-related disorders (Cramer, 2006). 

 

 Comparative Analysis of Defense Mechanisms in Type A 

and Type B Personalities 

 

 Key Differences in Ego Defensive Strategies 

A critical examination of the literature reveals that the 

defense mechanisms deployed by Type A and Type B 

personalities vary not only in type but also in their adaptive 

value. Type A individuals, characterized by their urgency, 

competitiveness, and high stress reactivity (Friedman & 

Rosenman, 1974), are more likely to rely on defenses such as 

denial, displacement, and rationalization. These maladaptive 

mechanisms offer short-term relief but hinder effective stress 

resolution over time (Vaillant, 1992; Cramer, 2006). In 

contrast, Type B personalities demonstrate a proclivity for 

adaptive defenses. By employing strategies like humor, 

intellectualization, and sublimation, they manage to reframe 

and process stressful experiences constructively (Vaillant, 

1992; Cramer, 2006). This divergence in defense utilization 

underscores a fundamental difference: while the defenses 

used by Type A individuals may perpetuate rigid and 

inefficient coping strategies, those of Type B individuals are 

more conducive to long-term emotional regulation and 

psychological balance. 

 

 Implications for Stress and Resilience 

The contrasting defense profiles have significant 

implications for both stress reactivity and resilience. For Type 

A individuals, the predominance of maladaptive defenses 

may intensify stress by fostering a cycle of denial and 

suppression, ultimately leading to sustained elevated 

physiological arousal and negative health outcomes 

(Friedman & Rosenman, 1974; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). 

Their tendency to override adaptive emotion regulation 

pathways impairs the capacity for reflective stress appraisal, 

thereby diminishing resilience. Conversely, the more 

adaptive defense mechanisms observed in Type B 

personalities are associated with flexible cognitive appraisals 

and effective stress mitigation strategies. By reframing stress 

through humor or channeling emotional energy via 

sublimation, these individuals often exhibit a fortified 

resilience that buffers them against chronic stress (Lazarus & 

Folkman, 1984; Vaillant, 1992). Consequently, the interplay 

between personality-driven defense strategies and stress 

adaptation offers a promising conceptual framework for 

understanding individual differences in resilience and the 

potential tailoring of stress management interventions. 

 

III. PRACTICAL AND CLINICAL 

APPLICATIONS 

 

 Implications for Mental Health, Therapy and Workplaces 

The insights gleaned from understanding the interplay 

between personality traits and defense mechanisms have 

significant implications for clinical practice. Specifically, 

recognizing that individuals with Type A characteristics often 

rely on maladaptive defenses such as denial, displacement, 

and rationalization suggests a need for tailored 

psychotherapeutic strategies. Clinicians can help these clients 

by working to increase awareness of these defenses and 

replacing them with more adaptive coping strategies. For 

instance, cognitive-behavioral therapy (CBT) techniques that 

promote cognitive flexibility and challenge dysfunctional 

beliefs have been shown to mitigate the adverse impact of 

chronic stress in Type A individuals (Beck, 1979; Lazarus & 

Folkman, 1984). In addition, mindfulness-based 

interventions can facilitate a greater awareness of emotional 

responses, enabling clients to manage stress more adaptively 

by engaging in reflective rather than impulsive behavior 

(Kabat-Zinn, 2003). In contrast, clients with Type B traits, 

who tend to use adaptive defenses such as humor, 

sublimation, suppression, and intellectualization, might 

benefit from interventions that further hone these constructive 

strategies, thereby enhancing their overall resilience and 

psychological well-being (Cramer, 2006; Vaillant, 1992). 

The differential disposition of defense mechanisms based on 

personality type extends beyond clinical settings into 

workplace and social environments. Organizations that 
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recognize the stress vulnerability of employees with Type A 

traits can implement targeted stress management programs, 

such as resilience training workshops and preventive stress 

interventions, aimed at reducing maladaptive coping patterns 

(Quick, Quick, Nelson, & Hurrell, 1997). Workplace 

wellness initiatives to account for personality differences may 

not only improve individual health outcomes but also 

enhance overall organizational performance by reducing 

absenteeism and burnout (Cooper & Cartwright, 1997). 

Furthermore, encouraging a work culture that supports 

adaptive stress management through practices such as team-

based problem solving, humor in the workplace, and 

opportunities for creative expression can foster a more 

balanced and resilient workforce. These interventions 

demonstrate the practical relevance of integrating 

personality-informed assessments into both clinical and 

organizational strategies to promote mental health and 

mitigate the detrimental effects of chronic stress. 

 

IV. CONCLUSION 

 

This theoretical study has provided a comprehensive 

analysis of the relationship between personality traits and ego 

defense mechanisms by comparing Type A and Type B 

personality traits. This review research paper highlights that 

Type A individuals, characterized by earnestness, 

competitiveness, and heightened stress reactivity (Friedman 

& Rosenman, 1974), frequently resort to maladaptive 

defenses such as denial, displacement, and rationalization. 

These strategies may alleviate immediate anxiety but tend to 

exacerbate long-term stress responses and contribute to 

adverse physiological outcomes (Vaillant, 1992; Lazarus & 

Folkman, 1984). In contrast, Type B individuals employ more 

adaptive defenses including humor, sublimation, suppression, 

and intellectualization—which facilitate emotional 

regulation, promote cognitive flexibility, and act as buffers 

against stress (Cramer, 2006; Vaillant, 1992). 

 

The comparative analysis underscores a fundamental 

link between the type of defense mechanisms used and 

individual’s capacity for resilience. By integrating classical 

psychoanalytic theory with contemporary stress models, this 

paper has proposed a conceptual framework that elucidates 

how personality-driven defense strategies influence both 

psychological well-being and physiological stress reactivity. 

These insights offer promising directions for developing 

personality-informed interventions that target maladaptive 

defenses in Type A individuals while reinforcing adaptive 

strategies in Type B individuals. Such tailored interventions 

could potentially mitigate the risk of chronic stress and its 

associated health implications in both clinical and 

organizational settings. 

 

Despite its contributions, this study is primarily 

theoretical and highlights the need for future empirical 

research to validate the conceptual model presented. Further 

studies should explore how situational factors and 

environmental stressors interact with personality-specific 

defenses to affect stress outcomes. In doing so, researchers 

can refine intervention strategies that promote resilience and 

overall mental health across diverse populations. 
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