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[bookmark: _GoBack]Critically discuss the extent to which psychological characteristics predict successful leadership in the workplace.

Before being able to discuss successful leadership, it is important to define what exactly is meant by the term leadership, and what it means to be successful within this definition. Leithwood and Rheil (2005) describe leadership as a function rather than a role, they describe leaders as people who do not impose goals in followers, instead they work with others in order to create a shared sense of purpose and direction. This description is similar to Bass’ (1990) transformational leader, which he considers to be far more effective than a transactional leader, who appears more apathetic merely deals out reward and punishment to subordinates. Kaiser, Hogan and Craig (2008) agree that transformational leaders have shown to inspire greater commitment in subordinates, with considerate leaders increasing job satisfaction in employees and structured leaders having higher performing teams. It is also relevant to note that leadership as a concept is difficult to define exactly as success depends on the goals of the group, for example, a world leader will require a different skillset to a manager in a small business. This sentiment is echoed by Ghiselli and Brown (1955, cited in Zaccaro, Kemp & Bader, 2004) “Under one set of circumstances an individual will be a good leader and under others he will be a poor one”. With this in mind, ‘Workplace’ for the purpose of this discussion unless otherwise stated refers to a traditional ‘functional’ organisation, that is, an organisation with a bureaucratic structure where every employee receives instructions from and reports to one person within the organisation, the ‘leader’. Each leader may have one or more people or departments that they are responsible for. Success can also mean different things to different organisations, some may focus on profits, whereas others, such as charities, may look to the number of projects completed or increased awareness when evaluating performance. In an attempt to ensure success, organisations employ leaders to motivate and manage staff. To keep costs down and minimise disruption by hiring the best person for the job, organisations rely on research into personalities and psychological characteristics of effective leaders.
The “Big Five” model (Goldberg, 1990) is an umbrella term used to describe the five main personality characteristics under which people’s personalities can be measured. The characteristics listed are Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, Extraversion, Neuroticism and Openness to experience. According to Goldberg, all people will fall into a high and low category for each characteristic, and this can be used to predict future behaviour. This model is popular among occupational psychologists and organisations as the Big Five Inventory (BFI: John, & Srivastava, 1999) that measures these personality traits is a self-reported questionnaire that is easy to administer to current and prospective employees. The Big five also seems to apply across different cultures (McCrae & Costa, 1997). A quick review of the big five traits and their descriptions would immediately suggest that people with high levels of conscientiousness would be more successful leaders due to their work ethic and organisation skills, and there is evidence available to support this (Marinova, Moon & Kamdar, 2012), (Ng, Ang & Chan, 2008). The trait of conscientiousness is defined by Barrick and Mount (1991) as individuals who show a strong sense of purpose, obligation and persistence. High levels of conscientiousness have also been linked to successful self-leadership behaviours in individuals (Hofmann & Jones, 2005). Colbert and Witt (2009) conducted a study to investigate the effects of goal-focused leadership on conscientiousness in employees. They asked 390 employees to rate their work performance by asking about the employee’s personality, their supervisor’s leadership behaviours and their perceptions of the goals of the business. The supervisors were also asked to rate their employees. The researchers found that goal-focused leadership did result in improved performance in conscientious employees, however the study did not investigate whether or not this may have had a negative affects on employees with low conscientiousness. The researchers also state that the cultural environment of the organisation would have more of an effect on the performance of conscientious workers than the specific leadership behaviours of the supervisor if it inhibits the supervisor. Conscientiousness dominates most investigations into work performance (Witt, Burke, Barrick & Mount, 2002), (Rothmann & Coetzer, 2003), not just those looking at leadership, which suggests that although this trait is a good indicator of overall job performance, conscientiousness alone is not a significant predictor of leadership effectiveness.  
According to Millikin-Davies (1992, cited in Hogan, Curphy & Hogan, 1994) the most common complaints of managerial incompetence were unwillingness to exercise authority over subordinates and micromanaging. Unwillingness to exercise authority over others would be consistent with high levels of agreeableness. Highly agreeable people are helpful, considerate, pleasant and cooperative which would suggest that these people may have more difficulty taking control and directing people in order to manage a project successfully. However, in some studies, agreeableness has been found to be an important predictor of successful ethical leadership, as agreeable people are found to be more caring, altruistic, and considerate regarding the treatment of others (Özbağ, 2016). Agreeableness, especially when considered alongside other traits such as conscientiousness and openness to experience, can be considered an important trait in successful transformational leaders, particularly where success is determined by another person’s perception of the leader. However, the importance of the type of workplace in with the leader is working are also very important when agreeableness is considered. For example, a study conducted by Lim and Ployhart (2004) involved collection data from thirty-nine active combat teams from the Singapore Armed Forces. Both the leaders of the teams and the team members were evaluated using a number of measures, including a one-day assessment of the teams’ combat proficiency and performance appraisal ratings. The researchers found a significant negative correlation between agreeableness and transformational leadership in the military environment. The study also found that neuroticism was negatively related to transformational leadership in the same environment. 
Neuroticism, or low emotional stability, is generally found to be a negative trait in leadership (Antonioni, 1998). People who score highly in neuroticism tend to be more anxious, irritable and shy. Neurotic leaders are those who lean to towards the micromanagement described by Millikins-Davies. Leaders Narcissistic qualities are also often reported in leaders with high levels of neuroticism, which can be detrimental to organisations if leaders are acting in their own best interests rather than those of the whole team or business (Kets de Vries, 1994).  The finding that neuroticism is negatively related to transformational leadership is supported in a 2012 study by Cavazotte, Moreno and Hickmann in which they gave 325 members of an organisation self-reported questionnaires to complete, as well as asking employees and managers to rate each other’s performance. The results of the study showed that neuroticism had only negative effects on leadership effectiveness within the organisation. 
A more recent theory of leadership prediction is the measurement of emotional intelligence (George, 2000), (Melita Prati, Douglas, Ferris, Ammeter & Buckley, 2003). Emotional intelligence is best described by Salovey and Mayer (1990, p. 189) “the subset of social intelligence that involves the ability to monitor one’s own and other’s feelings and emotions. To discriminate among them and to use this information to guide one’s thinking and actions”. Emotional intelligence can also be explained as carrying on the idea of low levels of neuroticism and high levels of conscientiousness from the big five, but in a way that focuses less on the negative aspects and more on what these things mean when interacting with others, a crucial aspect to consider when examining leadership. People considered to possess high levels of emotional intelligence are better at managing their emotions, able to empathise and relate to others and better able to self-manage when it comes to matters such as delayed gratification (Barling, Slater & Kelloway, 2000). Ashkanasy and Dasborough (2003) carried out a study on university students to investigate the effects of emotional intelligence on performance on a leadership course. They predicted that those with higher scores on two emotional intelligence questionnaires would perform better than those with low scores. The researchers did find a small increase in performance compared to those who scored low, however, this appeared to only be related to individuals rather than benefitting a team, which would suggest that looking only to the leader when evaluating performance rather than the team as well may not produce accurate results. Palmer, Walls, Burgess and Stough (2001) conducted a study to investigate whether emotional intelligence related to transformational (effective) leadership or transactional by giving participants a questionnaire with items from the Trait Meta Mood Scale (TMMS: Salovey et al. 1995, cited in Palmer, Walls, Burgess & Stough, 2001) and comparing their scores with the same participant’s scores on the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ: Avolio et al. 1995, cited in Palmer, Walls, Burgess & Stough, 2001). Though the researchers predicted that transformational leaders would score higher in emotional intelligence than transactional leaders, they did not find significant correlations between emotional intelligence and either leadership style. However, they did find significant correlation between some individual components of transformational leadership and emotional intelligence subscales. 
Perceptions of traditionally masculine and feminine traits have also been shown to have an impact of leadership effectiveness (Billing & Alvesson, 2000). This is largely due to follower of employee perceptions of a leader’s effectiveness. Most people still view leadership roles as requiring autonomy, competitiveness and goal-orientation, traits that have been traditionally described as masculine, also in line with behaviours exhibited in highly conscientious leaders. However, as discussed along with the big five, these traits alone do no make an effective leader, and there can be serious arguments made that traditionally feminine traits, such as participation, flexibility and group-focus, in line with high levels of agreeableness can be an effective addition in leadership roles. Billing and Alvesson make the argument that a combination of masculine and feminine traits would produce a successful leader.
In conclusion, leadership success depends on a wide variety of psychological traits than simply a few characteristics. The underlying theme when investigating leadership qualities is that there is no single defining trait of a successful leader, even when accounting for differences in the type of work environment. As a closest contender, conscientiousness is prominent in leadership studies, but is not shown to be singularly responsible for successful leadership. Emotional intelligence does however show promise as an important factor to consider when evaluating prospective leaders, however more research may be needed across different types of organisations to determine its reliability before labelling it as a major predictor of leadership success. When considering evaluation of potential employees, psychometric testing alone is unlikely to produce reliable enough results to determine whether they will be successful leaders in that particular organisation, due to the immense variety between business cultures and goals. A more comprehensive method of testing candidates for a position may yield a more reliable result, however this would be better if the organisation conducted this themselves rather than outsourcing recruitment via another organisation, for example an employment agency or assessment centre. Doing this would allow the organisation to assess people with different leadership styles and traits, e.g. a highly emotionally intelligent transformational leader versus a highly conscientious transactional leader, within the context of their own organisation. 
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