Critically discuss the extent to which psychological characteristics predict successful leadership in the workplace. 

Leadership is a complex phenomenon, that has received extensive attention within occupational and psychological research (VanSeters & Field, 1990). It has been claimed that the more people try to define the concept of leadership, the more definitions are born (Stogdill, 1974). Within the globalized, fast paced landscape of the twenty first century, leadership is becoming increasingly complex, multi faceted, and difficult to define (Polyhart, Lim & Chan, 2001). No universally recognised definition exists, limiting discourse within leadership research (Gandolfi & Stone, 2016). Five components have been identified as requirements to develop an operational definition of leadership; (i) there must be at least one leader (ii) with followers, (iii) the course of action must be (iv) legitimately orientated with (v) goals and objectives (Gandolfi & Stone, 2016), few definitions exist that encompass all of these components.  
As with leadership itself, leadership success has proven difficult to define (Derue, Nahrgang, Wellman & Humphrey, 2011). Lord, Vader and Alliger (1986) identified two distinct measures of leadership; leader emergence (the extent to which an individual is viewed as a leader by others), and leader effectiveness (a leader’s ability to influence and guide the activities of subordinates to meet his or her goals). These distinctions are useful when considering the predictive utility of characteristics, allowing differentiation between usefulness within emerging leaders and current leaders. It has been suggested that the success of a leader should be measured directly in-line with organisational output, and observable group performance (Hogan, Curphy & Hogan, 1994). DeRue et al (2011) identified three dimensions within leadership literature through which success has been measured; content (task and rational elements), analysis (considered at the individual or organisational level ), and the target of investigation (leader performance or group performance). 
Leaders of today are challenged with a highly complex role, requiring the maintenance of competitive advantage through innovation and overcoming complex challenges (Parr, Lanza & Bernthal, 2016). Leaders have considerable power over an organisation’s productivity, effectiveness and revenue, including organisational commitment of subordinates (Chen, Tsui & Bernthal, 2016).  It has been estimated that U.S. companies incur an annual cost of $23.8 billion as a result of poor leadership (Tepper, Moss & Duffy, 2011). The impact of the leaders within an organisation is well established, and as such a number of factors believed to have the power to impact on leadership performance have been investigated, in an attempt to improve understanding of the desirable, and undesirable qualities of both current, and potential leaders. DeRue and colleagues (2011) discovered through conduction of a meta analysis of leadership literature, that a leader’s traits and behaviours explain about one third of the variance in leader effectiveness. Two psychological characteristics have emerged as integral to leadership throughout a substantial body of literature; personality and intelligence (Antonakis, 2011). These characteristics will be the focus of this essay. 
One’s personality is unique, and developed through the complex interplay of the totality of a person’s subjective experience (Kernberg, 2016). Personality encompasses one’s enduring, non intellectual, psychological characteristics, including; habits, attitudes, beliefs and emotions (Haslam, 2007). A number of different approaches, theories and perspectives have been developed in an attempt to understand the impact of personality on leadership behaviours, and thus, organisational success (Popa, 2010). Due to the complexity and ambiguity of personality within early research, it’s impact is often difficult to understand, compare and replicate (Mount, Barrick, Scullen & Rounds, 2005). The only characteristic to emerge within early leadership literature was self confidence (Judge, Bono, Ilies & Gerhardt, 2002).
The lack of a universal structure, from which personality research could develop, led to limitations in the progression of research in the field. In 1985 the five factor model of personality, otherwise known as ‘The Big Five’ was developed (Costa & McRae, 1985; McRae & Costa, 1987), identifying extraversion, conscientiousness, neuroticism, openness to experience and agreeableness. In an attempt to create a universally recognised system for the measurement of personality traits, that are stable over time (Antonakis, 2011). A meta analysis found the big five able to account for 27% of the variability among ratings of leader emergence, and 15% of the variability among ratings of leader effectiveness. Finding corrected mean correlations between leadership ratings and Extraversion (ρ = .31), Conscientiousness (ρ = .28), Neuroticism (ρ = −.24), and Openness to Experience (ρ = −.24), in support of a dispositional basis for leadership (Judge et al, 2002).  Within the framework of the Five factor model, extraversion and conscientiousness were found to be the most consistent personality predictors of leadership success (Judge et al, 2002; DeRue et al, 2011; Parr, Lanza & Bernthal, 2016). 
Extraversion has been found to be one of the strongest and most robust predictor of leadership success. Characterised through assertiveness, sociability and dominance (Antonakis, 2011), extraversion has been positively associated with both leadership effectiveness and emergence (Judge et al, 2002). Research has shown that extroverted individuals are more likely to engage with proactive behaviours (Wang, Ang, Juang & Wu, 2019), and with a positive affect, and positive forecasts of the future (Spark, Stransmore & O’Connor, 2018). Extraversion is strongly associated with leader emergence, which relies heavily on the way in which one is perceived by colleagues subjectively, as it is believed to be a leader like characteristic (Hogan, Curphy & Hogan, 1994). Within dynamic, changing environments, the positive, highly sociable and assertive attributes of an extrovert are particularly beneficial (Hoogh, Hartog & Koopman, 2005). However within more stable working conditions, some aspects of extroversion can be less desirable, namely dominance, which has been found to negatively affect team performance and communication when used inappropriately (Tost, Gino & Larrick, 2013). 
Conscientiousness has also been considered a strong predictor of leadership success. Characterised through tenacity, organisation and persistence, conscientiousness is associated with higher levels of job performance, after controlling for mental ability, as a result of the extensive job knowledge developed (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). Conscientiousness has been found to be a highly desirable trait within a leader, through the setting of high standards and leading by example (Hoogh, Hartog & Koopman, 2005) and as such has found to be a strong predictor of leader emergence (Judge et al, 2002). The organisation and persistence characterised by conscientiousness are also strong predictors for operational leader effectiveness (Antonakis, 2011). Within volatile or dynamic working conditions, the meticulous, highly organised nature of conscientious individuals is viewed less positively, as such individuals can be seen to be rigid and stuck in their ways (Hoogh, Hartog & Hoopman, 2005). 
Weaker associations have been found between the remaining traits and leadership success. However, Openness to be experience has been considered a predictor of leadership success within changing environments, as such individuals are believed to be highly adaptable and creative (Judge et al, 2002). Within a more stable environment however, considered less desirable through challenging of the status quo (Howell & Avalio, 1993). Within customer facing environments, agreeableness is considered a positive leadership trait (Tett & Barnett, 2003). Contrary to many literature findings, within highly unstable conditions, the emotionally charged actions to initiate change and solve problems, demonstrated by a neurotic leader has been found to be a positive attribute (Antonakis, 2011)
In light of the literature findings,the isolated traits extraversion and conscientiousness appear to be predictive of leadership success (Judge et al, 2002). However considering traits in isolation to investigate their predictive power has been criticised as being oversimplified (Hoogh, Hartog & Koopman, 2005), and the need to examine personality from a more holistic perspective has been stressed, to account for interaction effects (Mount, Barrick, Scullen & Rounds, 2005). The impact of one trait on behavioural outcome is moderated and affected by other traits, thus highlighting the need for consideration of potential trait interactions (Simonet, Tett, Foster, Angelback & Bartlett, 2018). 
Personality does not exist in isolation, as such the personality traits measured or observed within a leader, will be expressed to a different degree within different situations (Simonet et al, 2018). Personality may influence the way in which an environment is interpreted, therefore shaping the behaviours displayed, based on environmental interpretations (Witt, Kacmar, Carlson & Zivnuska, 2002; Cable & Judge, 2003). Elements of personality may be amplified or dampened, based on an individual's assessment of the appropriateness of actions within a given situation (Radu, 2010). For example, if a colleague enters into cardiac arrest, extraverted behaviours (dominance) such as taking charge of the situation would be more desirable than conscientiousness (organisational) behaviours to deal with the issue at hand. Post occurrence however, conscientiousness may become more helpful from an organisational perspective as such an individual is likely to provide a detailed accident report, that may be able to aid the paramedics upon arrival. This is also an example of a situation reversing the usefulness of a trait, conscientiousness is desirable in times of stability, but less useful within crisis situations (Simonet et al, 2018; Witt et al, 2002). The substantial situational impact on trait desirability supports the need for situational specificity when considering the predictive power of personality and leadership success (Simonet et al, 2018). Supporting the idea of a descriptive, rather than explanatory relationship between personality traits and leadership behaviours (Langford, Dougall & Parkes, 2015). 
Leaders are tasked with the challenging role of solving a constant stream of complex problems in order to help companies remain competitive, and cope with the ever changing demands faced by organisations (Agnello, Ryan & Yusko, 2015). Intelligence is, and has long been one of the most valued traits within modern society (Judge, Colbert & Ilies, 2004). Intelligence is typically measured psychometrically through a intelligence quotient (IQ) tests, in which an individual will answer a series of questions, after which a personal IQ score will be generated (Angello, Ryan & Yukso, 2015). Historically, intelligence has been found to be one of the strongest predictors of leadership (Bass, 1990; Judge et al, 2002), associated with strong job performance. The relationship between intelligence and performance has been found stronger within more complex job roles, such as those assumed by a leader (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). 
The importance of intelligence is amplified in unfamiliar situations, such as starting a new job, job role, or facing a considerable change in the market or environment in which one operates (Haslam, 2007). Within times of change intelligence allows an individual to assess a situation, utilise consolidated knowledge, develop a logical solution and organise the implementation of said solution. As such, leader intelligence is most valuable within unstable, new and challenging environments that require learning and understanding considerable amounts of new information, and developing creative solutions (Agnello, Ryan & Yusko, 2015). It has been suggested that even the smallest increase in measurable intelligence can provide substantial benefits to leadership success (Antonakis, House & Simonton, 2017).
Intelligence has been found to be a strong predictor of both leadership emergence and leadership effectiveness (Judge, Colbert & Ilies, 2004). Intelligence is a powerful contributor towards leadership effectiveness, an intelligent leader will be able to adapt to situations, deal effectively with problems and thus instill a sense of trust and safety within followers (Gandolfi & Stone, 2018). These attributes suggest success, not only for the organisation, but also for the subordinates, highlighting the many benefits of intelligence within leadership positions. Within leadership emergence, intelligence helps an individual to establish themselves as effective and capable, to subordinates and supervisors (Judge, Colbert & Ilies, 2004). It is important to note that information about objective intelligence scores, such as IQ measures of an individual are often not readily available to superiors or subordinates. Suggesting that many studies into the impact of intelligence on leadership investigate the way in which a leader’s intelligence is perceived rather than their objective intelligence (Judge, Colbert & Ilies, 2004).
The positive impact of objective intelligence on leadership is highly researched and substantiated. Sminton (1985) proposed that intelligence is subject to the law of diminishing returns, where an increase in intelligence yields less reward once surpassing the optimum point. It has however, also been considered dysfunctional if a leader’s intelligence considerably exceeds that of the group that they lead (Seltzer & Bass, 1990). If a leader’s intelligence surpasses that of their subordinates too greatly, it may negatively impact their leadership abilities if they appear less prototypical to the group that they are leading (Antonakis, House & Sminton, 2017).
Antonakis, House and Sminton (2017) investigated whether leadership success declined, if the measured IQ of a leader surpassed their colleagues by more than 1 standard deviation (predicted to be 16 IQ points). A curve linear effect was identified where leadership success and intelligence correlated most strongly at around 120 IQ points. Interestingly, the marginal effect tapers as intelligence scores increase, until they become negative, strongly so as intelligence increases considerably (Antonakis, House & Simonton, 2017). This finding could be explained in part as a result of the mid level managers used, and the intelligence of their subordinates, in comparison with their own. Wai and Rindermann (2015) found between 37% and 41% of fortune 500 CEO’s to operate within the top 1% of cognitive ability. Suggesting that the curve-linear effect discovered, may not be applicable within company leaders. 
Similarly to the consideration of isolated personality traits, and their impact on leadership, a leader’s objective intelligence alone is not an adequate predictor of leadership success. Intelligence is complex and multi faceted, an individual can score highly on measures of objective intelligence, but be incapable of leading due to poor emotional intelligence. The study of emotional intelligence is gaining momentum, encompassing social intelligences encompassing ability such as IQ measures), competencies and non-cognitive factors such as personality and motivation (Kotze, 2010). Unlike objective intelligence, emotional intelligence focuses on the culture, and thus efficiency of group performance (Sechelariu, 2012). Intelligence also involves acknowledgement of one’s own weaknesses and the development of compensatory measures (Siegling, Nielsen & Petrides, 2014).

Leadership has proven to be a complicated concept with a multitude of definitions (Stogdill, 1974), as such leadership success is equally, if not more complex to operationalise and measure (Derue et al, 2011). In line with literature findings, the predictive power of personality traits and intelligence have been considered within this text (Judge et al, 2002). Through the five factor personality inventory (Costa & McRae, 1985), extraversion and conscientiousness have been identified as the strongest predictors of leadership success, however interaction effects have been found to limit their predictive power (Simonet et al, 2018). Higher levels of objective intelligence have historically been considered powerful predictors of success, in leadership and in general (Judge, Colbert & Ilies, 2004). The findings suggest however, that one can have too much of a good thing, and if a leader’s intelligence surpasses that of their subordinates too greatly there can be negative effects (Antonakis, House & Simonton, 2017). The literature suggests that although certain personality traits and level of intelligence are considered predictive of leadership success, individual differences, growing complexities of workplaces, and varying situational demands limit this predictive power. Suggesting that any trait in isolation, or even combination of traits, are unable to reliably predict leadership success in universal situations with a reasonable degree of accuracy.
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