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[bookmark: _GoBack]	To enable the critically discuss the extent to which psychological characteristics predict successful leadership in the workplace, it would be prudent to define what is meant by firstly, what is leadership? Secondly, what is successful leadership? Thirdly the psychological characteristics related to leadership, before finally discussing if they can predict successful leadership in the workplace, with specific interest in the transformational leadership dimension. 
	Leadership, according to Winston and Patterson (2006), has focused mainly on isolated variables when researched in the social sciences. After reviewing the literature on leadership, Winston and Patterson (2006) explained the main problem in understanding leadership is due to parsimony, which is defined as the extreme unwillingness to use resources or spend money (Stevenson, 2011). Winston and Patterson (2006), uncovered over 90 variables not including parsimony, that could be used in defining leadership. For example, Lord, Foti, & De Vader, (1984) found leaders to show 10 assets whilst Stogdill (1974), explained that leaders tend to score higher than non-leaders on only five assets. It is also prudent to point out that leaders and managers are not one and the same, for instance in certain situations, managers may not take the lead in a task, but defer leadership to a subordinate with the correct skill set (Kotterman, 2006). 
	Within the framework of occupational psychology, leadership is looked at from two main models, those being the trait approaches, that originated from  Allport (1961), and looked at the psychological characteristics and attributes that defined leaders, and the behavioural approaches that originated in the 1940’s at Ohio State University, where they explained that there were two behavioural types of leaders, that showed what style of leader had most effect in a given situation, due to two main characteristics, those of either task-oriented – focused on the task - or person-oriented – where individuals were considered before the task.
	In the early days of the trait approach Stogdill (1974), associated six main traits that were associated with leadership. Later in the 1980’s after a revival in trait theory over behavioural theory, the five-factor model was introduced (Digman, 1990). Lord, de Vader and Alliger (1986), suggested intelligence may also be associated with good leadership, although this was later shown to have a low predictive validity r=.27 (Judge, Colbert, & Ilies, 2004). 
	It was suggested by Judge, Bono, Ilies, and Gerhardt (2002) that using the factors associated with the five-factor model, it was possible to predict individuals that were likely to be more effective and emerge as leaders would score highly in Extraversion, openness to experience and conscientiousness, even if the positive correlations were only small. Whilst, individuals that showed a small negative correlation in neuroticism would not be effective in leadership.
	This was however criticised for failing to provide any causality for the difference in individuals as correlation does not imply causation (Altman & Krzywinski, 2015; Emerson, 2015). A second criticism was launched that explained there was no theoretical explanation of the motivations of an individual to become a leader (Raelin, 2016), and does not put forward any explanation for the interactions of traits with situational factors to produce leader behavioural outcomes (Green & Nebeker, 1977). It has also been suggested that personality characteristics do not themselves make effective leaders, but how those characteristics are expressed in behaviour, and how that behaviour is subsequently understood by others (Tims, Derks, & Bakker, 2016).
	When looking at behavioural approaches to leadership the two dominant styles are transactional and transformational. Transactional leadership is seen as reward for work system, and that contractual obligations are more important than individual feelings and ideas (Bass & Avolio, 1994). Whereas, transformational leaders are seen as having a more mentoring role, and giving individuals a chance to shine (Bass & Avolio, 1994), which increases their motivation and help subordinates to achieve self-actualisation (Maslow, 1943).
	Now we have a basic understanding of leadership styles and traits, what is meant by effective leadership and how psychological characteristics interplay with each other, this paper will now look at how, if at all the big-five personality traits/characteristics can determine if an individual is likely to become a transformational leader.
	According to Bass (1985) transformational leaders have four behavioural styles; individualised consideration (subordinates treated on own merit), intellectual stimulation (encourages free thinking), are inspirational motivators (encouraging subordinates to raise self-expectations) and idealised influence or charisma (makes personal sacrifices and shares glory) (Bass B. M., 1985).
	The five-factor Model (Digman, 1990),  adapted and developed from trait theories for behavioural analysis, has become widely accepted as a robust universal framework for understanding human personality types (Digman, 1990; McCrae & Costa, 1990; Costa & McCrae, 1992). The facets of the five-factor model are: Openness to experience, those that score high on this level do not feel constrained by established methods of working (Arnold & Randall, 2010). Conscientiousness, those scoring high at this facet are highly organised and thorough (Arnold & Randall, 2010). Extroversion, high scorers on extroversion have been described as outgoing, gregarious, lively and sociable (Arnold & Randall, 2010). Agreeableness high scorers are helpful to and mindful of others (Arnold & Randall, 2010). The fifth facet is neuroticism, individuals who score high on this facet are prone to self-doubt, worry and emotional (Arnold & Randall, 2010).
	Now that the five-factor model has been briefly looked at, it will be possible to look at which of the five-factor model is linked to a particular leadership style and whether it is possible to then use the five-factor model to predict successful leadership characteristics within a workplace setting. 
	Transformational leadership has a multi-dimensional construct, whose sub-dimensions are linked directly to the five-factor model (Deinert, Homan, Boer, Voelpel, & Gutermann, 2015; Lim & Ployhart, 2004). Deinert, Homan, Boer, Voelpel and Gutermann (2015), continue by  stipulating that the five-factor model is only indirectly linked to a leaders performance, although they raise an interesting point that “different combinations of the traits are differentially related to”  (Deinert, Homan, Boer, Voelpel, & Gutermann, 2015, p. 1095) a transformational leaders behaviours. Deinert, Homan, Boer, Voelpel and Gutermann (2015) explained the need to investigate the sub-dimensions separately was informed by previous research carried out by Sutton & Staw, (1995) and van Knippenberg & Sitkin, (2013). An example of this is that agreeableness was related positively to idealised influence, inspirational motivation and individualised consideration although not with intellectual stimulation (Deinert, Homan, Boer, Voelpel, & Gutermann, 2015). 	
	The groundwork for discussing the individual traits of the five-factor model for each aspect of transformational leadership sub-dimensions will be discussed. 
	Neuroticism had previously been shown to have a negative relationship with transformational leadership dimensions (Bono & Judge, 2004), although neuroticism had a small positive effect when in path-coefficients with inspirational motivation and intellectual stimulation (Deinert, Homan, Boer, Voelpel, & Gutermann, 2015; Lim & Ployhart, 2004), however, the zero-order correlations were not significant, cautious interpretation is required.
	Extraversion had been shown to have a positive relationship with transformational leadership (Bono & Judge, 2004), whereas, Deinert, Homan, Boer, Voelpel and Gutermann (2015), found that it was no relationship to individualised consideration, this could be due to previous findings that extraversion has a positive relationship with narcissism , a trait not usually associated with transformational leadership (Deinert, Homan, Boer, Voelpel, & Gutermann, 2015; Lim & Ployhart, 2004), thus implying that leaders with an extraverted trait may have more focus on the self, rather than the group (Judge, LePine, & Rich, 2006).
	Openness to experience has been found to have a positive relationship with transformational leadership (Bass & Avolio, 1994; Bono & Judge, 2004; Carleton, Barling, & Trivisonno, 2018; Cavazotte, Moreno, & Hickmann, 2012; Cavazotte, Moreno, & Hickmann, 2012; Lim & Ployhart, 2004), and across all the sub-dimensions (Deinert, Homan, Boer, Voelpel, & Gutermann, 2015).
	Agreeableness has a positive relationship with idealised influence, inspirational motivation (Deinert, Homan, Boer, Voelpel, & Gutermann, 2015). This is understandable as transformational leaders would want to be accepted as role models, be liked and accepted, to enable subordinates to feel empowered to put forward their ideas (Lim & Ployhart, 2004). 
	Conscientiousness had an overall positive relationship to transformational leadership (Bono & Judge, 2004), although Lim and Ployhart (2004) found contradictory findings, and weak negative relationships were found by Deinert, Homan, Boer, Voelpel and Gutermann (2015) for two sub-dimensions.
	When looking at the successfulness of transformational leadership as an overall construct, there appears to be more evidence for transformational leadership having a positive outcome in the workplace (Judge & Bono, 2000; Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt, 2002; Judge, Colbert, & Ilies, 2004; Deinert, Homan, Boer, Voelpel, & Gutermann, 2015), as motivation of subordinates would increase their productivity.
		This assignment has attempted to critically discuss the extent to which psychological characteristics predict successful leadership in the workplace. This has been discussed by defining the term leadership and how this can be affected by parsimony. This then led to explaining the complexity of leadership as a topic.
	It then continued to look at how occupational psychology attempts to understand leadership from both the cognitive and behaviourist methods, which in some cases have similarities and overlap. 
	Next, the assignment looked at the five-factor model and how these can be interpreted and used to predict the leadership type, although some are extremely subtle and have negligible interactions. Whereas, when studied with sub-dimensions of the traits has possibly given a more realistic outcome.
	 A brief description and outline of transformational leadership was put forward and then discussed each of the dimensions and subdimensions of the transformational leadership construct and how some of the factors in the five-factor model have positive and negative responses to the transformational leadership theory.
	The majority of the evidence presented would appear to suggest that it would be possible to predict successful transformational leadership in the work place. Whether other leadership styles could be predicted would need to be looked at in another paper.


References
Allport, G. W. (1961). Pattern and growth in personality. New York, NY: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.
Altman, N., & Krzywinski, M. (2015). Points of significance: Association, correlation and causation. Nature Methods, 12, 899-900.
Arnold, J., & Randall, R. (2010). Work psychology: Understanding human behaviour in the workplace (5th ed.). Harlow, UK: Financial Times Prentice Hall.
Bass, B. M. (1985). Leadership and performance beyond expectations. New York, NY: The Free Press.
Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1994). Improving organizatonal effectiveness through transformational leadership. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Bono, J. E., & Judge, T. A. (2004). Personality and transformational and transactional leadership: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(5), 901-910.
Carleton, E. L., Barling, J., & Trivisonno, M. (2018). Leaders' trait mindfulness and transformational leadership: The mediating roles of leaders, positive affect and leadership self-efficacy. Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science, 50(3), 185-194.
Cavazotte, F., Moreno, V., & Hickmann, M. (2012). Effects fo leader intelligence, personality adn emotional intelligence on transformational leadership and managerial performance. The Leadership Quarterly, 23(3), 443-455.
Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1992). The NEO PI-R professional manual. Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment Resources Inc.
Deinert, A., Homan, A. C., Boer, D., Voelpel, S. C., & Gutermann, D. (2015). Transformational leadership sub-dimensions and their link to leaders' personality and performance. The Leadership Quarterly, 26(6), 1095-1120.
Digman, J. M. (1990). Personality structure: emergence of the five-factor model. Annual Review of Psychology, 41, 417-440.
Emerson, R. W. (2015). Causation and Pearson's correlation coefficient. Journal of Visual Impairment & Blindness, 109(3), 242-244.
Green, S. G., & Nebeker, D. M. (1977). The effects of situational factors and leadership style on leader behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 19(2), 368-377.
Judge, T. A., & Bono, J. E. (2000). five-factor model of personality and transformational leadership. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85(5), 751-765.
Judge, T. A., Bono, J. E., Ilies, R., & Gerhardt, M. W. (2002). Personality and leadership: A qualitative and quantitative review. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(4), 765-780.
Judge, T. A., Colbert, A. E., & Ilies, R. (2004). Intelligence and leadership: A quantitative review and test of theoretical propositions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(3), 542-552.
Judge, T. A., LePine, J. A., & Rich, B. L. (2006). Loving yourself abundantly: Relationship of the Narcissistic personality to self- and other perceptions of workplace deviance, leadership, and task and contextual performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(4), 762-776.
Kotterman, J. (2006). Leadership versus management: What's the difference? The Journal for Quality and Participation, 29(2), 13-17.
Lim, B. C., & Ployhart, R. E. (2004). Transformational leadership: relations to the five-factor model and team performance in typical and maximum contexts. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(4), 610-621.
Lord, R. G., de Vader, C. L., & Alliger, G. M. (1986). A meta-analysis of the relation between personality traits and leadership perceptions: Procedures. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71(3), 402-410.
Lord, R. G., Foti, R. J., & De Vader, C. L. (1984). A test of leadership categorization theory: Internal structure, information processing, and leadership perceptions. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 34(3), 343-378.
Maslow, A. (1943). A theory of Human Motivation. Psychological Review, 50(4), 370-96.
McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T. (1990). Personality in adulthood. New York, NY: Guildford Press.
Raelin, J. A. (2016). Imagine there are no leaders: Reframing leadership as collaborative agency. Leadership, 12(2), 131-158.
Stevenson, A. (Ed.). (2011). Oxford dictionary of English (3rd ed.). Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.
Stogdill, R. M. (1974). Handbook of leadership: A survey of the literature. New York, NY: Free Press.
Sutton, R., & Staw, B. M. (1995). What theory is not. Administrative Science Quarterly, 40, 371-384.
Tims, M., Derks, D., & Bakker, A. B. (2016, 2016). Job crafting and its relationship with person-job fit adnd meaningfulness: A three-wave study. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 92, 44-53.
van Knippenberg, D., & Sitkin, S. B. (2013). A critical assessment of charismatic-transformational leaderhip research: Gack to the drawing board? Academy of Management Annals, 7, 1-60.
Winston, B. E., & Patterson, K. (2006). An integrative definition of leadership. International Journal of Leadership Studies, 1(2), 6-66.


2

