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Abstract 

Research on leadership styles and behaviors has largely developed independently from 

personality research. In this chapter, we show that there is a great deal of overlap between 

leadership styles and personality traits. Leadership styles, such as transformational, 

charismatic, transactional, instrumental, supportive, ethical, or destructive styles, are defined, 

conceptualized, and operationalized in similar ways as personality traits and can thus be 

considered contextualized traits. When taking into account the self-other agreement problem, 

and as is also evidenced in behavioral genetics studies, leadership styles are strongly related to 

personality. Furthermore, leadership styles show similar levels of trait variance, stability, 

heritability, and relations with leadership, subordinate, and organizational criteria as 

personality traits. Complete contextualization of the six-dimensional HEXACO personality 

inventory into a contextualized leadership version – the HEXACO-Lead – resulted in an 

instrument that exhibited higher levels of self-other agreement than observed for leadership 

styles and slightly stronger relations with leadership styles than found for the HEXACO 

personality inventory. Suggestions are offered to further our understanding of age-related and 

volitional changes in leadership, the effects of leadership training, person-supervisor fit, and 

the role of liking in leadership research using – from personality to leadership – 

contextualized leadership traits. 

 

Keywords: Leadership, Personality, Contextualization, HEXACO, Big Five, Leader 

Emergence, Leader Effectiveness, Subordinate Attitudes 
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Leadership as contextualized personality traits 

1. Introduction 

Scholars who are interested in leadership face a bewildering task when having to select 

one of the many leadership models and questionnaire operationalizations (Bass & Bass, 2009; 

Yukl, 2012). The many available leadership models vary in a number of ways, such as the 

leadership characteristic that is targeted (e.g., behaviors, styles, traits, values, tactics, 

strategies, competencies, skills, etc.), the breadth of the model (from focusing on a single 

construct to a ‘full range’ of leadership attributes), and the target that is being rated (e.g., self-

ratings, (subordinate or supervisory) observer ratings, group ratings). The task of selecting a 

leadership instrument is further complicated by the widespread presence of the ‘jingle-jangle 

fallacy’ in leadership research, either having the same term used for a leadership attribute that 

is different (jingle fallacy) or having a different term used for a leadership attribute that is the 

same (jangle fallacy). As an example of the latter, Mackey et al. (2021; see also Schyns and 

Schilling, 2013) list no fewer than 21 different terms that have been used to operationalize 

virtually indistinguishable destructive leadership behaviors. 

Clearly, an integration of leadership models and operationalizations is called for. In the 

current chapter, we offer such an integration by arguing that the most important leader 

characteristics proposed by scholars are instances of what we will call ‘contextualized 

leadership traits’1. We define contextualized leadership traits as the relatively stable 

intrapersonal structure of individual differences that are manifested through a set of 

influencing acts of a person – who has gained position power through a process of 

legitimation – towards an individual or a group of individuals. First, the definition stresses 

the usual three important elements in leadership, i.e., that leadership is exhibited by (1) a 

person who is in a ‘legitimate’ (but not necessarily formal) position in which they (2) 

influence (3) an individual or a group of individuals. Second, and important for the remainder 
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of this chapter, the definition posits that these influencing acts are based on (4) an underlying 

structure of individual differences and (5) that these acts are relatively stable, two 

assumptions that are shared with assumptions held in personality research.2 Consequently, by 

turning to personality models, on which there is a great deal of consensus, an integration of 

leadership models and operationalizations can be achieved. Such an integration offers clear 

advantages by allowing leadership scholars to use one unifying framework to integrate past 

and future research, similar to the integration in personality research which has been achieved 

by the introduction of the Big Five (Goldberg, 1990) and its successor, the HEXACO (Ashton 

et al., 2014) model of personality. 

In the following – second – section, we argue that the assumptions and empirical findings 

in leadership research support a contextualized leadership trait approach. In the third section, 

we explore the dimensional space of contextualized leadership traits, arguing that these fall 

within the space of the six-dimensional HEXACO model of personality (Ashton & Lee, 2020; 

Ashton et al., 2014), and we provide some preliminary results on the self-other agreement and 

convergent validity of a recently constructed contextualized HEXACO instrument that 

measures leadership, the HEXACO-Lead (Julian, 2021). In the fourth section, we provide an 

overview of the most important findings with respect to leadership styles – that can be 

regarded as contextualized leadership traits – and their relations to leadership emergence and 

attitudinal and performance outcomes. Last, in the final section, we summarize the main 

findings and we propose potential fruitful avenues for future research that may further our 

knowledge about leadership. We conclude by stating that a contextualized leadership trait 

approach may offer a way out of the wilderness of leadership models and operationalizations 

by focusing on the most relevant traits that are brought to light by personality researchers. 
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2. Sensemaking: The case for leadership traits 

In this section, we discuss our reasons for conceptualizing leadership as contextualized 

(from personality to leadership) traits. We focus on personality traits and not on other 

individual differences, such as physical traits, or individual differences associated with 

knowledge, skills, and abilities (KSAs; Hofman et al., 2011). Although physical traits, such as 

physical formidability, height, and attractiveness (Knapen et al., 2016; Little & Roberts, 

2012), have been found to be important in leadership, studies on physical traits do not face the 

same kinds of conceptualization and operationalization problems that are present in studies on 

psychological traits. With respect to KSAs, operationalizations should be based on test 

performance (e.g., items with ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ answers) and such operationalizations are 

rare in the leadership literature (for exceptions, see Hoffman et al., 2011). That is, personality 

trait-like attributes – exemplified in questionnaires that measure styles, strategies, behaviors, 

acts, etc. – are most common in leadership research. We first define what personality is and 

we discuss – and provide empirical evidence for – four main arguments to call leadership 

trait-like: a) the amount of content overlap of leadership style (and behavior, strategy, act, 

etc.) items with personality trait items, b) the amount of trait variance in leadership, c) the 

temporal stability of leadership, and d) its heritability and genetic overlap with personality. 

Personality defined 

In line with other definitions (e.g., Larsen et al., 2021, p. 3), personality is defined here as 

the relatively stable intrapersonal structure of traits and mental processes manifested by 

interpersonal variability and intrapersonal temporal and cross-situational consistency in a 

person's responses to the physical, mental, and social environment. That is, personality is (1) 

structured (the architecture of ‘traits’ and ‘mental processes’), (2) relatively stable across time 

and situations (‘intrapersonal consistency’), and (3) makes individuals different from each 

other (‘interpersonal variability’) in (4) their reactions (‘responses’) to (5) the internal and 
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external (physical and social) world (‘environment’). In other words, personality describes the 

set of stable characteristics that determine our thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. This 

definition is more encompassing than the earlier-mentioned contextualized leadership trait 

definition, but the two definitions overlap substantially in the sense that both cover the 

structuredness and stability of a person’s responses in their environment. Note that the 

‘structure’ part of the personality definition includes ‘mental processes’ and not only 

outwardly manifested traits. Operationalizations of leadership most often do not contain 

references to mental processes because they are not observable for subordinates, who are most 

frequently used as raters of leadership. Furthermore, the personality definition refers to both 

the variability between persons and the consistency within persons in their responses to the 

environment, which make it possible to speak of a person’s unique ‘style’ or ‘behavioral 

pattern’. Without this part, it would be impossible to distinguish – across situations and time – 

the behavior of one person from another. Last, the definition delineates the (physical, mental, 

and social) environment in which personality is expressed. Note that the leadership 

environment is a subset of the personality environment, because the leadership environment 

refers to much more confined social – and not physical and mental – situations in which a 

person has gained position power in a group of individuals. 

Content overlap personality - leadership 

In the following, we focus on the similarities between personality trait and leadership 

style conceptualizations and operationalizations. We use ‘leadership style’ as a shorthand for 

different leadership (style, behavior, strategies, etc.) conceptualizations because these tend to 

share a similar way of operationalizing constructs (e.g., through the rating of usual behaviors 

and/or enacted values/preferences in situations). Although there is no widely accepted 

definition of leadership style, trait definitions (such as the above contextualized leadership 

trait definition) are very similar to generic (and person-oriented) ‘style’ definitions that stress 
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“a way of doing something, especially one that is typical of a person” (retrieved on August 4, 

2021 from https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/style). The ‘typical of a person’ 

part is in line with the interpersonal variability and intrapersonal situational and temporal 

consistency part associated with traits that is incorporated in the personality definition, and 

thus the conceptualizations of (personality) traits and (leadership) styles strongly overlap. 

Not only do the conceptualizations overlap, but, more importantly, leadership items are 

highly similar to personality items. The main difference between leadership items and 

personality items is that the former refer to much more narrow (most often: hierarchical 

social) situations. That is, leadership items are personality items designed for a particular 

context (i.e., they are contextualized items). For example, adjectives that are considered 

prototypical of leadership, such as dynamic, trustworthy, and organized (Lord & Maher, 

1993), are a subset of adjectives that define the personality space (Ashton et al., 2004; De 

Vries, 2008). Similarly, leadership scales, such as the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 

(MLQ, Bass & Avolio, 1999) and the Supervisory Behavior Description Questionnaire 

(SBDQ, Fleishman, 1953), contain items such as “Talks optimistically about the future” 

(MLQ) and “Criticizes poor work” (SBDQ), that can be considered contextualized behavioral 

expressions of personality operationalizations such as “On most days, s/he feels cheerful and 

optimistic” and “People sometimes say that s/he is too critical of others” (both from the 

HEXACO Personality Inventory; Lee & Ashton, 2006). That is, although leadership items are 

often more situationally specific than personality items, there is a large degree of content 

overlap between the two domains. 

Trait variance in personality and leadership 

Another piece of evidence for the similarity of leadership styles and personality comes 

from research using the Social Relations Model (SRM, Kenny, 1994). The SRM distinguishes 

between four sources of variance in round-robin ratings (where members of a group rate each 

https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/style
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other): target variance (associated with rater consensus on a person’s trait), perceiver variance 

(associated with a rater’s overall perceptual bias when rating all other group members), 

relationship variance (associated with each unique dyadic relationship), and error variance. 

That is, when people in a group rate each other on personality, apart from error variance, 

people agree on some part of the rating of a person (target variance), another part of that 

rating is determined by a rater’s overall biases in rating others (perceiver variance, which is in 

the ‘eye of the beholder’), and yet another part of the rating is determined by the unique 

relationship that each person has with another person in the group (relationship variance).  

Using the HEXACO Personality Inventory, and when correcting for the error variance 

component, De Vries (2010) found the following percentages for the three substantive 

variance components: 47% (target), 18% (perception), and 35% (relationship). That is, most 

variance in the ratings of personality is target variance, associated with observable traits, but 

there is still a substantial amount of relationship variance. That is, people in a group tend to 

agree on somebody’s personality for most part (target variance), but the ratings also depend to 

a considerable extent on the way people have an unique relationship with each other 

(relationship variance). If leadership would be in the eye of the beholder or mostly driven by 

unique dyadic relationships, we would expect higher levels of perception and relationship 

variance, which is not the case. In fact, in a synthesis of leadership studies conducted using 

the SRM, Livi et al. (2008) actually found high levels of target variance in leadership (again, 

when correcting for error variance), that is: 57% (target), 15% (perception), and 28% 

(relationship variance). That is, if anything, there does not seem to be much evidence based 

on SRM research that leadership is any less trait-like than personality. 

Temporal stability of personality and leadership 

Yet another piece of evidence comes from longitudinal research on the temporal stability 

of personality and leadership. Personality has been found to be highly stable across time. For 
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instance, when correlating personality across two points in time, Costa and McCrae (1994) 

reported a stability correlation (r) of .64 across an average 17-year period of Big Five scales. 

Similarly, Thielmann and De Vries (in press) reported an average .77 ten-year stability 

correlation for middle-aged adults and an average of .73 3.5-year stability correlation among 

students for the six HEXACO personality domain scales.  

In contrast to the many studies on personality, there are surprisingly few studies on the 

temporal stability of leadership, and the following three studies that are summarized suffer 

from notable methodological limitations. The first study, by Van Dierendonck et al. (2004), 

measured subordinate-rated leadership behaviors four times, each spaced five months apart. 

The average correlation across all possible six combinations of measurements was .68. In the 

second study, by Skogstad et al. (2017), four leadership styles were measured across two 

occasions in two studies, respectively six months and two years apart. The average temporal 

consistencies were respectively .57 and .45 (.66 and .55, when using latent variables). In the 

third study, by Nielsen et al. (2019), transformational and laissez-faire leadership were 

measured six months apart with temporal consistency correlations of .61 and .50, respectively. 

Although, on average, these figures are slightly lower than those found for personality, it 

should be noted that team membership was not consistent across time points (Van 

Dierendonck et al., 2004) or – in an unknown number of cases – an altogether other leader 

may have been rated by the subordinate (Nielsen et al., 2019; Skogstad et al., 2017), most 

likely attenuating the observed correlations. Because it is difficult to study the same 

subordinate-supervisor dyads across longer periods of time, the level of long-term temporal 

stability of leadership styles is unclear. However, given the robust, but conservative, estimate 

of temporal stability, the findings do make clear that – similar to personality – leadership 

styles are generally highly stable across time. 

Heritability and genetic overlap of personality and leadership 
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A final – and important – piece of evidence comes from behavioral genetics studies on 

personality and leadership. Based on more than 50 years of twin studies on personality, the 

average influence of heritability, shared environment, and nonshared environment (plus 

measurement errors) across the Big Five personality traits has been estimated to be 45%, 5%, 

and 50%, respectively (Johnson, Vernon, & Feiler, 2008). A recent study using the HEXACO 

personality model, shows an almost equal amount of heritability (specifically: additive genetic 

variance), i.e., an average of 43% across different traits (De Vries et al., in press).  

Again, there have been only few behavioral genetic studies on leadership, but the 

available evidence shows that leadership has a similar, or even higher, level of heritability. 

That is, Li et al. (2012) showed that 48% of the variance in transformational leadership was 

accounted for by additive genetic factors. In Johnson et al. (2004), 57% of the variance in 

transformational leadership – and 47% of the variance in transactional leadership – was 

accounted for by additive genetic factors (the remaining variance in both studies was 

explained by nonshared environmental factors). Most importantly, Johnson et al. (2004) also 

showed that personality and leadership styles share a large amount of genetic variance, with 

conscientiousness (r = .58), openness to experience (r = .56), and extraversion (r = .23) 

having significant positive genetic relations with transformational leadership, and 

conscientiousness (r = -.49), extraversion (r = -.46), and agreeableness (r = -.23) having 

significant negative genetic relations with transactional leadership. In contrast, there was 

almost no overlap in environmental variance between personality and leadership styles. 

Consequently, not only are leadership styles at least just as heritable as personality, 

personality and leadership also show strong genetic overlap, supporting the stance that 

leadership is trait-like and, thus, that leadership styles can be considered contextualized 

personality traits. 
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3. The structure of leadership traits 

The previous section has shown that – definitionally – leadership styles can be equated to 

traits, that leadership items are a subset of personality items, that the trait variance of 

leadership and personality is highly similar, that leadership is just as stable and heritable as 

personality, and, most importantly, that there are strong genetic relations between personality 

and leadership styles. 

This latter finding flies in the face of meta-analyses on the relations between personality 

and leadership, which have been described as ‘weak’ (Bono & Judge, 2004; p. 906). Similar 

weak links (e.g., with r’s in the .10-.20 range) have been reported in other studies relating 

personality to leadership styles (e.g., De Hoogh, Den Hartog, & Koopman, 2005; Deinert et 

al., 2015; DeRue et al., 2011; Judge & Bono, 2000; Lim & Ployhart, 2004). In a recent meta-

analysis, Do and Minbashian (2020) also reported weak correlations between the Big Five 

personality dimensions openness to experience (r = .15), conscientiousness (r = .11), 

extraversion (r = .23), agreeableness (r = .15), and emotional stability (r = .19) and 

transformational leadership. Although extraversion has repeatedly emerged as one of the 

strongest personality predictors of constructive leadership, meta-analytic evidence (Mackey et 

al., 2021) indicates that it does not significantly predict destructive leadership (ρ = -.03). 

Correlations of openness to experience (ρ = -.08), conscientiousness (ρ = -.18), agreeableness 

(ρ = -.15), and neuroticism (ρ = .17) with destructive leadership are, however, similar to those 

for constructive leadership. Taken together, these findings mimic what Bono and Judge 

(2004) already concluded based on their meta-analytic findings: Links between personality 

and leadership styles are weak. As a consequence of these findings, Bono and Judge (2004) 

have suggested that leadership styles may be less trait-like than expected or that other traits 

may explain leadership better than the Big Five personality traits used in their meta-analysis. 

The self-other agreement problem 
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However, De Vries (2012) has argued – and shown – that there is a relatively 

straightforward reason for the weak personality-leadership relations. In all of the above 

studies, leadership styles have been measured using subordinate observer ratings, whereas 

personality has been measured using leader’s self-ratings, introducing the so-called self-other 

agreement problem. That is, correlations between two different constructs measured using two 

different sources face a ceiling effect whereby such correlations cannot be higher than the 

correlation between the same construct rated by two different sources (e.g., heterotrait-

heteromethod correlation ≤ monotrait-heteromethod correlation, in which trait is the construct 

being measured and method is the source providing the ratings). For example, the correlation 

between transformational leadership rated by subordinates and leader’s extraversion, rated by 

the leaders themselves (a heterotrait-heteromethod correlation, in which there are two traits 

(transformational leadership and leader’s extraversion) and two rating sources (subordinates 

and leaders)) cannot be higher than the correlation between the ratings of transformational 

leadership rated by subordinates and leaders (a monotrait-heteromethod correlation, in which 

there is one trait (transformational leadership), and two rating sources (subordinates and 

leaders)).  

Although monotrait-heteromethod correlations (or: self-other agreement correlations) of a 

personality construct are notably high among people who are highly acquainted (e.g., 

averaging in the r = .50-70 range among family members, close friends, or partners; Connelly 

& Ones, 2010; De Vries et al., 2008), they are substantially lower in work settings (e.g., .25-

.30; Connelly & Ones, 2010; De Vries et al., 2008). The level of self-other agreement on 

leadership constructs has been found to be even somewhat lower than that of personality, i.e., 

an average of .24 in Warr and Bourne (1999) and .16 in Ostroff et al. (2004). These 

correlations using the same construct put an effective ceiling on the correlations between 

different constructs measured using different sources, whereby in a work setting correlations 
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between different constructs measured using different sources (heterotrait-heteromethod 

correlations) cannot logically surpass the .20-.30 boundary imposed by these relatively weak 

self-other agreement (monotrait-heteromethod) correlations. 

In an empirical study using self- and subordinate rated leader personality and leadership 

styles, De Vries (2012) showed, using an instrumental variable approach, that the relations 

between personality and leadership styles are actually mostly strong to very strong, with 

HEXACO honesty–humility significantly related to ethical leadership (β = .50), extraversion 

significantly related to charismatic leadership (β = .76), agreeableness significantly related to 

supportive leadership (β = .74), and conscientiousness significantly related to task-oriented 

leadership (β = .33). That is, like in the above-mentioned genetic study (Johnson et al., 2004), 

there seems to be a strong link between personality and leadership styles. Given such strong 

links between personality and leadership, and given the empirical evidence that leadership 

styles are contextualized traits, the question remains which personality traits are most closely 

related to which leadership styles. For that question, we first have to turn to the dimensional 

space spanned by personality. That is, what are the most important personality dimensions? 

The structure of personality 

The question of the optimal dimensional structure of personality has vexed personality 

researchers for more than a century. Based on Galton’s (1884) suggestion, personality 

scholars have turned to the lexicon to find the most important words (most often: adjectives) 

that distinguish individuals from one another in their personality traits. By the 1990s, a near 

consensus was reached by the establishment of the Big Five model of personality (Goldberg, 

1990). However, a reanalysis of the – at that time – available lexical studies has shown that 

the most encompassing cross-culturally replicable factor solution contains six instead of five 

personality dimensions (Ashton et al., 2004). These six dimensions are known by the 

HEXACO acronym for honesty-humility, emotionality, extraversion, agreeableness, 
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conscientiousness, and openness to experience (Lee & Ashton, 2004; Ashton & Lee, 2020). 

The HEXACO model explains a full additional factor in comparison with the Big Five 

(Ashton & Lee, 2018) and captures variance associated with honesty-humility that is not well-

captured by the Big Five. Additionally, two of the HEXACO dimensions, emotionality and 

agreeableness, are rotated variants of Big Five neuroticism and agreeableness, with HEXACO 

agreeableness containing variance associated with irritability that is more closely associated 

with Big Five neuroticism, and HEXACO emotionality containing variance associated with 

sentimentality that is more closely associated with Big Five agreeableness. Table 9.1 includes 

descriptions and example items for each of the six HEXACO domains. 

 
Table 9.1 Descriptions and example items of the generic and contextualized HEXACO domains 
Domain Description Generic HEXACO-PI-R 

example item 
Contextualized 
HEXACO-Lead example 
item 

Honesty-Humility The tendency to be 
sincere, fair, modest, and 
to avoid being greedy. 

If I knew that I could 
never get caught, I would 
be willing to steal a 
million dollars. (R; 
Fairness) 

If I knew that I could 
never get caught, I would 
be willing to take credit 
for my subordinates’ 
work or ideas. (R) 

Emotionality The tendency to be 
fearful, anxious, 
sentimental, and 
dependent on others. 

I sometimes can't help 
worrying about little 
things. (Anxiety) 

My subordinates would 
say that I worry a lot at 
work.  

eXtraversion The tendency to be 
sociable, bold, lively, and 
to have self-esteem in 
social interactions. 

On most days, I feel 
cheerful and optimistic. 
(Liveliness) 

Compared to other 
leaders, I tend to be more 
optimistic.  

Agreeableness The tendency to be 
gentle, flexible, patient, 
and to easily forgive 
others. 

People sometimes tell me 
that I am too critical of 
others. (R; Gentleness) 

I have been told I can be 
too critical of my team's 
performance. (R) 

Conscientiousness The tendency to be 
organized, diligent, 
perfectionistic, and 
prudent.  

I often push myself very 
hard when trying to 
achieve a goal. 
(Diligence) 

I often push both myself 
and my team very hard 
when trying to achieve a 
goal. 

Openness to 
Experience 

The tendency to be 
inquisitive, creative, 
unconventional, and to 
appreciate aesthetics. 

I would enjoy creating a 
work of art, such as a 
novel, a song, or a 
painting. (Creativity) 

I enjoy when my team 
takes on projects 
requiring creativity. 

Note. Descriptions are based on the lower-order facets of the HEXACO domains, example items of the 
generic HEXACO-PI-R are reproduced from www.hexaco.org (R = Recoded; between brackets the 
specific facet is also noted), and example items of the HEXACO-Lead are from Julian (2021).  
 

http://www.hexaco.org/
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The structure of leadership 

Only few lexical studies have been conducted on leadership. Instead of departing from the 

lexicon, Offermann et al. (1994) had 115 students list up to 25 traits or characteristics of a 

leader (i.e., based on their ‘Implicit Leadership Theory’, or ILT), resulting in a list of 160 

terms. These 160 terms were further narrowed to 41 terms comprising 8 factors: sensitivity, 

dedication, tyranny, charisma, attractiveness, masculinity, intelligence, and strength. Using a 

similar design, Offermann and Coates (2018) complemented these eight factors with a ninth 

factor, which they named creativity. In a follow-up study of the 1994 study by Epitropaki and 

Martin (2004), the earlier 41 items were best captured by six factors: sensitivity (cf. 

agreeableness), intelligence (cf. openness to experience), dedication (cf. conscientiousness), 

dynamism (cf. extraversion), tyranny (cf. low honesty-humility), and masculinity (cf. low 

emotionality). Even more recently, Keshet et al. (2020) used the lexicon and identified – after 

a number of pruning steps – 393 adjectives than can be used to identify effective and 

ineffective leaders. A factor analysis using 248 leader self-ratings and 307 subordinate 

observer ratings identified respectively five and four leadership factors, named 

corruption/tyranny (cf. low honesty-humility), calculated/competency (cf. conscientiousness), 

weakness (cf. emotionality), positive energy (cf. extraversion), and – in the leader self-ratings 

only – aggression (cf. low agreeableness). Thus, although there is yet no direct empirical 

evidence to establish to what extent the leadership lexical factors overlap with the personality 

factors, the content of the items in these factors suggest a strong overlap between the two 

(personality and leadership) domains. 

The construction of a contextualized leadership questionnaire 

Based on these findings, that demonstrate that leadership dimensions show a high level of 

semantic overlap with personality dimensions, and given the fact that leadership styles can be 

regarded as contextualized personality, a logical next step would be to construct a 
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contextualized leadership questionnaire. Contextualization of a personality measure can be 

accomplished by instructing respondents to think of a particular context when completing the 

assessment, by adding a "tag" at the end of each scale item (e.g., for a workplace context, 

adding the tag "at work" to the end of each item) or by completely re-writing each item to fit 

within a particular context (see Holtrop et al., 2014). Several HEXACO personality items 

contain contextual information, and therefore instructions or a tag would obscure the content 

of such items (Holtrop et al., 2014; Julian, 2021). Furthermore, the complete contextualization 

(‘rewriting’) method leads to the highest level of criterion-related validity (Holtrop et al., 

2014), and thus this method was employed in the creation of the HEXACO-Lead (Julian, 

2021), a contextualized leadership inventory based on the HEXACO model. To construct the 

HEXACO-Lead, seven subject matter experts created contextual examples for items from the 

full HEXACO-PI-R (Lee & Ashton, 2004). The examples were used to generate an initial 

pool of contextualized items, which was subsequently refined using a working student sample 

(see Julian (2021) for the full procedure and Table 1 for example items).3  

Self-other agreement of the HEXACO-Lead 

In an initial study using the 92-item HEXACO-Lead (Julian, 2021), a sample of leaders 

(N = 445), as well as a subset of their subordinates (N = 165, nested within 79 leaders and 

aggregated to the leader level for analyses), completed self- and observer report versions 

(respectively) of the HEXACO-Lead, the HEXACO-60 (Ashton & Lee, 2009), and various 

leadership styles (i.e., transformational, contingent reward, ethical, and supportive leadership 

styles). As mentioned earlier in this chapter, self-other agreement among leaders and 

subordinates tends to be lower for leadership styles relative to personality traits (De Vries, 

2012). When compared with the generic HEXACO personality scales, results using a matched 

leader-subordinate sample (n = 77-78) showed that the HEXACO-Lead had similar – or even 

slightly higher – self-other agreement (i.e., mean self-other convergent correlation for 
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HEXACO-Lead scales was .43, compared to .40 for the HEXACO-60 scales). Importantly, 

self-other agreement correlations were higher for the contextualized HEXACO-Lead and the 

generic HEXACO personality measure when compared to those for the leadership styles (i.e., 

mean correlation of .20 for leadership styles). That is, similar to findings in prior research 

using generic personality scales (De Vries, 2012), leadership style measures seem to contain 

much less systematic variance than contextualized and generic personality measures, as 

evidenced by the lower level of self-other convergent correlations in leadership style 

measures.4  

Validity of the HEXACO-Lead 

Apart from self-other agreement, the ability of the HEXACO-Lead to predict several 

leadership styles, compared to the generic HEXACO-60, was also examined (Julian, 2021).5 

For these analyses, the larger leader sample was used which contained self-report personality 

and leadership style data (n = 436). Results showed that the HEXACO-Lead consistently 

produced a larger multiple correlation coefficient across all four self-rated leadership style 

measures, relative to the HEXACO-60 (e.g., when calculating the difference in multiple R 

values between the two measures when leadership styles are regressed on them, i.e., Rdiff = 

RHEXACO-LEAD – RHEXACO-60), though the differences among the two estimates varied greatly in 

size (Rdiff = .03 to Rdiff = .12). That is, the Rdiff was significant for supportive leadership only, 

suggesting that the HEXACO-Lead outperformed the generic HEXACO-60 in the prediction 

of this leadership style, but it did not for the other three leadership styles. Importantly, the 

differences among the contextualized and generic measures in this study are in the range of 

what could be expected based on prior meta-analytic research comparing validities of 

contextualized versus non-contextualized personality measures (Shaffer & Postlethwaite, 

2012). The pattern of consistently higher self-other agreement and stronger prediction (though 
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not always statistically significant) of leadership styles offered by the HEXACO-Lead shows 

the potential benefit of a complete contextualization of personality to leadership. 

In summary, findings from the HEXACO-Lead research offer additional evidence that 

self-other agreement among leaders and subordinates is higher for both contextualized and 

generic personality relative to leadership style measures (De Vries, 2012), and also slightly 

higher for contextualized leadership traits relative to generic personality traits. Moreover, this 

research supports a consistent pattern of higher validity in the relation with self-rated 

leadership styles for the contextualized HEXACO-Lead, relative to the generic HEXACO-60 

measure. Although the findings using the HEXACO-Lead are encouraging, more research is 

needed to further examine the impact of contextualization on self-other agreement and on 

personality – leadership style relations, and to investigate the incremental validity of the 

HEXACO-Lead in the prediction of organizational criteria beyond generic personality and 

leadership styles. 

4. The effects of leadership traits 

In the previous section, we demonstrated that lexical studies on personality and leadership 

show high levels of content convergence, and subsequently argued and showed that leadership 

can best be assessed using a contextualized personality questionnaire. In addition, we 

reviewed evidence indicating that the generally weak personality-leadership correlations 

observed in meta-analyses are due to low self-other agreement in ratings of personality and 

leadership (outcomes). In the current section, we provide a more detailed overview of the 

relations of both leaders’ personality traits and their leadership styles with leadership 

outcomes (i.e., leadership emergence, leadership effectiveness, and various follower 

outcomes/perceptions), which are often attenuated as well because of the self-other agreement 

problem. We will argue that future research may benefit from focusing on contextualized 
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leadership traits to increase the predictive validity in a number of important leadership 

outcomes.  

Leadership emergence and effectiveness 

The study of individual differences to explain and predict leadership emergence and 

effectiveness is the longest standing research topic in the leadership field (Zaccaro et al., 

2018). In their 2002 review, Judge et al. showed that all Big Five traits were related to 

leadership emergence and effectiveness (except that agreeableness did not predict leadership 

emergence), with a combined multiple correlation of .53 for leadership emergence and .39 for 

leadership effectiveness. Extraversion emerged as the most predictive trait, whereas 

agreeableness was the least predictive trait for both criteria. Similarly, Ensari et al. (2011) 

meta-analytically demonstrated that extraversion (Fisher’s z = .33), conscientiousness 

(Fisher’s z = .19), openness to experience (Fisher’s z = .17) and emotional stability (e.g., 

reversed neuroticism; Fisher’s z = .12) were significantly related to leadership emergence in 

initially leaderless groups. In another meta-analysis, Ilies et al. (2004) showed that 

intelligence in combination with the Big Five personality traits had a multiple correlation of R 

= .57 with leadership emergence. Although some of the correlations for personality traits with 

leadership emergence and effectiveness were relatively weak, the reviewed findings in 

combination with the attenuation due to the self-other agreement problem indicate that 

personality traits, and most notably extraversion, play a crucial role in predicting who 

emerges as a leader and how effective they are. 

Research linking different leadership styles to leadership emergence is scarce, likely 

because leadership styles are usually only assessed once someone has already emerged as a 

leader, but correlations of the few available studies are generally of similar magnitude as 

those for the relations of personality traits with leadership emergence. For example, López‐

Zafra et al. (2008) found that participants who scored high, compared to low, on 
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transformational leadership were more likely to emerge as leaders. Similarly, Mitchell et al. 

(2019) found that both task-oriented (cf. conscientiousness, r = .33) and relationship-oriented 

leadership behaviors (cf. extraversion and agreeableness, r = .35) were positively related to 

leadership emergence (although the relation for the latter was curvilinear). Another key 

finding with regard to leadership emergence is that individuals who communicate more 

frequently and more forcefully (cf. extraversion) are more likely to emerge as leaders (Acton 

et al., 2019; Gerpott et al., 2019).  

Relations of different leadership styles with perceived leadership effectiveness are 

generally stronger than those of personality traits. For example, Hoch et al. (2018) and 

Breevaart and Zacher (2019) found a relation between transformational leadership and leader 

effectiveness (ρ = .79 and r = .92 respectively) that even suggests that the two constructs are 

hard to separate empirically. Similar, albeit slightly weaker, correlations were found in other 

meta-analyses (Dumdum et al., 2013; Judge & Piccolo, 2004) and for other constructive 

leadership styles (e.g., Banks et al., 2016; Kim et al., 2018). With regards to negative 

leadership styles, Breevaart and Zacher (2019) found that laissez-faire leadership was 

negatively related to perceived leadership effectiveness (r = -.41). Next to the fact that these 

correlations are likely inflated because followers confound their leader’s effectiveness with 

how much they like their leader, these strong correlations can also be explained by the fact 

that both are usually rated by the follower, dissolving the self-other agreement problem. 

Overall, leaders’ personality and leadership styles seem to exhibit similar correlations with 

both leadership emergence and effectiveness. 

Follower outcomes/perceptions 

Different follower outcomes are often regarded as the most crucial outcomes influenced 

by leaders because they ultimately determine organizational success. Although little research 

exists, some studies have examined how leaders’ personality traits relate to different follower 
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outcomes (keep in mind that some of the following correlations are based on personality traits 

rated by leaders and outcomes rated by followers, creating the self-other agreement problem 

which attenuates these correlations). For example, leaders’ extraversion and agreeableness 

both correlated .18 with followers’ perception of LMX (Dulebohn et al., 2012), and leaders’ 

narcissism significantly predicted followers’ counterproductive work behavior directed at 

leaders (r = .57; Braun et al., 2018). Derue et al. (2011) report that leaders’ agreeableness (ρ = 

.22) and emotional stability (ρ = .08) correlate significantly with followers’ satisfaction with 

their leader, whereas correlations for leaders’ openness to experience, conscientiousness, and 

extraversion were non-significant. All of these outcomes can be regarded as leader-directed 

outcomes.  

Very few studies have correlated leaders’ personality traits with followers’ general 

attitudes, but Derue et al. (2011) report only non-significant meta-analytic correlations for 

leaders’ Big Five traits with followers’ job satisfaction. These meta-analytic correlations are, 

however, based on only two studies, highlighting the need for more research that examine 

how leaders’ traits correlate with attitudes of followers, such as turnover intentions or 

organizational commitment. Similarly, very few studies examined relations between leaders’ 

personality and followers’ performance outcomes. Derue et al. (2011), based on k = 1-5 

studies, found that leaders’ conscientiousness (ρ = .31) related positively to followers’ group 

performance, whereas correlations for agreeableness (ρ = .20) and openness to experience (ρ 

= .13) were modestly sized but non-significant (which can likely be attributed to low 

statistical power). The current evidence therefore seems to indicate that leaders’ personality 

traits do affect followers’ attitudes and performance, but more research is clearly needed. 

The relations of different leadership styles with various follower outcomes have been 

examined abundantly in past decades. Similar to the relations we reviewed above for leaders’ 

personality with follower outcomes, findings for leadership styles generally indicate that 
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relations are strongest for leader-directed outcomes (e.g., trust in leader, satisfaction with 

leader), followed by attitudinal outcomes (e.g., job satisfaction, organizational commitment), 

and ultimately by performance outcomes (e.g., job performance, organizational citizenship 

behavior). For example, Hoch et al. (2018), who compared effect sizes for the most 

commonly studied constructive leadership styles (i.e., authentic, ethical, servant, and 

transformational leadership), reported the strongest correlations for trust in the leader (ρ = 

.65-.71; i.e., across the four leadership styles), followed by different positive attitudinal 

outcomes (ρ = .39-.66), and ultimately by various behavioral, performance outcomes of 

followers (ρ = .12-.45).  

Again: The self-other agreement problem 

Taken together, these findings indicate that there is strong overlap in the relations of 

leader personality and of leadership styles with the different leadership outcomes we reviewed 

here. In other words, leader personality traits exhibit correlations with follower outcomes in a 

similar magnitude as leadership styles do. An important reason for these correlations that are 

often interpreted as being weak to medium-sized is the self-other agreement problem 

described in the previous section. That is, in most studies, leaders report on the predictor 

variable (i.e., personality), whereas subordinates rate the outcome variable (e.g., leadership 

effectiveness, attitudinal outcomes). As we noted above, research shows that in work settings, 

self-other agreement on leadership (r = .24; Warr & Bourne, 1999), leadership behavior (r = 

.16; Ostroff et al., 2004), and personality (r = .30; De Vries et al., 2008) is quite low, which 

can explain the weak relations between leader-rated personality and subordinate-rated 

outcome variables. Supportive of this claim, correlations are much higher for subordinate-

rated leadership style and subordinate-rated (leader-directed, attitudinal, and performance 

related) outcome variables.  
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Based on the evidence reviewed above, leaders’ extraversion is a particularly important 

trait as it predicts both leadership emergence and effectiveness as well as various follower 

outcomes/perceptions (e.g., LMX). Conscientiousness also plays an important role in 

predicting both leadership emergence and effectiveness. Whereas agreeableness seems to be 

of little relevance in explaining leadership emergence, agreeable leadership does seem to be 

relevant for maintaining happy and healthy relationships with subordinates (i.e., high LMX 

and low abusive supervision). Although there is little research linking honesty-humility to 

organizational outcomes, given that honesty-humility has been positively linked to ethical 

leadership and negatively linked to abusive supervision (Breevaart & De Vries, 2017; De 

Vries, 2012), and given that dishonest leaders may provide counterproductive examples, 

thereby triggering low honesty-humility traits in their subordinates (De Vries, 2018), it seems 

likely that honesty-humility is an important leadership trait. Future research should therefore 

examine how leaders’ honesty-humility relates to different follower outcomes. 

5. Sensebreaking: Summary and future research 

In the previous sections, we argued and showed that the most commonly used leadership 

constructs (i.e., those pertaining to behaviors or styles) can be regarded as contextualized 

(from personality to leadership) traits. First, we demonstrated that there is a strong overlap 

between leadership and personality definitions and items, and that personality and leadership 

constructs have similar levels of target variance, stability over time, and heritability. 

Furthermore, behavioral genetics studies show strong genetic – and weak environmental – 

overlap between personality and leadership. Second, we argued that the relatively weak 

personality – leadership relations in past studies are due to the self-other agreement problem 

in work settings and that the leadership lexical space is – like the personality space – spanned 

by a maximum of six factors that align with the HEXACO personality factors. Using a 

contextualized leadership inventory, the HEXACO-Lead, it was shown that, when compared 
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to leadership styles measures, complete contextualization of a personality questionnaire 

results in substantially higher self-other (leader self-rating – subordinate observer rating) 

agreement. Additionally, the HEXACO-Lead showed slightly – but consistently – higher 

validity in the prediction of leader-rated leadership style measures than generic HEXACO 

personality. Third, we delved into the literature on the relations between personality and 

leadership styles on the one hand with leadership emergence and attitudinal and effectiveness 

outcomes on the other hand. This section showed that leaders’ personality traits exhibit 

similar (albeit attenuated due to the self-other agreement problem) correlations with follower 

outcomes as various leadership styles, providing further evidence that leadership can best be 

conceptualized using contextualized personality traits. Based on the relations with various 

leader, subordinate, and organizational outcomes, the most important contextualized 

leadership traits appear to be extraversion, conscientiousness, agreeableness, and – although 

less research has been conducted on this trait – honesty-humility. In the remaining, we 

highlight a number of areas that have been underdeveloped in leadership research on which 

findings in personality psychology can shed light. That is, the contextualized leadership traits 

approach may open up a number of avenues for future research that may further our 

knowledge about leadership.  

Lifespan leadership research 

As section 2 (‘Sensemaking: The case for leadership traits’) has shown, there is a paucity 

of research on leadership stability. We were able to locate three articles and in those, the 

maximum number of years that leaders were followed was only two years. No true lifespan 

research has yet been conducted on the stability and development of leadership styles, 

probably because it is almost impossible to obtain data from the same subordinates across 

such a vast space of time. When using different raters, scholars have to realize that the 

stability coefficients are likely to be much lower than what is usually found in personality 
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research. A large cross-cohort study using HEXACO self-ratings shows that there are 

important age trends in traits that are associated with leadership styles (Ashton & Lee, 2016). 

That is, given the large changes in honesty-humility (e.g., close to 1 SD between 18 and 70 

years), one might expect convergent changes in ethical leadership and (less) abusive 

supervision, with older leaders showing on average more ethical leadership and less abusive 

supervision than younger leaders. Extraversion, which we have shown is the strongest 

leadership predictor (e.g., De Vries, 2012; Do & Minbashian, 2020; Bono & Judge, 2004), 

also shows an upward trend, especially with respect to the facets Social Self-Esteem and 

Social Boldness, two potentially important leadership traits. Agreeableness, which is 

positively related to supportive leadership and negatively to abusive supervision (Breevaart & 

De Vries, 2017; De Vries, 2012), shows a ‘U-shaped’ trend, with its lowest point around 40 

(at the age that most people have young children). It would be interesting to see whether this 

trend is also present for supportive leadership. Finally, conscientiousness shows a gradual 

age-related increase, which may result in more consistent and complete leader planning 

behaviors. Although some leadership studies have investigated leader age and its relation with 

leadership styles (e.g., Oshagbemi, 2004, 2008), most leadership studies do not report 

correlations between leader age and leadership styles. That is, until a meta-analysis and/or 

large-scale age-related and preferably longitudinal leadership style study is conducted, it is 

unclear what are the most important age-related leadership style changes and whether these 

coincide with personality changes across the lifespan. 

Age-related changes are important for another reason. Recent behavioral genetics 

research (Kandler et al., in press) has shown a decline in additive genetic effects and an 

increase in environmental effects on personality across the lifespan. This is accompanied by 

an increase in stability of personality, which is most stable around the age of 50 (Specht et al. 

2011). If these trends are true for leadership as well, it may mean that leadership styles are 



LEADERSHIP AS CONTEXTUALIZED PERSONALITY TRAITS  26 

‘set in plaster’; i.e., formed by environmental forces across time, but increasingly less 

malleable as time goes by. It may also mean that there is a critical period for leadership 

training before leadership styles are ‘set in stone’. Future research might like to investigate 

whether there is such a critical period and at what age leadership style changes are harder to 

realize. 

Volitional leadership change 

Another area of research that is important for leadership training is research that has 

focused on volitional change. Thielmann and De Vries (in press) have shown that personality 

feedback may increase volitional personality change, especially for those who are low on 

honesty-humility, conscientiousness, and agreeableness (e.g., the three nightmare traits, De 

Vries, 2018). Studies on volitional change in personality have shown that programs designed 

to elicit specific behavioral changes can be successful if people are motivated to change 

(Hudson & Fraley, 2015). As far as we know, there have been no studies looking at volitional 

leadership change, although in the aforementioned study, especially increases in extraversion 

were found among those who desired to become more extraverted. A subsequent study 

(Hudson et al., 2019) found that desire to change was not a sufficient condition to evoke 

lasting personality change, but that it had to be complemented with successful behavioral 

change implementations. It is yet unknown to what extent feedback, volitional change 

motivations, and/or successful behavioral change implementations have an impact on lasting 

leadership style changes. 

Person-supervisor fit 

Using (contextualized) personality measures in leadership research may be also 

advantageous because it makes it easier to ‘match’ the questions posed to leaders and 

subordinates when investigating person-supervisor fit (P-S fit). P-S fit has been most closely 

related to satisfaction with the supervisor (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005), but further 
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investigations are warranted into the nature of this relation. In terms of personality, the 

question is on which personality traits P-S fit is more likely to relate to supervisor satisfaction, 

and, in turn, positive attitudes towards the job and the organization. Some hints may be 

provided by research showing that, in general, people who are befriended tend to be similar – 

and assume similarity – on two of the six HEXACO traits: honesty-humility and openness to 

experience (Lee et al., 2009). Research on preferences for ethical leadership has shown that 

people high on honesty-humility are more likely to prefer to work for an ethical leader, 

whereas this was less true for those low on honesty-humility (Ogunfowora, 2014). Because 

honesty-humility and openness to experience are the dimensions of personality that are most 

closely related to values (Lee et al., 2009), it is not unlikely that these two play an important 

role in the attitudes that leaders and subordinates have towards each other. 

The role of leader liking 

That brings us to another important area that is underrepresented in leadership research, 

that is, the role of liking and the personal relationships between leaders and subordinates. As 

we have highlighted in section 2 (‘Sensemaking: The case for leadership traits’), apart from 

target variance, there is also a substantial amount of relationship variance in personality and 

leadership (e.g., 35% in De Vries, 2010, and 28% in Livi et al., 2008). It is highly likely that 

this variance is determined by the extent of liking between leaders and subordinates. 

Staggeringly high correlations (with |r| ≥ .80) between leader affect questionnaires (measuring 

leader (dis-)liking) and leadership styles (e.g., abusive supervision, authentic leadership, and 

leader-member exchange (LMX)) have been observed (Martinko et al., 2018), showing that at 

least some leadership style questionnaires do not measure much else than leader (dis-)liking. 

Such findings may be another reason why researchers should turn to more evaluatively neutral 

contextualized trait questionnaires (Julian, 2021). Furthermore, social relations analyses 

(Kenny, 1994) should be used to clarify the nature of the relations between leadership styles 
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or contextualized traits and liking, i.e., whether this is mainly through the relationship 

variance or whether there is also target variance (e.g., a leader’s extraversion) associated with 

leader liking. 

Incremental validity of leadership 

That brings us to a last important point. For leadership style studies to show that they add 

value in the prediction of leadership outcomes (e.g., leader emergence, leader effectiveness, 

and subordinate attitudes and performance), leadership scholars have to show that leadership 

style measures add variance in the prediction of these outcomes beyond liking, generic 

personality traits, and cognitive ability measures (e.g., objectively measured emotional 

intelligence, Mayer et al., 2003), while at the same time taking into account the self-other 

agreement problem noted in section 3 (‘The structure of leadership traits’). Only when 

researchers are able to show that leadership style measures have incremental validity in the 

prediction of organizational and attitudinal outcomes when combined with leader liking, 

leader personality, and leader ability measures, we may be able to conclude that such 

measures are a worthwhile addition at the disposal of scholars. 

Concluding remarks 

The leadership field has been plagued by a bewildering number of leadership 

conceptualizations. In this chapter, we have offered an integrative solution for the current 

state of affairs by conceptualizing leadership styles as contextualized personality. In this 

chapter, we have outlined why such an integrative solution is warranted (i.e., because of the 

theoretical, conceptual, operational, and empirical overlap between personality and 

leadership) and what benefits it may provide. A preliminary study using a fully contextualized 

leadership measure, the HEXACO-Lead, shows the advantages of using a contextualized 

leadership measure by offering higher levels of self-other agreement than leadership style 

measures. Integrating leadership style measures with existing personality trait measures into 
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an overarching contextualized leadership trait model, such as the HEXACO-Lead, may 

ultimately result in a more parsimonious and unified leadership field, something that all 

leadership scholars should strive for.

 
Footnotes 

1 Please note that this should actually be called ‘to leadership contextualized personality 

traits’ or ‘from personality contextualized leadership traits’, but because these are such a 

mouthful, we shortened it for the remainder of the chapter to ‘contextualized leadership 

traits’. We refrained from shortening it to ‘leadership traits’ to make clear that contextualized 

leadership traits are specific to leadership situations and that these traits are aligned with – 

and should be incorporated in – the existing personality dimensional space. 

2 We very briefly discuss other individual differences in the beginning of the “2. 

Sensemaking: The case for leadership traits” section. 

3 The most notable difference among the HEXACO-Lead assessment and other generic 

versions of the HEXACO personality framework is the combination of two facet scales in the 

Openness to Experience domain, Inquisitiveness and Aesthetic Appreciation, into a single 

facet scale. Therefore, the Openness to Experience factor contains only three facet scales in 

the HEXACO-Lead measure, instead of the four scales typical of generic versions. 

4 It is important to note that the sample size available for all of these analyses was small (n 

= 77-78), and therefore results should be interpreted with caution. 

5 The HEXACO-60 was used as the generic HEXACO measure in this study (as opposed 

to longer alternatives, e.g., HEXACO-100) to keep the full set of questionnaires to a 

reasonable length. To rule out the impact of differential assessment length (i.e., 92 items vs. 

60 items) on the differences in criterion-related validity between the HEXACO-Lead and the 

generic measure (respectively), the author recovered a 60-item version of the HEXACO-Lead 
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and re-ran the regression analyses for the self-rated leadership styles. The regression analyses 

using this shortened version of the HEXACO-Lead produced multiple correlation coefficients 

that were comparable to the full version of the assessment. 



 

References 

Acton, B. P., Foti, R. J., Lord, R. G., & Gladfelter, J. A. (2019). Putting emergence back in 

leadership emergence: A dynamic, multilevel, process-oriented framework. The 

Leadership Quarterly, 30(1), 145-164. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2018.07.002 

Ashton, M.C., & Lee, K. (2009) The HEXACO-60: A short measure of the major dimensions 

of personality. Journal of Personality Assessment, 91, 340-345. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00223890902935878 

Ashton, M. C., & Lee, K. (2018). How well do Big Five measures capture HEXACO scale 

variance?. Journal of Personality Assessment, 101(6), 567-573. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00223891.2018.1448986 

Ashton, M. C., & Lee, K. (2020). Objections to the HEXACO model of personality 

structure—And why those objections fail. European Journal of Personality, 34(4), 492-

510. https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2242 

Ashton, M. C., Lee, K., & De Vries, R. E. (2014). The HEXACO Honesty-Humility, 

Agreeableness, and Emotionality factors: A review of research and theory. Personality 

and Social Psychology Review, 18(2), 139-152. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868314523838 

Ashton, M. C., Lee, K., Perugini, M., Szarota, P., De Vries, R. E., Di Blas, L., Boies, K, & De 

Raad, B. (2004). A six-factor structure of personality-descriptive adjectives: Solutions 

from psycholexical studies in seven languages. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 86(2), 356-366. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.86.2.356 

Banks, G. C., McCauley, K. D., Gardner, W. L., & Guler, C. E. (2016). A meta-analytic 

review of authentic and transformational leadership: A test for redundancy. The 

Leadership Quarterly, 27(4), 634-652. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.02.006 



 

Bass, B. M. & Avolio, B. J. (1999). Manual for the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 

D(Form 5X). Mind Garden, Inc. 

Bass, B. M., & Bass, R. (2009). The Bass handbook of leadership: Theory, research, and 

managerial applications. Simon and Schuster. 

Bono, J. E., & Judge, T. A. (2004). Personality and transformational and transactional 

leadership: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89, 901-910. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.5.901 

Braun, S., Aydin, N., Frey, D., & Peus, C. (2018). Leader narcissism predicts malicious envy 

and supervisor-targeted counterproductive work behavior: Evidence from field and 

experimental research. Journal of Business Ethics, 151(3), 725-741.  

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3224-5 

Breevaart, K. & De Vries, R. E. (2017). Supervisor’s HEXACO personality traits and 

subordinate perceptions of abusive supervision. The Leadership Quarterly, 28, 691-

700. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.02.001 

Breevaart, K., & Zacher, H. (2019). Main and interactive effects of weekly transformational 

and laissez‐faire leadership on followers’ trust in the leader and leader 

effectiveness. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 92(2), 384-

409. https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12253 

Connelly, B.S. & Ones, D.S. (2010). An other perspective on personality: Meta-analytic 

integration of observers’ accuracy and predictive validity. Psychological Bulletin, 136, 

1092-1122. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021212 

Costa Jr, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1994). Set like plaster? Evidence for the stability of adult 

personality. In T. F. Heatherton and J. L. Weinberger (Eds.), Can personality change? 

American Psychological Association. 



 

De Hoogh, A. H. B., Den Hartog, D. N., & Koopman, P. L. (2005). Linking the Big Five-

Factors of personality to charismatic and transactional leadership: Perceived dynamic 

work environment as a moderator. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 26, 839-865. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/job.344 

De Vries, R. E. (2008). What are we measuring? Convergence of leadership with 

interpersonal and non-interpersonal personality. Leadership, 4, 403-417. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1742715008095188 

De Vries, R. E. (2010). Lots of target variance: An update of SRM using the HEXACO 

Personality Inventory. European Journal of Personality, 24(3), 169-188. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/per.764 

De Vries, R. E. (2012). Personality predictors of leadership styles and the self–other 

agreement problem. The Leadership Quarterly, 23(5), 809-821. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.03.002 

De Vries, R. E. (2018). Three Nightmare Traits in leaders. Frontiers in Psychology, 9, 871. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00871 

De Vries, R. E., Lee, K., & Ashton, M. C. (2008). The Dutch HEXACO Personality 

Inventory: Psychometric properties, self–other agreement, and relations with 

psychopathy among low and high acquaintanceship dyads. Journal of Personality 

Assessment, 90(2), 142-151. https://doi.org/10.1080/00223890701845195 

De Vries, R. E., Wesseldijk, L. W., Karinen, A. K., Jern, P., & Tybur, J. M. (in press). 

Relations between HEXACO personality and ideology variables are mostly genetic in 

nature. European Journal of Personality. https://doi.org/10.1177/08902070211014035 

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. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2015.08.001 

DeRue, D. S., Nahrgang, J. D., Wellman, N., & Humphrey, S. E. (2011). Trait and behavioral 

theories of leadership: An integration and meta-analytic test of their relative validity. 

Personnel Psychology, 64, 7-52. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2010.01201.x 

Do, M. H., & Minbashian, A. (2020). Higher-order personality factors and leadership 

outcomes: A meta-analysis. Personality and Individual Differences, 163, 110058. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2020.110058 

Dumdum, U. R., Lowe, K. B., & Avolio, B. J. (2013). A meta-analysis of transformational 

and transactional leadership correlates of effectiveness and satisfaction: An update and 

extension. In Transformational and charismatic leadership: The road ahead 10th 

anniversary edition (p. 39-70). Bingley, UK: Emerald Group Publishing Limited.   

Dulebohn, J. H., Bommer, W. H., Liden, R. C., Brouer, R. L., & Ferris, G. R. (2012). A meta-

analysis of antecedents and consequences of leader-member exchange: Integrating the 

past with an eye toward the future. Journal of Management, 38(6), 1715-1759.  

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311415280 

Ensari, N., Riggio, R. E., Christian, J., & Carslaw, G. (2011). Who emerges as a leader? 

Meta-analyses of individual differences as predictors of leadership emergence. 

Personality and Individual Differences, 51(4), 532-536. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2011.05.017 

Epitropaki, O., & Martin, R. (2004). Implicit Leadership Theories in Applied Settings: Factor 

Structure, Generalizability, and Stability Over Time. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

89(2), 293–310. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.2.293 

Fleishman, E. A. (1953). The description of supervisory behavior. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 37(1), 1–6. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0056314 



 

Galton, F. (1884). The measurement of character. Fortnightly Review, 42, 179-185.  

Gerpott, F. H., Lehmann-Willenbrock, N., Voelpel, S. C., & Van Vugt, M. (2019). It’s not 

just what is said, but when it’s said: A temporal account of verbal behaviors and 

emergent leadership in self-managed teams. Academy of Management Journal, 62(3), 

717-738. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2017.0149 

Goldberg, L. R. (1990). An alternative "description of personality": The Big-Five factor 

structure. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 59(6), 1216-1229. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.59.6.1216 

Hoch, J. E., Bommer, W. H., Dulebohn, J. H., & Wu, D. (2018). Do ethical, authentic, and 

servant leadership explain variance above and beyond transformational leadership? A 

meta-analysis. Journal of Management, 44(2), 501-529. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316665461 

Hoffman, B. J., Woehr, D. J., Maldagen-Youngjohn, R., & Lyons, B. D. (2011). Great man or 

great myth? A quantitative review of the relationship between individual differences 

and leader effectiveness. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 

84(2), 347-381. https://doi.org/10.1348/096317909X485207 

Holtrop, D., Born, M. P., De Vries, A., & De Vries, R. E. (2014). A matter of context: A 

comparison of two types of contextualized personality measures. Personality and 

Individual Differences, 68, 234-240. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.04.029 

Hudson, N. W., Briley, D. A., Chopik, W. J., & Derringer, J. (2019). You have to follow 

through: Attaining behavioral change goals predicts volitional personality change. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 117(4), 839–857. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000221 



 

Hudson, N. W., & Fraley, R. C. (2015). Volitional personality trait change: Can people 

choose to change their personality traits? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

109(3), 490-507. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000021 

Ilies, R., Gerhardt, M. W., & Le, H. (2004). Individual differences in leadership emergence: 

Integrating meta‐analytic findings and behavioral genetics estimates. International 

Journal of Selection and Assessment, 12(3), 207-219. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0965-

075X.2004.00275.x 

Johnson, A. M., Vernon, P. A., & Feiler, A. R. (2008). Behavioral genetic studies of 

personality: An introduction and review of the results of 50+ years of research. The 

SAGE handbook of personality theory and assessment, 1, 145-173. 

Johnson, A. M., Vernon, P. A., Harris, J. A., & Jang, K. L. (2004). A behavior genetic 

investigation of the relationship between leadership and personality. Twin Research and 

Human Genetics, 7(1), 27-32. https://doi.org/10.1375/twin.7.1.27 

Judge, T. A., & Bono, J. E. (2000). Five-factor model of personality and transformational 

leadership. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 751-765. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-

9010.85.5.751 

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. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.4.765 

Judge, T. A., & Piccolo, R. F. (2004). Transformational and transactional leadership: a meta-

analytic test of their relative validity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(5), 755-768. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.5.755 

Julian, A. (2021). Not to be taken out of context: The development and validation of a 

contextualized measure of leader personality. Unpublished doctoral dissertation: 

University of Calgary. 



 

Kandler, C., Bratko, D., Butković, A., Vukasović Hlupić, T., Tybur, J. M., Wesseldijk, L., De 

Vries, R. E., Jern, P., & Lewis, G. J. (in press). How genetic and environmental variance 

in personality traits shift across the lifespan: Evidence from a cross-national twin study. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000366 

Kenny, D. A. (1994). Interpersonal perception: A social relations analysis. Guilford Press. 

Keshet, N. S., Oreg, S., Berson, Y., De Vries, R. E., & Hoogeboom, M. (2020). The structure 

of leaders’ personality: A lexical study. Presentation at the IOBC 2020 conference, Tel-

Aviv. 

Kim, M., Beehr, T. A., & Prewett, M. S. (2018). Employee responses to empowering 

leadership: A meta-analysis. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 25(3), 

257-276. https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051817750538 

Knapen, J. E. P., Blaker N. M., Pollet T. V. (2017). Size, skills, and suffrage: Motivated 

distortions in perceived formidability of political leaders. PLoS ONE 12(12): e0188485. 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0188485 

Kristof‐Brown, A. L., Zimmerman, R. D., & Johnson, E. C. (2005). Consequences of 

individuals’ fit at work: A meta‐analysis of person–job, person–organization, person–

group, and person–supervisor fit. Personnel Psychology, 58(2), 281-342. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2005.00672. 

Larsen, R., Buss, D., Wismeijer, A., Song, J., Van den Berg, S. M. (2021). Personality 

psychology: Domains of knowledge about human nature (3d ed.). McGraw-Hill: 

London. 

Lee, K., & Ashton, M. C. (2004). Psychometric properties of the HEXACO personality 

inventory. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 39(2), 329-358. 

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327906mbr3902_8 



 

Lee, K., & Ashton, M. C. (2006). Further assessment of the HEXACO Personality Inventory: 

Two new facet scales and an observer report form. Psychological Assessment, 18(2), 

182–191. https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.18.2.182 

Lee, K., Ashton, M. C., Pozzebon, J. A., Visser, B. A., Bourdage, J. S., & Ogunfowora, B. 

(2009). Similarity and assumed similarity in personality reports of well-acquainted 

persons. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 96(2), 460–472. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014059 

Li, W. D., Arvey, R. D., Zhang, Z., & Song, Z. (2012). Do leadership role occupancy and 

transformational leadership share the same genetic and environmental influences?. The 

Leadership Quarterly, 23(2), 233-243. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.08.007 

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, 610-621. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.4.610 

Little, A. C., & Roberts, S. C. (2012). Evolution, appearance, and occupational 

success. Evolutionary Psychology, 10(5). https://doi.org/10.1177/147470491201000503 

Livi, S., Kenny, D. A., Albright, L., & Pierro, A. (2008). A social relations analysis of 

leadership. The Leadership Quarterly, 19(2), 235-248. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2008.01.003 

López‐Zafra, E., Garcia‐Retamero, R., & Landa, J. M. A. (2008). The role of transformational 

leadership, emotional intelligence, and group cohesiveness on leadership 

emergence. Journal of Leadership Studies, 2(3), 37-49. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/jls.20074 

Mackey, J. D., Ellen III, B. P., McAllister, C. P., & Alexander, K. C. (2021). The dark side of 

leadership: A systematic literature review and meta-analysis of destructive leadership 



 

research. Journal of Business Research, 132, 705-718. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.10.037 

Martinko, M. J., Mackey, J. D., Moss, S. E., Harvey, P., McAllister, C. P., & Brees, J. R. 

(2018). An exploration of the role of subordinate affect in leader evaluations. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 103(7), 738–752. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000302 

Mayer, J. D., Salovey, P., Caruso, D. R., & Sitarenios, G. (2003). Measuring emotional 

intelligence with the MSCEIT V2.0. Emotion, 3(1), 97–105. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/1528-3542.3.1.97 

Mitchell, T. D., Hu, J., & Johnson, L. (2019). Diminishing returns of leadership behaviors on 

leadership emergence. Small Group Research, 50(6), 759-773. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496419870600 

Nielsen, M. B., Skogstad, A., Gjerstad, J., & Einarsen, S. V. (2019). Are transformational and 

laissez-faire leadership related to state anxiety among subordinates? A two-wave 

prospective study of forward and reverse associations. Work & Stress, 33(2), 137-155. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2018.1528307 

Offermann, L. R., & Coats, M. R. (2018). Implicit theories of leadership: Stability and change 

over two decades. The Leadership Quarterly, 29(4), 513-522. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.12.003 

Offermann, L. R., Kennedy Jr, J. K., & Wirtz, P. W. (1994). Implicit leadership theories: 

Content, structure, and generalizability. The Leadership Quarterly, 5(1), 43-58. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(94)90005-1 

Ogunfowora, B. (2014). The impact of ethical leadership within the recruitment context: The 

roles of organizational reputation, applicant personality, and value congruence. The 

Leadership Quarterly, 25(3), 528-543. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.11.013 



 

Oshagbemi, T. (2004). Age influences on the leadership styles and behaviour of managers. 

Employee Relations, 26(1), 14-29. https://doi.org/10.1108/01425450410506878 

Oshagbemi, T. (2008). The impact of personal and organisational variables on the leadership 

styles of managers. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 19(10), 

1896-1910. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585190802324130 

Ostroff, C., Atwater, L. E., & Feinberg, B. J. (2004). Understanding self-other agreement: A 

look at rater and ratee characteristics, context, and outcomes. Personnel Psychology, 

57, 333-375. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2004.tb02494.x 

Schyns, B., & Schilling, J. (2013). How bad are the effects of bad leaders? A meta-analysis of 

destructive leadership and its outcomes. The Leadership Quarterly, 24(1), 138-158. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.09.001 

Shaffer, J. A., & Postlethwaite, B. E. (2012). A matter of context: A meta‐analytic 

investigation of the relative validity of contextualized and noncontextualized personality 

measures. Personnel Psychology, 65(3), 445-494. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-

6570.2012.01250.x 

Skogstad, A., Aasland, M. S., Nielsen, M. B., Hetland, J., Matthiesen, S. B., & Einarsen, S. 

(2014). The relative effects of constructive, laissez-faire, and tyrannical leadership on 

subordinate job satisfaction. Zeitschrift für Psychologie, 222(4), 221–232. 

https://doi/10.1027/2151-2604/a000189 

Specht, J., Egloff, B., & Schmukle, S. C. (2011). Stability and change of personality across 

the life course: The impact of age and major life events on mean-level and rank-order 

stability of the Big Five. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 101(4), 862–

882. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024950 



 

Thielmann, I., & De Vries, R. E. (in press). Who wants to change and how? On the trait-

specificity of personality change goals. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000304 

Van Dierendonck, D., Haynes, C., Borrill, C., & Stride, C. (2004). Leadership Behavior and 

Subordinate Well-Being. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 9(2), 165–175. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.9.2.165 

Wang, G., Oh, I. S., Courtright, S. H., & Colbert, A. E. (2011). Transformational leadership 

and performance across criteria and levels: A meta-analytic review of 25 years of 

research. Group & Organization Management, 36(2), 223-270. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601111401017 

Warr, P., & Bourne, A. (1999). Factors influencing two types of congruence in multirater 

judgments. Human Performance, 12, 183-210. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/08959289909539869 

Yukl, G. (2012). Effective leadership behavior: What we know and what questions need more 

attention. Academy of Management Perspectives, 26(4), 66-85. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2012.0088 

Zaccaro, S. J., Green, J. P., Dubrow, S., & Kolze, M. (2018). Leader individual differences, 

situational parameters, and leadership outcomes: A comprehensive review and 

integration. The Leadership Quarterly, 29(1), 2-43. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.10.003 

View publication stats

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/368692019

	Leadership as contextualized personality traits
	Abstract
	Leadership as contextualized personality traits
	1. Introduction
	2. Sensemaking: The case for leadership traits
	3. The structure of leadership traits
	4. The effects of leadership traits
	5. Sensebreaking: Summary and future research
	References

