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The main purpose of the present study was to explore the moderating effect of 

personality on the relation between leadership and outcome variables. Additionally the 

incremental validity of leadership styles was examined. To explore these issues, 291 

employees and managers of an Indian Unit of a large European financial services 

company completed a questionnaire. The results show that inspirational leadership had 

a low/ moderate incremental validity over and above consideration in predicting 

burnout. Consultative leadership was excluded from analysis because of low reliability. 

The interaction of inspirational leadership with extroversion was significant for job 

satisfaction, burnout, exhaustion and effectiveness (as rated by the follower). When 

inspirational leadership is high, introverts experienced less burnout and exhaustion and 

more effectiveness than introverts. Extroverts experience more job satisfaction than 

introverts, when inspirational leadership was high. Additionally, the higher follower’s 

neuroticism, the stronger the interaction between consideration and initiating structure, 

in predicting job satisfaction and exhaustion. The results also show that followers high 

on neuroticism experience the least job satisfaction, when a leader was low on both 

consideration and initiating structure and the most job satisfaction, when a leader was 

high on consideration, as well as high on initiating structure. However, the latter was not 

significant. 
  

  

Introduction 
 

Since the 1940s leadership has received a lot of attention. Much of this emphasis can be 

attributed to the powerful effect leadership style has on employee attitudes and behavior 

(Bass, 1981; Fleishman, 1973). Throughout the years various leadership styles have been 

studied. Nowadays a lot of attention is turned to the transformational leadership style (Bass 

1985). Judge and Piccolo (2004) found that transformational leadership shows strong 

relationships with criteria that reflect follower satisfaction and motivation. The relation 

between transformational leadership and criteria that reflect performance was weaker.  

 Among earlier studies, the classical Ohio state leadership dimensions; consideration 

and initiating structure (see Stogdill 1950) show similar results. Consideration correlated 

strongly with follower satisfaction (Wofford & Liska, 1993, Packard & Kauppi 1999), 

whereas initiating structure correlated more strongly with performance or effectiveness 

(Judge, Piccolo & Ilies, 2004). A study of Seltzer & Bass (1990) revealed moderately strong 

correlations between transformational leadership and the Ohio state leadership dimensions, 

consideration and initiating structure.  

 Consultative leadership was also found to be positively related to effectiveness and job 

satisfaction and negatively to burnout (de Jong & Carpay, 1991). Research by Stoker & de 

Jong (1996) shows that consultative leadership has a positive correlation with job satisfaction 

and a negative correlation with burnout.  

 The results described in the previous section show that inspirational leadership, the 

leadership dimensions consideration and initiating structure and consultative leadership all 
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have positive effects on follower’s wellbeing and effectiveness. A study by Seltzer & Bass 

(1990) indicates that there is a moderately strong correlation of transformational leadership 

with consideration and initiating structure. However, no research is available on the relation 

between transformational- and consultative leadership. Moreover, the question arises, to what 

extend the transformational- and consultative leadership style have and incremental validity 

over and above consideration and initiating structure in predicting job satisfaction, emotional 

exhaustion, burnout and effectiveness.  
 

Since followers differ in their responses to identical leadership behaviors, a given leader may 

be satisfying and motivating to some followers and dissatisfying and demotivating to others.  

Previous research shows that there are relationships between follower personality (Big 5) and 

their perception, preference and effectiveness ratings of leadership. For example, Felfe and 

Shyns (2006) found that extraverts perceived more transformational leadership, than did 

introverts. Additionally, there was a positive relationship between extraversion and 

acceptance of the transformational leader.   

Followers high on extraversion prefer a democratic leadership style (Bhushan 1970). 

Additionally, followers high on agreeableness, or openness to experience show a preference 

for participatory leadership styles (Stevens and Ash 2001). Followers high on neuroticism 

prefer an autocratic leadership style (Bhushan 1970). 

A study by Moss & Ngy (2006) shows that followers high on extraversion and 

conscientiousness have relatively favorable attitudes towards transformational leaders. 

Followers high on agreeableness and openness to experience had negative attitudes towards 

transactional leadership. Followers high on neuroticism preferred a laissez-fair leadership 

style, whereas followers high on agreeableness did not.  

Followers high on agreeableness rated the democratic leader higher as compared to the 

autocratic leader, while participants low on agreeableness rated the autocratic leader as more 

effective (Cellar, Sidle, Goudy & O’Brein 2001). 

 The preceding results hold evidence to support the relationship between leadership 

styles and followers’ wellbeing and effectiveness. Additionally, there are also relationships 

between follower personality (Big 5) and their perception, preference and effectiveness 

ratings of leadership. However, no research is available regarding follower personality (Big 

5) as a moderator of the relation between actual leadership styles and outcome variables like: 

job satisfaction, burnout, emotional exhaustion and effectiveness.  

 

The aim of the present study is two fold. First the incremental contribution of the inspirational 

and consultative leadership style, above and beyond the effects of consideration and initiating 

structure in the prediction of outcome variables will be examined. The possibility can not be 

ruled out in advance, that these leadership styles show a great amount of overlap in predicting 

outcomes like job satisfaction, exhaustion, burnout and effectiveness. It was expected that 

little or now incremental validity of inspirational leadership would be found, above and 

beyond that of consideration and initiating structure in predicting these outcome variables.  

Second, the moderating effect of followers’ personality on the relationship between leadership 

styles and outcome variables will be explored. It was expected that the relationship between 

inspirational leadership and outcome variables was moderated by extraversion; when 

inspirational leadership was high, introverts were expected to experience more job satisfaction 

and effectiveness, and less exhaustion and burnout than extraverts. 

Additionally, it was assumed that there was a threefold interaction between consideration, 

initiating structure and neuroticism, in predicting outcome variables. High levels of leader’s 

consideration and initiating structure were expected to be related to more job satisfaction and 

effectiveness, and the less exhaustion and burnout would be experienced by mainly followers 

high on neuroticism. 
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Theoretical background 

 

Outcome variables 
In the present study four outcome variables were examined: job satisfaction, emotional 

exhaustion and burnout (as perceived by followers) and follower effectiveness (as perceived 

by the follower, as well as the leader). Although these are subjective and indirect measures, 

they are widely used in previous research on leadership behaviors and their effects. 

 

Job satisfaction 

Locke (1976) has framed a widely accepted definition of job satisfaction: “a pleasurable or 

positive emotional state from the appraisal of one’s job or experiences.” 

A review of a large number of studies indicated that the relationship between job satisfaction 

and performance is not very strong (Iffaldano & Muchinsky, 1985). Job satisfaction was 

found to be related to turnover (Lee & Mowday, 1987; Tet & Meyer, 1993) and absenteeism 

(Scott & Taylor, 1985; Steel & Rentsch, 1995).  

 

Emotional Exhaustion & Burnout  

The most influential definition of burnout has been offered by Maslach (1986), who 

characterized burnout by feelings of depersonalization and being emotionally exhausted and 

overextended by work. This results in negative, cynical attitudes toward one's clients and 

reflects a sense of lowered competence and a lack of successful achievement in working with 

clients.  

When task demands are too high and/ or when the relation between leader and followers leads 

to conflicts and stress, followers become emotional exhausted. Both of these causes can be 

influenced by the leader. Emotional exhaustion and depression are related to low performance 

and to the burnout process (De Jong, 2001).  

In this study we examine both burnout and emotional exhaustion (short version) as outcome 

variables. Within the burnout scale, five items were used, to measure feelings of being 

emotionally exhausted by the job. Exhaustion (short version) was measured by three questions 

that take in to account general feelings of exhaustion. 

  

Effectiveness/ Job performance 

Job performance can be described as behavior that can be evaluated as positive or negative for 

individual or organizational effectiveness (Motowidlo, Borman & Schmit, 1997). It refers to 

behaviors that are part of the prescribed job requirements and which are regarded by formal 

reward systems (Williams & Anderson, 1991).  

Task performance consists of activities that bear a relation to the organization’s technical 

core, either by executing its technical processes or by maintaining and servicing its technical 

requirements (Motowidlo et al., 1997). It is essentially the degree to which an individual helps 

the organization to reach its goals (Campbell, 1983, cited in Motowidlo et al., 1997). 

 

Leadership styles and their effects on outcome variables. 
The four different leadership styles examined in this study are; consideration and initiating 

structure, transformational leadership and consultative leadership. These leadership styles are 

all related to follower’s wellbeing and effectiveness.  

 

Consideration and Initiating Structure. 

In the 1950’s two behavioral indicators of leadership have been distinguished by the Ohio 

leadership studies: consideration and initiating structure. Consideration is the degree to which 

a leader shows concern and respect for followers, looks out for their welfare, and expresses 
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appreciation and support (Bass, 1990). Initiating structure is the degree to which a leader 

defines and organizes his role and the roles of followers, is oriented toward goal attainment, 

and establishes well-defined patterns and channels of communication (Fleishman, 1973).  

 

Wofford & Liska (1993) found in their meta-analyses that consideration was positively 

related to follower satisfaction. A study of Packard & Kauppi (1999) also demonstrated that 

subordinates tended to experience higher levels of job satisfaction with leaders who exhibited 

high levels of consideration and supportive behavior. 

A recent meta-analysis of Judge, Piccolo and Ilies (2004) confirms these findings. 

Consideration was more strongly related to follower satisfaction (leader satisfaction and job 

satisfaction), motivation and leader effectiveness, whereas initiating structure was (slightly 

more) related to leader job performance and group-organizational performance.  

Additionally, when a leader was low on consideration, followers tended to experience high 

levels of burnout, especially when the level of initiating structure was high (Selzer and 

Numerof, 1988, cited in de Jong, 2001).  

 

Transformational leadership 

The dimensions consideration and initiating structure dominated leadership research until the 

advent of the transformational-transactional leadership theory, beginning in the late 1970s. 

Bass (1985) characterized transformational leadership by behavior that is associated with 

communicating a vision and motivating and inspiring followers. Transactional leaders, in 

contrast, are supposed to motivate their followers by appealing to their self interest.  

Bass developed the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) and distinguished four sub 

dimensions of transformational leadership; charisma or idealized influence, inspirational 

motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration. 

 The MLQ was adjusted by Den Hartog, who found that the internal consistency of the 

MLQ-items was low. To increase the internal consistency of the scales, items with a 

correlation less than <.20 were removed. Next, four dimensions of inspirational leadership 

which were believed to be missing were added. This new questionnaire was named, 

Inspirational Leadership in Organizations (ILO) (Den Hartog, 1997). 

The sub dimensions of the inspirational leadership style are vision, charisma, intellectual 

stimulation, individualized consideration, motivating and performance expectations, role 

modeling, showing trust in subordinates and teambuilding (Den Hartog, 1997).  

Leaders who display inspirational (charismatic) leadership behaviors provide followers with 

clear visions of the future, expressing high expectations for follower performance, and 

displaying confidence in their followers ability to accomplish challenging tasks (House, 

1988). 

Meta analysis conducted by Lowe, Kroeck, and Sivasubramaniam (1996) has confirmed a 

positive relationship between transformational leadership and performance. 

 However, in a recent meta-analysis of Judge & Piccolo (2004) transformational 

leadership appeared to display stronger relationships with criteria that reflect follower 

satisfaction and motivation, than with criteria that reflect performance. The correlations of 

transformational leadership with follower job satisfaction, follower satisfaction with leader, 

and follower motivation, are all significantly stronger than the relationships of 

transformational leadership with leader job performance and group or organization 

performance.  
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Consultative Leadership 

Consultative leadership is characterized by mutual, open communication between leader and 

follower, in which the latter can influence decision-making (Mulder, De Jong, Koppelaar & 

Verhage 1986). A consultative leadership style was found to be related to effectivity, job 

satisfaction (Stoker & de Jong 1996) and less burnout (De Jong & Carpay, 1991, Stoker et al 

2001).  

Earlier findings generally imply that the more open, trusting, and participative the superior-

subordinate relationship is perceived to be by the subordinate, the more satisfied the 

subordinate is likely to be with his or her job and organization (Richmond, Wagner, & 

McCroskey, 1983; Falcione, 1974). 

In 1985 Rucker & King did research on the leadership style; participation in decision making 

(PDM). This implies that followers participate in the planning of their work activities. An 

extensive review on this topic (Locke & Schweiger, 1979, cited in Rucker & King, 1985), led 

to the conclusion that PDM usually leads to higher satisfaction, but not to higher production 

than more authoritative management styles. The authors note that even for the satisfaction 

criterion, about 40 percent of the studies did not support the superiority of PDM. The effect of 

the relationship could depend on a moderating factor such as follower personality.  

 
As shown the results of the classical leadership styles consideration and initiating structure 

and the today more popular transformational and consultative leadership style show 

comparable results in predicting follower wellbeing and effectiveness. This leads to the 

following research questions; 

 

Research Question 1:   
To what extent are Consideration and Initiating Structure on the one hand and Inspirational 

leadership on the other related? Does Inspirational Leadership have an incremental validity 

over and above Consideration and Initiating Structure in the prediction of job satisfaction, 

burnout, emotional exhaustion and effectiveness? 

 

Research Question 2:  
To what extent are Consideration and Initiating Structure on the one hand and Consultative 

Leadership on the other related? Does Consultative Leadership have an incremental validity 

over and above Consideration and Initiating structure, in the prediction of job satisfaction, 

burnout, emotional exhaustion and effectiveness? 

 

 

Similarity attraction/ need satisfaction 

In this study follower personality is examined as a moderator of the relationship between 

leadership styles and outcome variables. Previous research on this topic was based on the 

notion that individuals’ preferences for and reactions to particular types of leaders are based, 

to a considerable content on, a) similarity attraction, and/ or b) need satisfaction.  

Individuals are likely to prefer leaders they perceive as having similar attributes and values. 

Shamir, House and Arthur (1993) stated that similarity helps to confirm one’s own attitudes, 

reduces dissonance, and stabilizes one’s own self-concept. On the other hand followers might 

prefer leaders whom they perceive will meet their needs. Theories that underline the need for 

leaders to adapt their behavior to accommodate the specific needs of each follower include 

House’s path–goal theory (1971) and Hersey and Blanchard’s situational leadership theory 

(1977).  
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 The path goal theory emphasizes that followers may differ in their perceptions of the 

attractiveness of the rewards that a given leader controls and thus in their reactions to that 

leader. Individuals are most likely to be satisfied and motivated by leaders who provide a 

means toward need fulfillment. 

The effect of the leader on outcomes can be moderated by two classes of situational variables: 

1) characteristics of the environment, and 2) characteristics of the subordinates (House and 

Mitchel, 1974, cited in Wofford & Liska, 1993). Initiating structure and consideration as 

measured by the Ohio State Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ), represented 

the leadership construct in this theory (House 1971). Most of the research focused on these 

two constructs, or similar ones.  

 Previous research shows there is only weak support for the path goal theory. The 

leadership dimension initiating structure was found to be positively correlated with follower 

satisfaction, when followers are engaged in ambiguous or unstructured tasks. A negative 

correlation was found, when followers are engaged in highly structured tasks (House & 

Dessler, 1974; Szilagyri & Sims, 1994, cited in Downey, Sheridan & Slocum, 1976). Other 

studies have failed to support this hypothesis (Downey, Sheridan & Socum, Stinson & 

Johnson, Greene, Schuler, cited in Downey et al, 1976). 

It was also hypothesized that a considerate leadership style will have a positive relationship 

with follower performance and satisfaction, when followers are performing highly structured 

tasks. This hypothesis received major support (House 1971, House & Dessler, 1974, Downey 

et al, Szilagyi & Sims, 1974, cited in Downey et al., 1976). 

Research by Wofford and Liska (1993) indicated that a person’s ability moderated the 

relationship between initiating structure and satisfaction. However, no moderating effect of 

ability was found, on the relation of initiating structure with performance.  

 

The Situational Leadership Theory focuses on the adoption of the right leadership style, 

according to follower’s developmental level. This developmental level consists of the 

combination of the ability and willingness for a given task. The theory’s four different 

leadership styles; telling, selling, participating, and delegating are determined by the 

appropriate level of task and relationship behavior. These leadership styles corresponds with 

the leader behaviors ‘consideration and initiating structure’, from the Ohio State Leadership 

Studies (Stogdill, 1950), which are also used in the Path Goal Theory of Leadership (House, 

1971). 

Previous research on the SLT showed that results are empirically contradictory. The 

hypothesis that a leader should provide more structure to relatively less competent followers 

was supported only in the prediction of satisfaction, but not in the prediction of performance 

(Wofford & Liska, 1993). The idea that low levels of consideration should be used for 

followers lacking competence or motivation, was not supported (de Jong, Voorendonk, 

Boogaarts, Le Blanc, den Ouden & Spuijbroek, 1996). Low consideration was even found to 

be related to high levels of burnout, especially when the level of initiating structure is high 

(Selzer & Numerof, 1988, cited in de Jong et al., 1996).   

 

After examining these results, the question arises to what extend individual characteristics, 

such as follower personality would be an important moderator of the relation between 

leadership styles and outcomes. Personality traits are supposed to be stable dispositions which 

direct beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors not only in life in general, but also in determining 

interactions with leaders. 

Previous research indicates that personality dimensions like perceived locus of control and the 

tendency to be ascendant had such moderating effect on this relationship. Perceived locus of 

control (PLC), as measured by Rotter’s I-E Scale, refers to the extent to which a person 
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believes events in his/ her life can be personally (internal) controlled.  Both Runyon (1973, 

cited in Rucker & King, 1985) and Mitchell, Smyser and Weed (1975) reported results 

indicating that internals are more satisfied with a participative leadership style than are 

externals, while the reverse is true for a directive style (see also Rucker & King, 1985). 

Ascendancy as measured by the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey refers to the 

degree of boldness in social situations, i.e., a willingness to speak out and take charge of a 

situation. High ascendants were slightly more satisfied with a participative leadership style, 

than low ascendants (Rucker & King, 1985).  

 These results indicate that follower is indeed an important moderator of the relation 

between leadership styles and outcomes. However, it is not yet clear if Big Five personality 

factors moderate the relation between leadership style on the one hand, and wellbeing and 

effectiveness on the other.  

 

Personality characteristics (Big 5) 

Within the last 20 years consensus has been reached about using the five factors of personality 

(Big 5), to describe the most salient aspects of personality. Tupes and Christal (1961) & 

Norman (1963, cited in Judge 2002) are commonly credited with discovering the Big 5. A 

robust set of five factors has been recovered from almost every major personality inventory 

and from analyses of over 15.000 trait adjectives in English and those in many other 

languages (Goldberg 1990). The five factor structure has generalized across measures, 

cultures and sources of ratings (McCrae & John, 1992).  

The Big five characteristics are neuroticism (often labeled by the positive pole of the trait 

emotional stability), extraversion, openness to experience, agreeableness and 

conscientiousness. Neuroticism is the tendency to show poor emotional adjustment in the 

form of stress, anxiety, and depression. Extraversion represents the tendency to be sociable, 

dominant and positive (Watson & Clark, 1977, cited in Judge 2002). Individuals who score 

high on openness to experience are creative, flexible, curious and unconventional (McCrae, 

1996). Agreeableness consists of tendencies to be kind, gentle, trusting and trustworthy, and 

warm. Finally, conscientious individuals are achievement-oriented and dependable (Barrick & 

Mount, 1991), as well as orderly and deliberate (Costa & McCrae, 1992, cited in Judge 2002). 

 

In order to explore some moderating effects of follower personality on the relationship 

between leadership styles and follower wellbeing and effectiveness, two Big Five 

characteristics were examined. It was expected that follower extraversion interacted with 

Inspirational leadership, and that there was a threefold interaction between consideration, 

initiating structure and neuroticism. This led to the following research questions: 

 

Research Question 3:  
Is the relationship between Inspirational Leadership and outcome variables moderated by 

Extroversion? Is the relationship between Inspirational Leadership and outcome variables 

stronger, for followers low on the personality dimension Extroversion, compared to those 

high on Extroversion? 

 

Research Question 4:  
Is there a three fold interaction between Consideration, Initiating Structure and Neuroticism 

on outcome variables? Is the connection between Consideration, Initiating Structure and 

outcome variables stronger for followers high on the personality dimension Neuroticism? 
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Method 

 

Participants and procedures  
This study was conducted at a subsidiary of a large financial services company of Dutch 

origin located in India. Employees and managers received a number of questionnaires as a 

part of extensive longitudinal research.  

Three hundred twenty (320) surveys were distributed to employees and two hundred ninety-

one (291) were returned (obtaining a response rate of 91%). One hundred thirty-five (135) of 

them were female (46%) and one hundred fifty-six (156) were male (54%). The average age 

was 27 (ranging from 18 to 51).  

Of the three hundred twenty (320) surveys distributed to managers, two hundred eighty-one 

(281) were returned (obtaining a response rate of 88%). Two of these respondents were 

female (28,6%) and five were male (71,4%). 

Participants were informed about the questionnaire by e-mail as well as by their managers. 

They were invited to participate voluntarily and it was emphasized that the data were 

collected and analyzed anonymously. The participants were allowed to fill out the 

questionnaire during working hours and could be returned within two-four days.  

 

 

Measures 
The leadership styles were measured by using a five-point scale, ranging from 1= strongly 

disagree, to 5= strongly agree. 

Inspirational Leadership 

Three questions, taken from the MLQ (Bass 1985; Bass & Avolio 1990), were used to 

measure Inspirational Leadership. The following questions were selected, because they best 

reflect the most important aspects of this leadership style, namely; communicating a vision 

and motivating and inspiring followers;  

1) My team leader makes me aware of important common values and beliefs. 2) My team 

leader mobilizes a collective sense of working on an important mission. 3) My team leader 

has a clear vision and imagination of the future opportunities.   

Consideration & Initiating structure 

Consideration and initiating structure were measured with questions originated from the 

Ohio–State Leadership Questionnaire (Stogdill, 1963). Three questions were used to measure 

consideration. 1) My team leader is friendly and approachable. 2) My team leader makes me 

feel at ease when I talk to him. 3) My team leader can get along well with people in the team.  

The following three questions were used to measure initiating structure. 1) My team leader 

takes the leading part. 2) My team leader decides in detail what shall be done and how it shall 

be done. 3) My team leader acts fast/ firmly if needed.   

Consultative Leadership 

To measure consultative leadership three questions of the consultative leadership scale of 

French and Raven, 1959) were used to measure consultative leadership. 1) My team leader is 

reciprocal in discussing important issues. 2) My team leader acts without consulting his 

subordinates. 3) If we disagree, the one with the best arguments wins. 
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Scales ranging from five to six points, corresponding with different sets of answers, were used 

to measure the outcome variables. This is due to the fact that a number of existing 

questionnaires were revised and combined in the survey. 

Job satisfaction 

This construct was measured with a scale, based on Boumans (1990) and Geersing (1984). A 

five-point scale was used, ranging from 1= strongly disagree, to 5 strongly agree. The mean 

score on the following questions was used as a measure of job satisfaction. 1) I am satisfied 

with my job. 2) Most days I am enthusiastic about my work. 3) I consider my work rather 

unpleasant. 4) I find real enjoyment in my work. 

Burnout & Exhaustion (short version) 

Burnout was measured with the Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach and Jackson 1986). A 

six-point scale was used, ranging from 1= never, to 2= daily. Five items were uses to measure 

this concept. 1) Working all day in my current job is really a strain form me. 2) In my current 

job I feel burned out from my work. 3) In my current job I feel used up at the end of the day. 

4) In my current job I feel tired when I get up in the morning and have to face another day on 

the job. 5) My work makes me feel mentally exhausted.   

To measure Exhaustion (short version) a five-point scale was used, ranging from 1= never, to 

5= very often. The following questions were used to measure this concept. 1) Occasionally I 

feel emotionally tired. 2) Occasionally I feel burned out. 3) Occasionally I feel exhausted. 

Effectiveness 

Follower effectiveness was measured with questions originated from a scale to measure 

perceived team effectiveness (de Jong, 1987). This variable was measured in two ways, 1) as 

rated by followers and 2) as rated by leaders. 

In order to measure the concept as rated by followers, a five-point scale was used, ranging 

from 1= totally not, to 5= strongly so. Three questions were used to measure this concept. 1) 

In my job I function effectively. 2) The quantity of work I produce is large. 3) The quality of 

work I produce is above average. 

Effectiveness as rated by the leader was measures by a five-point scale, ranging from 1= fully 

disagree, to 5= fully agree. The mean score of the following four questions represented the 

item. 1) The employee does a lot of work in terms of output. 2) The quality of work of the 

employee is high. 3) The working pace of the employee is high. 4) The employee is very 

effective is his/ her work. 

Big Five personality characteristics 

In order to measuring the Big Five personality characteristics the Revised Neuroticism, 

Extraversion, Openness Personality Inventory (NEO-PI-R) was used as a measure (Costa and 

McCrae 1992). This personality questionnaire is one of the most widely used measures of the 

Big Five personality factors. Each of the five personality domains was measured with six 

subcomponents. The subcomponents of neuroticism are anxiety, hostility, depression, self-

consciousness, impulsiveness and vulnerability. The extraversion subcomponents are warmth, 

gregariousness, assertiveness, activity, excitement seeking and positive emotion. Each 

subcomponent was measured with 8 items and presented with a five point likert-type scale (0–

4), ranging from ‘Strongly disagree’ to ‘Strongly agree’. 
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Results 
 

Descriptive statistics and correlations 

In table 1 the means, standard deviations, internal consistency reliabilities and 

intercorrelations are presented of the leadership styles, Big Five personality dimensions and 

the outcome variables that were used in this study.  
 

Table 1: Means, Standard Deviations, Internal Consistency Reliabilities and intercorrelations (N=320) 
              

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

              

1 Insp. 3,86 0,67 .85           

2 Consid. 4,21 0,75 .59** .90          

3 Init. struc. 3,94 0,81 .63** .57** .84         

4 Consult.  3,60 0,66 .47** .40** .43** .33        

5 Extra. 27,9 2,75 .14** .15** .04ns .12* .89       

6 Neur. 21,6 2,88 -.21** -.22** -.14** -..03ns .27** .92      

7 Job sat. 3,45 0,48 .30** .31** .30** .18** .18** -.10* .73     

8 Burnout 2,72 1,00 -.24** -.23** -.14** -.09+ -.21** .19** -.26** .83    

9 Exh. 2,74 0,85 -.10+ -.21+ -.06ns -.08+ -.23** .38** -.15** .53** .79   

10 Eff. ¹ 4,33 0,59 .11* .08+ .07ns .00 .14** -.17** .24** -.04ns -.04ns .60  

11 Eff. ² 4,11 0,64 .08+ .06ns -.02ns .19** .33** .10* .04ns -.03ns .02ns .24** .89 

 
+p<.10, one tailed; *p<.05, one tailed; **p<.01, one tailed 
 

Eff .¹ = Effectiveness as rated by the follower 

Eff. ² = Effectiveness as rated by the leader 

 

The results presented in table 1 show that except for consultative leadership (α = .33), the 

leadership styles all show coefficient alphas of .60 or higher. This indicates that all measures 

(with exception of consultative leadership) have acceptable levels of reliability. 
 

 

Examining the Research Questions 
 

Research Question 1:   
To what extent are Consideration and Initiating Structure on the one hand and Inspirational 

leadership on the other related? Does Inspirational Leadership have an incremental validity 

over and above Consideration and Initiating Structure in the prediction of outcome 

variables? 
 

Figure 1: Research model 

 
 

Inspirational Leadership 

  

versus 
 

Consideration  

& 

 Initiating Structure 

 

Outcome variables 
 

Job Satisfaction 

Burnout 

 Exhaustion (short version)   

Effectiveness (rated by 

follower & rated by leader) 
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The correlations presented in figure 2 show that the leadership styles are significantly related 

to each other. Consideration has a high correlation with inspirational leadership (r=.59, 

p<.01). The correlation of initiating structure with inspirational leadership is even higher 

(r=.64, p<.01).  
 

Figure 2: The relation between Consideration and Initiating Structure on the one hand and Inspirational  

    Leadership on the other. 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 
 **p<.01, one tailed 
 

In the second row of table 2 the zero-order correlations between the leadership measures and 

each outcome variable are presented. As shown, the leadership styles are significantly 

positively related to job satisfaction, around .30 in size.  

Also there are moderate, negative significant correlations between consideration and burnout, 

and inspirational leadership and burnout (around .23 in size). Initiating Structure has a low, 

negative significant correlation with burnout (-.14, p. <.01).  

Consideration has a low/ moderate, negative, significant correlation with exhaustion (short 

version -.21, p<.01). Also there is a low, significant correlation between inspirational 

leadership and exhaustion (r=-.10, p<.05). The correlation between initiating structure and 

exhaustion is close to zero and not significant (-.06, p>.10).   

The correlations between the leadership styles and effectiveness as rated by the follower are 

significant, but very low, or close to zero (ranging from .07, p<.10, to .10, p<.05).  

The results also show that the correlations between initiating structure and consideration on 

the one hand and effectiveness as rated by the leader on the other, were not significant and 

close to zero (ranging from -.02, to .06, p>.10). The correlation between inspirational 

leadership and effectiveness as rated by the leader was significant but also very low (r=.09, 

p<.10).  

 In summary, the results show that the highest correlations were found between the 

leadership styles and job satisfaction. Low to moderate correlations were found between the 

leadership styles on the one hand and burnout and exhaustion (short version) on the other. The 

correlations between the leadership styles and effectiveness (both rated by follower and 

leader), are all very low or close to zero. 

 

As shown in figure 2 there are high significant correlations between the three leadership 

measures. The question remains if inspirational leadership shows incremental validity over 

and above consideration and initiating structure; provided, of course, that the dependent 

variable is related to inspirational leadership and to at least one of the other leadership 

dimensions.  

 Table 2 shows the results of the incremental validity of inspirational leadership on 

outcome variables, above and beyond the effects of consideration and initiating structure. In 

step 1 the main effects of consideration and initiating structure on follower wellbeing and 

effectiveness are presented. In Step 2 inspirational leadership is added to examine if this 

leadership style provides a significant incremental contribution in explaining variance in the 

outcome variables. 

 

Inspirational Leadership 
 

 
 .59**               .64** 

 
        Consideration                               Initiating Structure 

   .58** 
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Table 2: The incremental validity of Inspirational Leadership on Job Satisfaction, Burnout, Exhaustion and 

Effectiveness, above and beyond the effects of Consideration and Initiating Structure. 

 
 

Variable  Job Satisfaction Burnout 

Exhaustion  

(short version) 

Effectiveness  

 rated by the follower 

Effectiveness  

rated by the leader 

           

 β r β r β r β r β r 

           

Step 1           

Consid. .21** .31** -.22** -.23** -.26** -.21** .07ns .09+ .11ns .06ns 

Init. Struc. .18** .30** -.01ns -.14** .09ns -.06ns .03ns .07(+) -.083ns -.02ns 

           

 R .342**  R .231**  R .219**  R .092ns  R .093ns  

 

 

R² Adj. 

.111**  

R² Adj. 

.047**  

 

R² Adj. 

.041**  

R² Adj. 

.002ns  

R² Adj. 

.001ns  

 

 

F 19,178** 

df (2, 289)  

F 8,098** 

df (2, 288)  

F 7,298** 

df (2, 289)  

F 1,240ns 

Df (2, 290)  

F 1,192ns 

df (2, 271)  

           

Step 2           

Consid. .17*  -.16*  -.25**  .04ns  .07ns  

Init. Struc. .13+  .07ns  .09ns  .00ns  -.15+  

Insp. lead. .11ns .29** -.19* -.24** -.005ns -.10* .08ns .10* .15+ .09+ 

           

 R .351**  R .269**  R .219**  R .109ns  R .140ns  

 

 

R² Adj. 

.114**  

R² Adj. 

.062**  

 

R² Adj. 

.038**  

R² Adj. 

..002ns  

R² Adj. 

.009ns  

 

 

∆R² .006ns  ∆R² .019*  ∆R² .000ns  ∆R² .003ns  ∆R² .011+  

 

 

F 13,485** 

df (3, 288)  

F 7,440** 

df (3, 287)  

F 4,850** 

df (3, 288)  

F 1,240ns 

df (2,290)  

F 1,806ns 

df (3, 270)  

 

 

∆F 1,970ns 

df (1, 288)  

 

∆F 5,850* 

df (1, 287)  

 

∆F .003ns 

df (1, 288)  

 

∆F 1,005ns 

df (1, 289)  

 

∆F 3,017+ 

df (1, 270)  

  
+p<.10, two tailed; *p<.05, two tailed; **p<.01, two tailed (correlations one tailed) 
 

 

Job Satisfaction 

The significant β-values in table 2 show that consideration and initiating structure are 

independent predictors of job satisfaction. Inspirational leadership however, did not contribute 

significantly to the prediction of job satisfaction, above and beyond that of consideration and 

initiating structure, ∆F 1,970 (1,288), p>.10. It can be concluded that no incremental validity 

of inspirational leadership in the prediction of job satisfaction was found. 

 

Burnout 

Table 2 shows that consideration is a significant predictor of Burnout. When initiating 

structure was measured together with consideration, this leadership style did not contribute 

independently to the prediction of burnout. The contribution of inspirational leadership in 

predicting burnout, was low/ moderate, but significant (β=-.19, p<.05) 

Inspirational leadership provides low/ moderate incremental validity in explaining variance in 

burnout over and above that obtained by consideration.  
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Exhaustion (short version) 

As shown by table 2, the β- value of initiating structure was very small and not significant. 

Only consideration provided a significant independent contribution to the prediction of 

exhaustion (β=-.25, p<.01). There was no significant contribution of inspirational leadership, 

in predicting exhaustion, above and beyond that of consideration (∆F .003 (1, 288), p>.10.   

It can be concluded that inspirational leadership did not display incremental validity in the 

prediction of exhaustion.  

 

Effectiveness as rated by the follower 

Table 2 demonstrates that no significant independent contribution was found for 

consideration, initiating structure, as well as inspirational leadership in predicting 

effectiveness as rated by the follower (∆F 1,005, (1, 289) p>.10). 

The three leadership dimensions did not provide any incremental validity above and beyond 

inspirational leadership in predicting effectiveness as rated by the follower.   

 

Effectiveness as rated by the leader  

The results presented in table 2 demonstrate that consideration is no significant predictor of 

effectiveness as rated by the leader. In combination with consideration and inspirational 

leadership, initiating structure did provide a significant contribution in the prediction of 

effectiveness as rated by the leader (β=-.15, p<.10). 

Inspirational leadership does predict effectiveness as rated by the leader, above and beyond 

initiating structure (∆F 3,017 (1, 270), p<.10. However, the overall model in step 2 is not 

significant (F 1,806 (3,270), p>.10. 

Therefore, the conclusion can be drawn that no incremental validity of inspirational leadership 

in the prediction of effectiveness as rated by the leader was found. 

 
In summary the results show that consideration as well as initiating structure, are highly 

related to inspirational leadership (around .62, p<.01). Given the high correlation between 

these variables, the question arises if inspirational leadership has an incremental validity over 

and above Consideration and Initiating Structure in the prediction of outcome variables. 

Inspirational leadership shows a low/ moderate incremental validity over and above 

consideration, in predicting burnout only.  

 

 

Research Question 2:  
To what extent are Consideration and Initiating Structure on the one hand and Consultative 

Leadership on the other related? Does Consultative Leadership have an incremental validity 

over and above Consideration and Initiating Structure, in the prediction of outcome 

variables? 

 
The results in table 1 show that consultative leadership did not have an acceptable level of 

reliability (α = .33). Therefore, this research question was not further examined and excluded 

from the analysis.  
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Research Question 3:  
Is the relationship between Inspirational Leadership and outcome variables moderated by 

Extroversion? Is the relationship between Inspirational Leadership and outcome variables 

stronger, for followers low on the personality dimension Extraversion, compared to follower 

high on Extraversion? 

 
Figure 3: Research model 

  
 

 

 

The results presented in figure 4 show that both inspirational leadership and extraversion 

have low/ moderate, significant correlations with the outcome variables. There is also a low, 

positive, significant correlation between inspirational leadership and extraversion (r=.14, 

p<.01).  

 

 
Figure 4: The relation between Inspirational leadership, Extroversion and outcome variables. 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 **p<.01, one tailed 

 

 

Table 3 shows the results of the moderating effect of extraversion on the relationship between 

inspirational leadership and outcome variables. In step 1 the main effects of inspirational 

leadership and extraversion on outcome variables are examined. Step 2 demonstrates the 

interaction effect of inspirational leadership and extraversion in predicting follower wellbeing 

and effectiveness.  
 

 

Inspirational Leadership 

  

Outcome variables 
 

Job Satisfaction 

Burnout 

 Exhaustion (short version)   

Effectiveness (rated by 

follower & rated by leader) 

 

Extraversion 

  

 

Inspirational Leadership 
 
                                    

                                        ranging from  

       .14**                        .08 to .30  
          

         Extraversion                               Outcome variables 
 

ranging from  

  .14 to .33** 
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Table 3: Hierarchical regression analysis:  Job Satisfaction, Burnout, Exhaustion and Effectiveness, predicted 

by interaction effects of Inspirational Leadership and Extroversion.  

 
 

Variable  Job Satisfaction Burnout 

Exhaustion  

(short version) 

Effectiveness  

 rated by the follower 

Effectiveness  

rated by the leader 

           

 β r β r β r β r β r 

           

Step 1           

Insp. Lead. .27** .29** -.23** -.26** -.07ns -.10* .09ns .11* .05ns .08(+) 

Extra. .14* .18** -.19** -.23** -.23** -.24** .13* .14** .19** .19** 

           

 R=.326**  R=.320**  R=.248**  R=.168*  R=.200**  

 

 

R² Adj. 

.100**  

R² Adj. 

.096**  

 

R² Adj. 

..055**  

R² Adj. 

.021*  

R² Adj. 

.033**  

 

 

F 16,639** 

df (2, 279)  

F 15,903** 

df (2, 279)  

F 9,151 

df (2, 280)  

F 4,084* 

df (2, 281)  

F 5,531** 

df (2, 265)  

           

Step 2           

Insp. Lead. 1.21*  -1.53**  -1.40(**)  1.39*  .07ns  

Extro. .60*  -.83**  -.87**  .76**  .20ns  

Insp. * Ex. -1.10+  1.53*  1.56*  -1.52*  -.03ns  

           

 R=.341**  R=.349**  R=.285**  R=.217**  R= .200*  

 

 

R² Adj. 

.107**  

R² Adj. 

.112**  

 

R² Adj. 

.071**  

R² Adj. 

.037**  

R² Adj. 

.029*  

 

 

∆R² .010+  ∆R² .019*  ∆R² .020*  ∆R² .019*  ∆R² .000ns  

 

 

F 12,210** 

df (3, 278)  

F 12,817** 

df (3, 278)  

F 8,212** 

df (3, 279)  

F 4,625** 

df (3, 280)  

F 3,674* 

df (3, 264)  

 

 

∆F 3,103+ 

df (1, 278)  

 

∆F 6,067* 

df (1, 278)  

 

∆F 6,007* 

df (1, 279)  

 

∆F 5,572** 

df (1,280)  

 

∆F .001ns 

df (1, 264)  

  
+p<.10, two tailed; *p<.05, two tailed; **p<.01, two tailed (correlations one tailed) 
 

Table 3 shows that the interaction of inspirational leadership with extraversion is significant 

for all outcome variables, except for effectiveness as rated by the leader. The significance 

ranged from p<.05 to p<.10. In all cases the total model in the second step was significant as 

well.  
 

In table 4 the relationship between inspirational leadership and job satisfaction, burnout, 

exhaustion (short version) and effectiveness (as rated by the follower) for subgroups, either 

high or low on extroversion, is plotted in figure 5 to 8.  

 
Table 4: The relationship between Inspirational Leadership on the one hand and Job Satisfaction, Burnout, 

Exhaustion (short version) and Effectiveness as rated by the Follower on the other for Intro-extraverts. 

 

Variable  Job Satisfaction Burnout 

Exhaustion 

(short version) 

Effectiveness rated  

by Follower 

 
     

  β β β β 

 

Inspirational Introvert .23** -.33** -.20(*) .13(+) 

Leadership Extrovert .34** -.13ns .08ns .05ns 

 
+p<.10, one tailed; *p<.05, one tailed; **p<.01, one tailed 
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Figure 5: Inspirational Leadership in relation to Job satisfaction, moderated by extroversion. 
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Figure 6: Inspirational Leadership in relation to Burnout, moderated by extroversion. 
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Figure 7: Inspirational Leadership in relation to Exhaustion (short version), moderated by extroversion. 
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Figure 8: Inspirational Leadership in relation to self rated effectiveness, moderated by extroversion.. 
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Figure 5 shows that the higher a leader’s inspirational leadership, the more job satisfaction is 

experienced by both introverts and extroverts. Extroverts experience more job satisfaction 

than extroverts when inspirational leadership is high.   

 Figure 6 demonstrates that the more a leader applies an inspirational leadership style, 

the less burnout is experienced by followers. The relation between the personality dimension 

extroversion and burnout is stronger for introverts, compared to extroverts. When 

inspirational leadership is high, introverts experience even less burnout than extroverts. For 

extroverts, however, the relation was not significant. 

 As shown by figure 7, introverts experience more exhaustion when inspirational 

leadership is low, and less exhaustion when inspirational leadership is high, compared to 

extroverts. However, the relation between extroversion and burnout was not significant. 

 Figure 8 shows that when inspirational leadership is higher, both introverts and 

extroverts consider themselves as more effective. The relationship between inspirational 

leadership and effectiveness ratings is stronger for introverts, than extroverts. However, the 

relationship between inspirational leadership and effectiveness was not significant for 

extroverts. 
 

In summary, the interaction of inspirational leadership with extroversion was significant for 

job satisfaction, burnout, exhaustion and effectiveness (as rated by the follower). Introverts 

experience less burnout and exhaustion and more effectiveness, when inspirational leadership 

is high. Extroverts experience more job satisfaction, when inspirational leadership is high. 

 

 

Research Question 4:  
Is there a three fold interaction between Consideration, Initiating Structure and Neuroticism 

on outcome variables? Is the connection between Consideration, Initiating Structure and 

outcome variables stronger for followers high on the personality dimension Neuroticism? 

 

 
Figure 9: Research model 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

Consideration  

x  

Initiating Structure 

x 

Neuroticism 

  

Outcome variables 
 

Job Satisfaction 

Burnout 

 Exhaustion (short version)   

Effectiveness (rated by 

follower & rated by leader) 
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The results presented in table 1 show that there is a high, significant correlation between 

consideration and initiating structure (r=.57, p<.01). Neuroticism has a low/ moderate 

significant correlation with consideration (r=-.22, p<.01) as well as initiating structure (r=-.14, 

p<.01). 

As already presented earlier in this research paper, table 5 also shows that the correlations 

between consideration and initiating structure on the one hand, and outcome variables on the 

other range from moderate (for job satisfaction), to low/ moderate (for burnout and 

exhaustion), and low/ close to zero (for effectiveness).  

 

In summary, the independent variables; consideration, initiating structure and neuroticism are 

significantly related to each other and the dependent variables. However, the question remains 

whether these independent variables interact when predicting follower wellbeing and 

effectiveness.  

 

 
In table 5 the results of the analyses of the threefold interaction between consideration, 

initiating structure and stability (neuroticism) on outcome variables are presented. Step 1  

shows the main effects of the independent variables on the outcome variables. In step 2 the 

interaction between consideration and initiating structure; between consideration and stability; 

and between structure and stability are presented. Step 3 shows the threefold interaction of 

consideration, initiating structure and stability.  
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Table 5: Hierarchical regression analysis: Job Satisfaction, Burnout, Exhaustion and Effectiveness, predicted by 

interaction effects of Consideration, Initiating Structure and Neuroticism.  

 
 

Variable  Job Satisfaction Burnout 

Exhaustion  

(short version) 

Effectiveness  

 rated by the follower 

Effectiveness  

rated by the leader 

           

 β r β r β r β r β r 

           

Step 1           

Consid. .20** .32** -.19(**) -.24** -.20** -.21** .03ns .09+ .07ns .05ns 

Init. Struc. .18** .31** -.04ns -.16** .11(+) -.06ns .05ns .08+ -.09ns -.03ns 

Neur. -.02ns -.09+ .15** .20** .36** .38** -.153* -.17** -.16(**) -.16** 

           

 R=.350**  R=.284**  R=.414**  R=.197*  R=.178*  

 

 

R² Adj. 

.113**  

R² Adj. 

.071**  

 

R² Adj. 

.163**  

R² Adj. 

.022*  

R² Adj. 

.021*  

 

 

F 12,971** 

df (3, 278)  

F 8,130** 

df (3, 277)  

F 19,245**  

df (3, 279)  

F 3,076*  

df (3, 280)  

F 2,869* 

df (3, 264)  

           

Step 2           

Con.*Struc .11ns  .14ns  .34ns  .33ns  .03ns .01ns 

Con.*Stab. .59ns  -.74ns  -.49ns  .08ns  -.21ns -.06ns 

Struc*Stab. -.09ns  .37ns  .43ns  -.29ns  .19ns -.12* 

           

 R=.355**  R=.295**  R=.421**  R=.192(+)  R= .179ns  

 

 

R² Adj. 

.107**  

R² Adj. 

.067**  

 

R² Adj. 

.160**  

R² Adj. 

.016(+)  

R² Adj. 

.010ns  

 

 

∆R² .003ns   ∆R² .006ns  ∆R² .006ns  ∆R² .005ns  ∆R² .001ns  

 

 

F 6,620** 

df (6, 275)  

F 4,339** 

df (6, 274)  

F 9,929** 

df (6, 276)  

F 1,768(+) 

df (6, 277)  

F 1,445ns 

df (6, 261)  

 

 

∆F .358ns 

df (3, 275)  

∆F .584ns 

df (3, 274)  

∆F .679ns 

df (3, 276)  

∆F .476ns  

df (3, 277)  

∆F .052ns 

df (3, 261)  

           

Step 3           

Con.*Stab* -5,10+  3,90ns  4.522(+)  1,00ns  -1,743ns -.06ns 

Init. Struc.           

 R=.369+  R=.304**  R=.430**  R=.193ns  R= .183ns  

 

 

R² Adj. 

.114+  

R² Adj. 

.069**  

 

R² Adj. 

.164**  

R² Adj. 

.013ns  

R² Adj. 

.007ns  

 
 

∆R² .010+   ∆R² .006ns  ∆R².008(+)  ∆R² .000ns   ∆R² .001ns  

 

 

F 6,160** 

df (7, 274)  

F 3,927  

df (7, 273)  

F 8,927** 

df (7, 275)  

F 1,525ns 

df (7,276)  

F 1,281ns 

df (7, 260)  

 

 

∆F 3,095+ 

df (1, 274)  

∆F 1,707ns 

df (1, 273)  

∆F2,577(+) 

df (1, 275)  

∆F .105ns  

df (1, 276)  

∆F .317ns 

df (1, 260)  

  
+p<.10, two tailed; *p<.05, two tailed; **p<.01, two tailed (correlations one tailed) 
 

Table 5 shows that the interaction of consideration and initiating structure with neuroticism 

was significant only for the prediction of job satisfaction (β= -5,10, p<.10) and exhaustion, 

short version (β= 4,522, p<.10). In both cases the total model in the third step was significant 

as well. 
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The conclusion can be drawn that the relationship between consideration and initiating 

structure on the one hand and job satisfaction and exhaustion (short version) on the other, is 

moderated by neuroticism.  
 

 

In table 6 the interaction effects of high/ low consideration, initiating structure and high/ low 

neuroticism in predicting job satisfaction and exhaustion are demonstrated. These results are 

plotted in figure 10 and 11.  

 
Table 6 : Interaction effects of Consideration, Initiating Structure and Neuroticism on Job Satisfaction and 

Exhaustion                                        
       
        Job Satisfaction                                 Exhaustion 

 

  Neuroticism Low  Neuroticism High  Neuroticism Low  Neuroticism High  

 

 

  β β β β 

 

Initiating Structure Consideration Low .14(ns) .27* -.01(ns) -.026(ns) 

 Consideration High .16(ns) .20(ns) .03(ns) .14(ns) 

 
+p<.10, one tailed; *p<.05, one tailed; **p<.01, one tailed 

 

 
Figure 10: Interaction effects of Consideration, Initiating Structure and Neuroticism on Job Satisfaction. 
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Figure 11: Interaction effects of Consideration, Initiating Structure and Neuroticism on Exhaustion. 
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Table 6 shows that the interaction between consideration, initiating structure and neuroticism 

on job satisfaction, was not significant for followers low on neuroticism. Followers high on 

neuroticism experience the least job satisfaction, when a leader was low on both consideration 

and initiating structure and the most job satisfaction, when a leader was high on consideration, 

as well as high on initiating structure. However, the latter was not significant. 

As shown by table 6, no interaction effect was found between consideration, initiating 

structure and neuroticism in predicting exhaustion for followers low as well as high on 

neuroticism. 

 

 

Discussion 

 

Overview of the results 
The purpose of the present study was to examine the incremental validity of leadership styles 

as well as to explore the moderating effect of personality on the relation between leadership 

and outcome variables.  

First, the extent to which consideration and initiating structure on the one hand and 

inspirational leadership on the other are related was examined. Additionally, the incremental 

validity of inspirational leadership over and above consideration and initiating structure in the 

prediction of job satisfaction, burnout, exhaustion (short version) and effectiveness (rated by 

follower and leader) was explored (Research Question 1). 

As predicted the result show that consideration as well as initiating structure, are highly 

related to inspirational leadership. There was only a low/ moderate incremental validity of 

inspirational leadership over and above consideration, in predicting burnout. No incremental 

validity was found, with respect to other outcome variables. 

 Additionally the aim of this study was to examine the incremental validity of 

consultative leadership over and above consideration and initiating structure, in predicting 

outcome variables (Research Question 2). However, consultative leadership was excluded 

from analysis because of low reliability.  

 Second, the moderating effect of extroversion, on the relationship between 

inspirational leadership and outcome variables was examined. The relationship was expected 

to be stronger for followers low on the personality dimension extroversion as compared to 

those high on extroversion (Research Question 3).  

The results show that the interaction of inspirational leadership, with the personality 

dimension extroversion was significant, for all outcome variables, except for effectiveness as 

rated by the leader. As expected the relation between inspirational leadership and most 

outcome variables (exhaustion, burnout and effectiveness) was stronger for introverts. 

Extroverts experience more job satisfaction, when inspirational leadership is high. No 

significant relations were found between inspirational leadership and other outcome variables. 

 Additionally, the threefold interaction between consideration, initiating structure and 

neuroticism on outcome variables was examined. It was expected that this interaction would 

be stronger for followers high on neuroticism (Research Question 4). 

The results show that the interaction between consideration, initiating structure and 

neuroticism was significant only for the prediction of job satisfaction and exhaustion. Further 

analyses revealed that followers high on neuroticism experience more job satisfaction (in 

cases where a leader was low on consideration and high on initiating structure. 
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The incremental validity of inspirational leadership 

As shown, only a low/ moderate incremental validity of inspirational leadership was found, 

over and above consideration, in predicting burnout. With respect to other outcome variables, 

no significant differences between the leadership styles were found. In these cases the more 

popular inspirational leadership of this day and age can be used as well as the classical 

leadership dimensions, consideration and initiating structure.  

Since the incremental validity of consultative leadership over and above consideration and 

initiating structure in predicting outcome variables could not be examined in this study, 

further research on this subject is needed.  

  

Personality as a moderator 

This study also shows that personality moderates the relation between leadership styles and 

outcome variables. As expected inspirational leadership plays on important role in the 

wellbeing and effectiveness of introverts. Introverts experience less exhaustion and burnout, 

and more effectiveness, when inspirational leadership is high. Extroverts experience more job 

satisfaction when inspirational leadership is high.  

These findings can be understood in the context of the idea that individuals’ preferences for 

and reactions to particular types of leaders are based need satisfaction. Individuals are most 

likely to be satisfied and motivated by leaders who provide a means toward need fulfillment. 

Inspirational leadership is associated with communicating a vision and motivating and 

inspiring followers. Since introverts can be characterized as quit, aloof, inhibited and timid 

(Mc Crae and Costa, 1987), these individuals might in particular benefit from the interaction 

with inspirational leaders.   

 

Additionally, the threefold interaction between consideration, initiating structure and 

neuroticism on outcome variables can also be explained in the context of the idea that 

individual attitudes towards leaders are based on need satisfaction as well. 

Consideration can be described as the degree to which a leader shows concern and respect for 

followers, looks out for their welfare, and expresses appreciation and support (Bass, 1990). 

Initiating structure is the degree to which a leader defines and organizes his role and the roles 

of followers, is oriented toward goal attainment, and establishes well-defined patterns and 

channels of communication (Fleishman, 1973). Since followers high on neuroticism can be 

described as; worrying, emotional, insecure and jealous (Mc Crae and Costa, 1987), these 

individuals are expected to benefit more from leaders who are high on initiating structure. 

These leaders provide clarity about what is expected of followers with respect to their tasks as 

well as give instructions about the tasks should be executed. In this way all kinds of negative 

emotions can be limited.  

However, previous research shows that when a leader was low on consideration, followers 

tended to experience high levels of burnout, especially when the level of initiating structure 

was high (Selzer and Numerof, 1988, cited in de Jong, 2001). It is not clear why the findings 

obtained in this study did not correspond with those for burnout. This issue should be further 

examined. 

 As shown earlier, the results in this study indicate that there are no significant 

differences between the leadership dimensions consideration and initiating structure on the 

one hand, and inspirational leadership on the other, in predicting outcome variables (except 

for burnout). Given these findings, similar results can be expected by using the leadership 

styles inversely, in Research Question 3 and Research Question 4. Further research on this 

matter is recommended.  
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As the results of the literature search in this study show, Big Five personality characteristics 

are related to the perception, preference and effectiveness ratings of certain leadership styles. 

Additionally, some research is available on the moderating effect of other personality 

characteristics on outcome variables. However, apart from this study no research is available 

on the moderating effect of Big Five personality characteristics on the relationship between 

leadership and outcome variables. Further research regarding in this matter is needed.  

 

 

Conclusion 
Overall this study suggest that both the leadership dimensions consideration and initiating 

structure and inspirational leadership are to be considered as important leadership styles in the 

temporary organizational environment.  

The results of the moderating effect of Big Five personality show that introverts experience 

less exhaustion, burnout and effectiveness when inspirational leadership is high. However, 

extroverts experience more job satisfaction when inspirational leadership is high. Followers 

high on neuroticism experience more job satisfaction when a leader was low on consideration 

and high on initiating structure. 

These results are of importance to all kinds of organizational practices. Since differing types 

of organizational structures produce differing types of manager-subordinate relationships, 

organizations can use this information within job designs and employee selection (P-O fit).  

Today’s organizational practice can also benefit from this knowledge, if leaders treat their 

followers in accordance with their personalities. 
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