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Abstract

The Enneagram is a personality model that describes nine personality types
characterised by a distinct pattern of traits, values and motives (Sutton, 2007). Despite
its growing level of adoption among practitioners in the fields of clinical, organisational
and educational psychology, it is still not recognized by the scientific community (Hook
et al., 2021). The purpose of this thesis is to examine the relationship between the
Enneagram and Leadership, by exploring the associations between this personality
model and three sets of leadership variables: leadership behaviours, perceived

leadership outcomes, and leadership performance indicators.

The nine Enneagram types were measured through nine subscales of a self-assessment
questionnaire, the Halin-Premont Enneagram Inventory or HPEI (Delobbe, Halin and
Prémont, 2012) answered online by a group of 133 senior leaders of a multinational
business organisation. The leadership behaviours and perceived outcomes were
measured using the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Avolio and Bass, 1991), a
360-degree survey, answered by the leaders themselves, their superiors, peers and
followers. More than 1,600 leadership ratings were collected online. Their performance
indicators were obtained from company data. Preliminary analysis of the Enneagram
guestionnaire indicated that three of its nine subscales reached alpha reliability
coefficients >.7, five were >.65, while one had an internal consistency of .55; suggesting
that the HPEI needs further development as a measurement tool. The relationship
between the Enneagram and the different leadership variables was examined through

multiple regression analyses.

Findings indicated that: (1) the overall relationship between the Enneagram personality
model and Leadership was weak to insignificant; (2) the Enneagram's relationship with
self-assessed leadership variables was, on average, statistically stronger than that with
leadership measures obtained from other raters or provided by the company; (3) only a
few of the numerous relationships examined between the Enneagram personality types
(subscales) and the leadership variables were found to be significant, and most of these
relationships were statistically weak; and (4) each of the nine Enneagram types

(subscales) presented distinct patterns of relationships with some leadership variables



rated by others or provided by the company, from the perspective of specific rater-
groups. Although most of these relationships were weak, they were also mostly

consistent with Enneagram theory.

In summary, the low number and weakness of the associations found do not support
the expected relationship between the Enneagram personality model and Leadership.
On the other hand, the alignment of distinctive patterns of associations between each
personality type and specific leadership variables did suggest some support for

Enneagram theory.

Despite its limitations, this study has been the first to examine the relationship between
Enneagram and Leadership, providing a rich database on numerous leadership variables
obtained from multiple sources. Additional research will be necessary to establish

whether the relationships found here are replicated by future studies.

These results have theoretical implications for research on the validity of the Enneagram
in relation to workplace outcomes, and practical implications for professionals who are

using or considering using the Enneagram in their organisational practice.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

This thesis examines the relationship between the Enneagram personality model and
Leadership. The Enneagram model describes the existence of nine distinct personality
types, each characterised by a distinct pattern of traits, values, and motives (Sutton,
2007). This model has become a popular tool among practitioners in clinical (Matise,
2019; Bayne, Fields and Nesbit, 2021), educational (Coker and Mihai, 2017; Blose et al.,
2023), and workplace (Lapid-Bogda, 2004; Chestnut, 2017; Sikora and Munita, 2020; The

Enneagram in Business, 2022) settings.

In contrast to this interest from practitioners, the model remains largely ignored by
academia (Hook et al., 2021). However, an increasing number of scholars is proposing
that the Enneagram model could complement trait personality models due to its focus
on the whole person (Newgent et al., 2004; Sutton, Allinson, and Williams, 2013). Also,
a growing body of academic research is gathering support for the concurrent validity of
the Enneagram in relation to more established personality models (Newgent et al., 2004;
Brown and Bartram, 2005; Sutton, 2007; Delobbe, Halin, Premont, et al., 2009), and for
its criterion validity regarding real-life outcomes in several areas, including the work-
place (Brugha, 1998; Kale and Shrivastava, 2003; Kamineni, 2005; Delobbe, Halin and
Prémont, 2012; Sutton, Allinson and Williams, 2013). Despite this, the relationship
between the Enneagram model and leadership has never been examined. This research

aims to address this gap.

This dissertation is relevant for several reasons: (1) it examines whether the Enneagram
is a valid model for understanding the relationship between personality and leadership,
(2) it collaborates with the growing effort of the academic community to assess the
validity of the model in relation to workplace outcomes; and (3) it examines the validity
of the Enneagram system to inform the community of practitioners and scholars who

are considering its use.

For this purpose, this thesis established three overarching research objectives: First, to
examine the relationship between the Enneagram model and Leadership Behaviours,
from the perspective of superiors, peers, followers, and leaders themselves. Second, to

examine the relationship between the Enneagram model and Perceived Leadership
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Outcomes, from the perspective of superiors, peers, followers, and leaders themselves.
And third, to examine the relationship between the Enneagram Types and Leadership

Performance Indicators obtained from company data.
More specifically, the research questions that guide this thesis are:

1. To what extent is the Enneagram model related to different patterns of
Leadership Behaviour and Leadership Outcomes, when these are perceived by

the leaders themselves, their superiors, peers, and followers?

2. To what extent is the Enneagram personality model related to Leadership
Behaviours described by the Transformational, Transactional, Passive (Bass and
Avolio, 1990) and Instrumental Leadership models (Antonakis and House, 2014),
when these are perceived by leaders themselves, their superiors, their peers,

and their followers?

3. To what extent is the Enneagram model related to Perceived Leadership
Outcomes, when these are rated by leaders themselves, their superiors, their

peers, and their followers?

4. To what extent is the Enneagram model related to Leadership Performance

Indicators related to Leadership Emergence, Task or People Effectiveness?

5. And overall, to what extent is the Enneagram model related to Leadership

Behaviour and Leadership Outcomes?
This thesis is organised into the following 12 chapters:
Chapter 1 presents an overview of the thesis itself, its research purpose, and its logic.

Chapter 2 provides an overview of the literature in the field of personality theory,
including a definition of the concept, an overview of the main existing approaches to the
study of personality, discussing their main contributions, limitations, and their overall
quality as theories. It describes the Five-factor theory in greater detail, given that it is
the most validated personality model, and the one that will be used by this thesis to
substantiate the expected relationship between the variables. Then it delves deeper into
the Enneagram personality model, including a summary of its key characteristics, the

empirical evidence regarding its validity and usefulness, and a discussion about its



guality as a theory. The chapter ends with a review of the literature on the complexities
involved and precautions to consider when measuring personality with a self-

assessment.

Chapter 3 explores the landscape of the academic study of leadership taking a brief look
at the main theories in the field. It then presents the main models of leadership
behaviour, taking a deeper dive into those adopted in this thesis: the Full-Range Theory
of Leadership (Avolio and Bass, 1991) and the Instrumental Leadership Style (Antonakis
and House, 2014), justifying the option for these models. Finally, it addresses the
concept of leadership outcome, defining the constructs of Leadership Emergence and
Effectiveness, and reviewing the literature on the complexities involved in their

definition and measurement.

Chapter 4 presents the Conceptual Framework of this study, starting with a review of
the empirical evidence that justifies the expectation of a connection between
Enneagram and leadership, by establishing an empirical "bridge" through the Five-factor
model of personality. The chapter presents empirical evidence associating the
Enneagram model with FFM; and the latter with several leadership variables. The
chapter ends with the presentation of the conceptual framework of this thesis, including
its research aims, objectives, research questions, and propositions set to guide the

exploration.

Chapter 5 describes the Methodology: its philosophical positioning and how it connects
to the nature of this study, its rationale, purpose, and research design. This chapter also
describes how the sample was defined and selected, the instruments applied, the
procedures used for data collection, and the actions taken to comply with ethical

standards. It ends describing the methods used for data treatment and analysis.

Chapter 6 describes the preliminary analyses, including the procedures employed to
prepare the databases; to identify and deal with missing data, errors, and outliers; to
calculate the aggregate scores, and to verify assumptions. It also presents the validity
and reliability of the scales applied, the descriptive statistics, and the correlation

analyses for the different variables involved.



Chapters 7, 8 and 9 present the main findings of this study regarding the relationship
between the Enneagram personality types and the three sets of dependent variables:
Leadership Behaviours (Chapter 7), Perceived Leadership Outcomes (Chapter 8), and

Leadership Performance Indicators (Chapter 9).

Chapter 10 revisits these findings from the perspective of the individual Enneagram

Types, and discusses their implications for the literature on this personality model.

Chapter 11 presents an overview of this study and its main results regarding each of its
research questions, identifies the main themes that emerge from these findings, and the

possible interpretations that may arise in connection to the literature.

Chapter 12 concludes, outlining the implications of this study’s findings at a theoretical,
methodological, and practical level, providing suggestions for future research, and laying

out the limitations of this research project.



Chapter 2. Personality: a Review of the
Literature

The purpose of this chapter is to review the relevant literature in the field of personality
theory. It begins by setting the stage for the analysis and discussion of the different
approaches to the study of personality, introducing the frameworks that this thesis will
use to analyse the value of the different personality theories, and to discuss the clarity

of their terminology.

The chapter then moves on to present a general definition of the concept of personality,
and to describe the main existing theories in the field: Psychoanalytic, Behaviourist and
Social-Cognitivist, Humanistic, Trait, and Type approaches. As each approach is
presented, their main contributions, limitations, and overall quality as theories is
discussed. The chapter will focus in greater detail on the Five-factor theory, because it
is currently the most validated in personality psychology, and because this thesis uses it
as an articulator in the construction of its Theoretical Framework (see chapter 4). Then
it delves deeper into the Enneagram, the independent variable of this study, presenting
its background, the fundamental principles with which it attempts to explain human
behaviour and interindividual differences, and the main academic research that
supports its validity and potential contribution. The chapter will conclude with a review
of the literature on the challenges involved in measuring personality, a review of the
various forms of validity and reliability in personality measurement, and the specific

issues affecting self-assessments.

The following chapter will continue with the literature review, exploring the landscape
of the academic study of leadership, taking a brief look at the main theories, and
reviewing the models and measures of Leadership Behaviour and Outcomes used in this

thesis.

2.1 Setting the Stage

The purpose of this chapter is to present the most relevant currents of thought in the

study of personality. Psychology is a young science and because of this, the landscape



of personality theory can often seem like an unstructured collection of disparate
approaches rather than a unified body of knowledge (Baumert et al., 2017). Trying to
integrate these ideas into a clear and unified definition can be a daunting task (Uher,
2018). For this reason, before moving on to the theories, this chapter will stop briefly to
review the criteria that this thesis will adopt to discuss the quality of the different

approaches to the study of personality that will be presented below.

2.1.1 Assessing the Quality of Personality Theories

Science never claims to have absolute truths (Raj, 2000). Knowledge is dynamic, and
from time to time shaken by revolutions that question all the accumulated knowledge
so far (Kuhn, 1976). This is especially true for social sciences such as psychology, since
its objects of study cannot be seen or touched, but rather have to be inferred through
observations or indirect measurements, subject to interpretation (Cronbach and Meehl,
1955). It is natural, then, that the study of personality is saturated with so many different

theories and views.

To escape relativism and be able to compare these theories using more objective
parameters, personality scholars have proposed various criteria to evaluate the quality
of a theory. These criteria, the names they receive, and the way they are classified, vary
from one author to another, but the general parameters they propose are similar. This
thesis will adopt the criteria proposed by Sutton (2007), based on recommendations of
several authors in the field of personality psychology (Kelly George, 1955; Funder, 1994;

Westen, 1996; Boeree, 1998; Kagan, 1998; Pervin and Cervone, 2010; Engler, 2013).

These criteria can be summarised in three main questions: Is the theory complete
enough to capture the full scope of personality phenomena? Is it useful in practice? And
most importantly, is this theory scientifically rigorous? This section will review these
three criteria and the parameters used to evaluate them, with special attention to

scientific rigour, as it is the most complex and important.

2.1.1.1 Is the theory comprehensive?
A good theory should address a wide range of personality phenomena (Pervin and

Cervone, 2010; Snow, Federico and Montague, 2021). In other words, it must be able



to explain various manifestations of personality in a wide variety of contexts. Although
there is enormous diversity among the different theoretical approaches as to which
should be the essential components for a comprehensive theory of personality, a truly
integrative model should be capable of describing and explaining as many relevant
aspects as possible associated with it (Westen, 1996; Engler, 2013; Baumert et al., 2017,
Cooper, 2019).

For example, a comprehensive theory of personality should be able to describe intra-
individual behavioural consistency across situations, and intra-individual behavioural
variation depending on situational cues, as well as the situational factors that would
trigger the difference. It should describe inter-individual personality differences,
integrating behavioural, emotional, cognitive, motivational, and social aspects. It should
address the “causes” of personality, based on ‘nature’, e.g., genetics or epigenetics, or
‘nurture’, e.g., cultural background or upbringing. A good theory of personality should
describe the various components of personality: traits, motives, cognitive and socio-
emotional skills, resources; and explain how they interact with one another. It should be
able to identify stable personality traits as well as how these traits evolve and change
throughout life. It should even be able to explain the reactions, behaviours or symptoms
of an individual that he or she cannot explain. And, finally, a good theory of personality
should be able to address the subjective experience of individuals, how they perceive
and integrate these perceptions, their life “narrative”, their emotional tone, their sense

of identity and their ideas and conceptions about themselves.

Given this breadth of phenomena, it is not surprising that the study of personality is
home to so many divergent theories. This diversity is a mere reflection of the complexity
of the field. According to Westen (1996), in his long experience interviewing people both
in clinical and research contexts, "I have never found anyone to be simple" (p.411).
Because of this intrinsic complexity, several authors have warned against the risks of
oversimplifying the approach to personality research and conceptualisation (Antonakis,
Avolio and Sivasubramaniam, 2003; Antonakis, Day and Schyns, 2012; Judge et al., 2013;
Hough, Oswald and Ock, 2015; Itzkovich, Heilbrunn and Aleksic, 2020; Medina-Craven
et al.,, 2022).



2.1.1.2 Is it useful in practice?

A theory of personality must also have practical value and be applicable to real-world
problems, particularly in the areas of clinical, occupational, and educational psychology
(Pervin and Cervone, 2010; Engler, 2013). Some authors have argued that practical
utility could be even more valuable to our field than scientific validity or reliability
(Sutton, 2007). McClelland et al., (1998), for example, claims that the construct of
occupational competencies is not derived from any current psychological theory, and
yet, it has been shown to be useful and predictive in the workplace. According to Funder
(2012), the usefulness of a theory could also be considered as yet another proof of its
accuracy. The same is true even for exact sciences. For example, the fact that Newtonian
physics has been called into question by quantum mechanics, does not make it any less

useful, more than three centuries after it was formulated (Lee, 2021).

2.1.1.3 s it scientifically rigorous?

A good theory of personality must be, above all, scientifically rigorous. This criterion is
the most important and complex, so it is usually subdivided into a series of secondary
criteria, or parameters, each important in itself (Popper, 1963; Kuhn, 1997; Pervin and

Cervone, 2010).

First, a personality theory should be verifiable or testable (Engler, 2013). For this to be
true, it is essential that the concepts in the theory are precisely defined, that they are
abstract and general enough to be applied to different situations and cases, and that
they can be translated into operational definitions of variables to allow for empirical

verification (Kelly George, 1955; Popper, 1963).

Second, it should be logical and internally consistent. This means that its various
concepts do not contradict each other, and that there is a clear logical connection of
how the concepts are linked with their antecedents and with their consequences. All
this allows the theories to be tested empirically, so it is possible to generate clear,
testable hypotheses of how the variables will connect, that can be supported or

disconfirmed by independent researchers (Pervin and Cervone, 2010; Cooper, 2019).



Third, it should have heuristic value. This means that it stimulates further research,
either by expanding descriptions and elaborating the existing ideas; or by hypothesis

testing to assess its predictive validity (Kuhn, 1997; Pervin and Cervone, 2010) .

Fourth, it must be parsimonious, that is, to be as simple and elegant as possible in the
way it explains what it wishes to explain. A good theory of personality should use the
minimum number of concepts that are necessary and sufficient to explain the different
aspects of human behaviour (Cooper, 2019). Faced with two equally explanatory
theories, the principle of parsimony should incline towards the simpler one. In the words
of the cognitive psychologist Richard E. Snow, "good theories are economical, providing
simple explanations of a wide range of phenomena...” (Snow, Federico and Montague,

2021; p.162)

Fifth, a good theory of personality should not only seek to describe the phenomenon or
its components, but should also explain their properties and the causal relationships
that unite them (Pervin and Cervone, 2010). In the case of personality theories, it is not a

minor undertaking, since we are "enormously complicated organisms" (Boeree, 2006,
p.1).

The sixth and ultimate test of a good theory is its accuracy, that is, the extent to which
it offers a faithful description of what it intends to explain (Mayer, 2015). Yet, when
studying personality, accuracy can be a very difficult aspiration to fulfil (Boeree, 2006).
From a critical realist perspective, the philosophical stance of this thesis (see chapter 5),
personality is conceived as a phenomenon that exists “in reality”, regardless of a
researcher’s inability to observe it directly or understand it impartially (Bhaskar, 1998;
Blaikie, 2007; Robson and McCartan, 2016). Therefore, the best way a scientist has to
get closer to knowing if a personality theory is accurate, is empirically verifying whether
the predictions that arise from it are fulfilled 'in reality’. Thus, a way of testing the
accuracy of a personality theory would be through the accumulation of empirical
evidence from multiple sources, such as interviews, case studies, surveys, field research
and many others (Pervin and Cervone, 2010; Edwards et al., 2018). This is precisely what
this study aims to do by using data gathered from different sources to examine the

concurrent, criterion validity of the Enneagram.



2.1.2 The Jingle-Jangle in Personality Literature

Because psychology operates in the field of social sciences, much more vulnerable to
the subjectivity of researchers than Physics or Chemistry, it is often riddled by a lack of
clarity in its definitions and constructs. This lack of clarity has been captured by the
concept of the Jingle-Jangle fallacies. The term ‘Jingle-Jangle’ was coined by Kelley in
1927, based in part on the work of Thorndike (1904) to refer to two pervasive
phenomena affecting the field of personality psychology (Gonzalez, MacKinnon and
Muniz, 2021). The Jingle Fallacy occurs when different concepts are given the same label
(jingle), assuming that they are conceptually similar or equivalent when, in reality, they
are not. For example, the use of the construct of Self-esteem, could actually be using
the same label to denominate different phenomena, assuming that they are
interchangeable: Self-confidence vs. Self-worth (Lawson and Robins, 2021). Another case
would be the concept of Locus of Control, which sometimes is used to represent a belief
in external or internal causality of what happens to oneself, sometimes it is used as a
component of core self-evaluation, and sometimes it refers to a broader range of self-
regulatory processes (Cobb-Clark, 2015; Galvin et al., 2018). Using the same term to
refer to different things can lead to confusion, miscommunication between researchers,

misinterpretation of results and, ultimately, wrong conclusions and erroneous theories.

The Jangle fallacy happens when different labels (jangle) are assigned to the same
underlying concept, suggesting conceptual differences when, in reality, the concepts are
the same or very similar. For example, the terms Emotional Intelligence, Emotional
Competence, and Affective Competence, are often used to describe the same
underlying construct (Vaida and Opre, 2014). The same happens with the concepts of
Emotional Stability vs. Emotional Resilience, both used to designate the ability to bounce
back from adversity. Similarly, Hoch et al. (2018) demonstrated that the new constructs
of Ethical and Authentic Leadership have significant overlap with that of
Transformational Leadership, and that they do not add significant amounts of
incremental variation above and beyond that of the latter, over nine different measures
of leadership effectiveness. Treating these concepts as if they were different when in

reality they refer to the same or almost the same thing, can lead to unnecessary
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duplication, waste of research resources, and again, great miscommunication between

researchers.

The Jingle-Jangle fallacies can exist both at the level of a construct and at the level of
construct measurement (Lawson and Robins, 2021). In fact, Jingle-Jangle problems that
occur at the construct level usually create problems with the measures of that construct,
and vice-versa (Block, 1995b). The Jingle-Jangle fallacies often lead to confusion in

research and make the communication between researchers more difficult.

2.1.3 Setting the Stage: Conclusion

This section briefly referred to the criteria that this thesis will use to discuss the quality
of the different approaches to the study of personality. Additionally, it has addressed
the Jingle-Jangle fallacy, a concept coined to designate the field's tendency to suffer
from vague and overlapping concepts. This has prepared the ground for a critical
analysis of the various approaches that make up the general panorama of personality

psychology, in this chapter and throughout this thesis.

2.2 Personality Theories

“...personality theory is unavoidable: everything we do depends on our

assumptions about human nature” (Hogan and Sherman, 2020, p.1)

Understanding personality is relevant to our daily lives. Our accuracy in judging the
character of the people around us when choosing a life partner, a member for our team,
or the leaders who will lead our societies or organisations, can have a profound impact
on the success or failure of these collective undertakings. How can we ensure that our
judgement is accurate? And even if it were, what does our current perception of a
person's character imply about their future behaviour? And finally, what exactly are we

trying to assess when we try to decipher someone's personality?

The natural place to look for the answers to these questions is personality psychology.
However, the field is still divided into many factions and theoretical paradigms (Baumert
etal., 2017). This literature review aims to present the main approaches to the study of

personality, their key ideas, distinctive contributions and most important limitations. In
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each case, their quality as theories will be discussed based on the criteria proposed
above. This section will describe two models with greater detail: the FFM, the most
important personality theory of recent decades, and the Enneagram, the focus model of

this thesis.

As a starting point, it is useful to begin with a general working definition of personality,

taken from a leading scholar in the field:

(Personality is an) “individual’s characteristic patterns of thought,
emotion, and behaviour, together with the psychological mechanisms—

hidden or not—behind those patterns” (Funder, 2001; p.198).

Two main elements can be identified in this definition: the characteristic "patterns”,
mostly visible or inferred from overt behaviour, and the underlying "mechanisms" that
explain those patterns. Habitual behavioural patterns are often conceptualized,
classified, measured, and compared in terms of individual traits or “types of people.”
The mention of mechanisms points to the need to delve deeper, going beyond a mere

description.

In the remainder of this chapter and as the different paradigms on personality are
presented, it will become evident that this generic definition of personality is far from
being shared by all academic community. Each of these paradigms tends to highlight
some aspects of personality and ignore others. As each of them is presented, their key

contributions and major shortcomings will be discussed.

2.2.1 The Psychoanalytic Approach

The Psychoanalytic theory, or Psychoanalysis, was the first relevant approach to appear
on the scene in the formal study of personality, starting from a set of theories and
therapeutic techniques proposed by the physician and psychiatrist Sigmund Freud since

the late 19th century (Engler, 2013).

As a result of his clinical practice with mental patients, Freud developed an elaborate
and revolutionary theory about the structure and dynamics of personality. He identified
three main components: First, the /d, made up of primitive aggressive, sexual, or

dependent desires, inaccessible to consciousness and operating under the principles of
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pleasure-displeasure (Person, 2005). Second, the Ego, developed as a structure to satisfy
the desires of the Id in an adaptive manner, and operating under a "reality principle".
And third, the “Superego”, a ‘moral’ structure made up of internalized social restrictions
and authority figures (Kernberg, 2016). Individuals’ internal conflicts would arise from
the permanent internal struggle between the Id and the Superego, in the effort to satisfy
desires while adapting to the environment (Engler, 2013). He developed the idea of
defence mechanisms, as Ego’s strategies to protect itself from these conflicts:

repression, denial, projection, rationalisation, and others (Lepoutre et al., 2020).

Freud’s ideas were further developed by many others: Anna Freud, Melanie Klein, Erik
Erikson or D.W. Winnicott (Hogan and Sherman, 2020), who integrated new aspects into
the model, such as the role of culture or parenting style (“attachment”) in the formation
of personality (Winnicott, 2016; Lepoutre et al., 2020), the Ego identity, the “integrated
view of oneself and the nature of one’s habitual relations with significant others”
(Kernberg, 2016, p.148), or the idea that the way to liberate the individual from an
unconscious conflict is to bring the unconscious aspects of personality into the realm of

conscious awareness (Fromm, 2013).

A second school of thought in Psychoanalysis was initiated by Carl Gustav Jung (Brooke,
2015). He conceived personality as a whole, including conscious and unconscious
processes, and he used concepts such as self-actualization and individuation, which
were later adopted borrowed by humanistic psychology. His ideas were influenced by
western and eastern philosophy and theology, Freud's theories, and his own clinical
experience as a psychiatrist (Engler, 2013). He also developed an idea of personality

types, that will be discussed later in this chapter.

Alfred Adler (1870-1937) was the founder of Individual Psychology, considered the third
school in Psychoanalysis. He moved from Freud’s emphasis in the intrapsychic to a focus
on interpersonal phenomena. Adler believed that human beings have an innate drive to
adapt to their environment, meaning that behaviour is more strongly motivated by
future goals than past experiences. Adler's ideas anticipate some concepts of social-

cognitive psychologists, such as Bandura (Engler, 2013).
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In conclusion, the main strength of psychoanalytic theories appears to be their
comprehensiveness. These theories try to describe and explain several aspects of
psychic life, conscious and unconscious, internal psychological processes, their
childhood origin, their biological bases, and to some extent, their inter-individual
differences (Engler, 2013). Regarding their usefulness, psychoanalytic theories, currently
more refined and integrative, are being used in therapeutic settings, both by
psychiatrists and clinical psychologists (Westen, 1996). Many contributions of
Psychoanalysis are still relevant in today’s clinical approach: A focus on understanding
the life history of the individual, the importance of “listening to the patient” (Paris,
2017); the notion that Individual development is determined to a great extent by
inherited traits and early childhood events, the conception that an important part of
behaviour is unconsciously motivated, the concept of “defence mechanisms”, and the
idea that the purpose of a science of personality should be improving overall well-being
of human beings (Hogan and Sherman, 2020). In the context of organisational
applications, Jung's typology was used to design a personality assessment (the Myers-
Briggs; Myers, 1962) that is one of the most widely used in the workplace (Michael,
2003), and which will be described later in the section dedicated to type theories of

personality.

Their main weakness, however, is their lack of scientific robustness. Although these
theories are presented in a logical and coherent way, their concepts are often very
difficult or impossible to operationalize and measure. Even though psychoanalysts have
tried to overcome this obstacle by developing projective methods, these are essentially
qualitative methodologies that allow a better understanding of the individual and the
phenomenon, but they do not allow, ultimately, the verification of the empirical validity
of their precepts. This general lack of interest in empirical validation and its overreliance
on "armchair speculation" have led psychoanalysis to an increasing isolationism (Funder,
2001) and a fundamental schism with its old ally, psychiatry, a field that has more and
more turned to neurobiology as a source of understanding the nature and causality of

psychopathology (Paris, 2017; Hogan and Sherman, 2020).
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2.2.2 Behaviourism, Social-Cognitivism and Situational
Approaches to Personality

A second relevant approach to the study of personality is the Behaviourist paradigm,
born in the United States as a reaction to Psychoanalysis and other trends that were
present in psychology at the beginning of the 20th century (Engler, 2013). Its
antecedents can be found in the philosophical empiricism of John Locke (1632-1704)
and in the famous laboratory experiments carried out by Ivan Paviov (1849-1936)

(Chiesa, 1994; Engler, 2013).

Behaviourists rejected introspective methods and sought to understand behaviour only
through the measurement of observable phenomena (Araiba, 2020). Instead of focusing
on what happens inside the individual, these theories focused on the situation, that is,
the environmental factors that explain behaviour. Dollard and Miller (1950) described
personality as a set of habits that can be learned and unlearned by processes akin to
classic conditioning (Chiesa, 1994; Engler, 2013); and Skinner suggested that the concept
of personality was, by itself, useless; as anything that happened inside the “black box”

of the mind (Engler, 2013).

Therefore, more than a personality model, what this approach tries to do is explain
behaviour from the principles of learning, shifting the research focus towards from the

person to the situation that causes the learning (Engler, 2013; Atherton et al., 2021).

Radical Behaviourism became unsustainable, since it was not able to explain, for
example, the capacity of human beings to learn from other people’s experience. It
gradually gave way to milder, more balanced versions called Behavioural-cognitivism,
and Social-cognitivism. These theorists continued with the emphasis on the situation as
the main determinant of behaviour but accepted that internal cognitive processes
("processing dynamics") could mediate the relationship between situation and

behaviour.

Behavioural-cognitivists like Ellis, Beck, and Meichenbaum, emphasised the role of
perception, attention, memory, and of how people think about situations, in shaping

behaviour (Engler, 2013). They believed that maladaptive behaviour disorders could be
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treated by changing negative thought patterns and replacing them with more positive

ones (Mccann, 2016).

Social cognitivists also emphasised the role of cognitive processes in shaping behaviour
but focused primarily on the crucial role of social observation, modelling, and
interactions (Anderson, Winett and Wojcik, 2007). The main theorist of this approach
was Albert Bandura, who expanded these ideas on the role of social observation and
modelling, proposing the theories of self-efficacy and self-regulation as individual beliefs
that would be key in determining behaviour (Engler, 2013; Ewen B and Ewen, 2020). He
defined Self-efficacy as an individual's perception and expectation of their own ability to
successfully perform a certain task. This belief would determine behaviours such as task
choice, persistence, effort-level, and even the achievement of the task (Bandura, 1978).
Bandura’s self-regulation theory proposes that individuals are capable of regulating
their own behaviour, thoughts, and emotions through a process of self-monitoring, self-
evaluation, and self-reinforcement. Both theories were based on the assumption that
individuals seek to have a sense of agency, that is, to perceive themselves as capable of
acting, intervening, and exercising control over important aspects of their lives (Kelso,
2016). Self-regulation and self-efficacy would be ways to experience a greater sense of

agency (Bandura, 1978, 1988).

More recently, Mischel and Shoda (1998) tried to integrate social-cognitivist ideas with
the idea of stable individual differences, defining personality as a “cognitive-affective
processing system.” They proposed the existence of personality predispositions that,
associated with specific contexts, would trigger specific behaviours: "distinctive but
stable of if ... then ..., situation-behaviour relations that form contextualized,
psychologically meaningful personality signatures” (Mischel, 2009; p.284). However,
the operationalization of this model will require a classification of situations that can

become very complex (Funder, 2001).

Overall, the main strength of this family of theories is their practical usefulness. For
example, behavioural cognitivism has developed therapeutic techniques based on the
identification and modification of negative thought patterns, that have been used with
great success in the treatment of maladaptive behaviours and emotions and in mental
disorders such as phobias, post-traumatic stress disorder, or substance abuse (Engler,
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2013). In the workplace, Behaviourism has had a great influence on the initial ideas
regarding management and organisational behaviour and was the origin of the
situational approach to leadership, which will be described in the next chapter (Zaccaro
et al., 2018). Their insights still continue to be useful in understanding and predicting
workplace behaviour (Funder, 2001), and influencing organisational behaviour
management, a set of practices such as performance management through feedback
and rewards, training using behavioural reinforcement, or change management based

on behavioural principles (Geller, 2003, 2005; Johnson and Ferguson, 2023).

This practical usefulness is closely related to the second of its great strengths: because
these ideas generally focus on observable behaviour, they are relatively easier to
operationalize and therefore easier to subject to scientific evaluation. This has enabled
the accumulation, over the years, of an important body of empirical evidence regarding
the validity of many of its predictions. The concept of self-efficacy, for example, has been
the subject of several empirical evaluations, providing evidence of its significant impact
on leadership development (Reichard et al., 2017); task-oriented leadership behaviour
(Halliwell, Mitchell and Boyle, 2022); job performance (Locke et al., 1984; Yeo and Neal,
2006; Judge et al., 2007); goal-orientation (Bell and Kozlowski, 2002); creativity (Wadei,
Wadei and Asaah, 2021); organisational citizenship behaviour (Pratiwi and Nawangsari,

2021); and entrepreneurship (Alvarez-Huerta, Muela and Larrea, 2022).

For the same reason, Social-cognitivist ideas have had huge heuristic value, creating a
body of knowledge that has grown over time and spread to related disciplines. For
example, Carol Dweck's concepts of "fixed" and "growth mindset" (Dweck, 2015), the
exploration of the cognitive biases that operate in interpersonal perception in Social
Psychology (Amabile and Glazebrook, 1982), or the concept of Learned helplessness
(Seligman et al., 1979); have been supported by a significant volume of empirical
research and have been shown to be applicable to various real-life problems (Funder,

2001).

The big issue with Behavioural-cognitivist approaches lies in their comprehensibility.
They do not attempt to define personality as a whole, but rather, deal with isolated
cognitive processes and their impact. Although they rescue the notion of individuals as
agents, even the most recent generations of their theories are limited to treating
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personality as an "information processing system" (Mischel, 2009a). Their models also
fail to address key personality phenomena such as the consistency of intra-individual
behaviour across situations, or the stable inter-individual differences in how people
behave under similar situations, even between people that have gone through

analogous learning experiences.

2.2.3 The Humanistic Approach

A third relevant family of theories within the formal conceptualization of personality is
the Humanistic approach. These theories were born in the 1950’s, coinciding with the
positive mood in the post-war period, and as a reaction to the determinism of both
radical Psychoanalysis and Behaviourism (Engler, 2013). The roots of this current are
recognizable in European existentialism, Greek philosophers, and Eastern religions

(Funder, 2001).

Like Psychoanalysis, humanistic theorists believed that psychology should be at the
service of increasing the health and well-being of individuals, and focused on the
dynamics that explain individual motivations and change, rather than on describing the
stable aspects of personality (Westen, 1996; Sutton, 2007). However, their approach
differed from Psychoanalysis in its fundamental belief in the power of conscious free will

as a determinant of behaviour (Funder, 2001)

The Humanistic Approach relies on the belief in the potential and the positive nature of
all human beings, and the existence of an inherent drive towards “self-actualization”,
understood as the development of one's own capabilities and creativity (Engler, 2013).
They recognize the importance of subjective interpretation, of the effort to find
“meaning” in life (Frankl, 1959); and the power of self-awareness, reflexivity and
intentionality as processes that help individuals to improve their emotional lives

(Benjafield, 2010).

Carl Rogers was one of the first influential theorists in Humanistic psychology. His
personality theory implies a self-concept, which would have three subcomponents: self-
image, self-worth, and ideal self. He created the concept of Congruence to identify the
state in which the ideal-self is coherent with the individual’s experience of reality. Rogers
developed a client-centred approach to therapy, to help people reach their highest level
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of unique potential, a process he called self-actualization. In his view, this would
manifest in a state of openness to experience, trust, freedom, and creativity (Andrew,

1982).

Abraham Maslow developed a theory of a hierarchy of motives and needs, from the
most primitive and basic to the most evolved and properly human. In sequence, these
needs would be physiological, safety, love and belonging, esteem (from self and others),
and self-actualization. According to his theory, a person can only focus on a higher-level

need, once the previous one has been satisfied (Maslow, 1954).

Rollo May brought in concepts from European existentialism like the importance of
choice and the role of anxiety in the determination of behaviour (Engler, 2013). For May,
anxiety is essential to being human. He links anxiety to the development of intelligence
and creativity, producing a state of motivational activation that alleviates boredom,
sharpens perception, and creates a tension that is ultimately necessary to preserve
existence. He proposes that anxiety can drive personal change and that people can
develop positive ways of coping with it, as this would lead to self-actualization (Ratner,

2019).

Some ideas that all humanistic theorists share about personality and behaviour are the
importance of understanding individuals as a "whole" greater than the sum of their
parts, the need to consider the complete life history of individuals, the recognition that
life goals, aspirations and intentionality are relevant forces in human existence, and the
practice of self-awareness and reflexivity as processes that help individuals evolve and

change (Benjafield, 2010).

Summarising, the great strength of humanistic theories seems to be their usefulness.
The therapeutic tools and techniques to help people live fuller and more satisfying lives
are great contributions to individual and social well-being,, giving shape to a whole
school in clinical practice. Today there seems to be a resurgence of their ideas in Positive
Psychology, which combines some concepts from Humanistic Psychology, with a whole
body of scientific research on the factors that explain individual well-being and mental
health (Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi, 2000). Many humanistic concepts have been

integrated into mainstream social work and education. Some of its theorists predict that
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these ideas will regain ground with the aging of the population, creating a culture
concerned "with facing death and finding meaning in life" (Clay, 2002, p.2). In the
workplace, Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs has been used to understand and manage
employee motivation and engagement, and its emphasis on creativity and wellbeing
have triggered important initiatives to reduce stress and increase work-life balance
(Sirgy and Lee, 2018). Furthermore, the ideas of humanistic psychology seem to have
resurrected in the training and practice of executive coaching (Bartlettii, 2007;

D’Antonio, 2018; Biswas-Diener, 2020; Grant and Atad, 2022).

However, the comprehensiveness of this approach is less clear. Humanistic theory
focuses on understanding the subjective experience of individuals, on describing the
conflicting forces that operate in the human mind, and on capturing the value of goals
and motivations as drivers of behaviour and development. Yet, it pays no attention to
important elements, such as the explanation of personality differences between
individuals or a more exhaustive description of the different components of personality

and how they interact with each other.

Finally, as in Psychoanalysis, the great weakness of this approach is the inability to
generate empirically testable hypotheses. As mentioned above, many of its concepts are
vaguely defined, making them very difficult to operationalize and measure. Humanistic
psychology has traditionally preferred qualitative methodologies that, when not
combined with a statistic approach, make it difficult to measure their generalisability,

validity, or predictive value (Franco, Friedman and Arons, 2008).

Humanism reached its height in the 1960s and 1970s, informing social movements such
as women’s and civil rights, and anti-war protests, gaining widespread popularity in
mainstream culture. It gradually lost strength for its overall rejection of quantitative
research, the vagueness of its concepts (i.e., "authenticity" or "self-actualization"); and
what came to be viewed as their naive assumptions and romanticized view of human

nature (Andrew, 1982).

2.2.4 Trait Personality Theories
Trait theories, as well as the typological theories (described in the following section), are
dispositional approaches to the study of personality. These share a general emphasis on
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the importance of individual dispositions, as opposed to situations, as primary
determinants of human behaviour (Engler, 2013). They propose that personality
explains the behavioural coherence of individuals across situations and throughout life,
regardless of the fact that behaviour may vary depending on the situation, and may
evolve in time (Roberts and Yoon, 2021). More generally, dispositional theories believe
that personality deserves to be studied and understood as a phenomenon in itself,

distinct from observable behaviour (Engler, 2013).

Trait theories are built around the notion that the basic building blocks of human
personality are a set of traits, and that identifying, measuring, and understanding those
traits will lead to understanding personality as a whole (Engler, 2013). This approach
was born as a natural extension of progress in the psychometric measurement of
intelligence, which had received a significant boost from the need for practical and
standardized tools for recruiting soldiers during the world wars (Buchanan and Finch,

2005)1.

2.2.4.1 Development of Trait Theories

Gordon Allport, often dubbed the "father" of Trait theories (Nicholson, 1998), defined
traits as tendencies or predispositions to respond in a certain way, consistent and stable
over time, and constituting the essence of personality structure (Allport and Allport,
1921). The central focus of these theories is the identification, classification, and
measurement of personality traits, and how they differ from person to person (Funder,

1994; Roberts and Yoon, 2021).

1 The methodologies for measuring intelligence initiated by Binet (1905), Terman (1916)
and Thurstone (1928), received a great boost during the world wars, due to the need for
standardized evaluation methods to recruit soldiers. This translated into abundant
resources and access to huge databases, which led to significant advances in statistical
techniques, such as those to estimate the validity and reliability of scales, or the

development of "normative" scales to interpret scores (Buchanan and Finch, 2005).
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The origin of trait theories can be traced down to Thurstone (1934), and to Allport and
Odbert (1936), who developed the so-called lexicon methodology: extracting words
describing personality features from the English dictionary, sorting them into related
concepts, and later reducing them to shorter lists of relatively stable and observable
personality traits, usually through mathematical processing (Engler, 2013). This
methodology paved the way for many of the models within the trait approach. The
general idea is that attributes can be translated into questionnaire items that are
administered to a large number of people and their responses are analysed to extract
the underlying factors, which are assumed to be traits. These factors are then used to
create assessment tools and the individual scores for each trait are compared to the rest
of the population, so the final standardized scores are measures of deviation from the

mean (Engler, 2013).

Once they emerged, the Trait approaches became increasingly popular within the
American academic community, where the social sciences were experiencing the
influence and appeal of the positivist paradigm and its appreciation of measurement
(Meehl, 1992). In the workplace, various trait models quickly gained popularity, driven
by business leaders, HR professionals, and consultants, due to the growing demand for
psychometric tools to guide staff recruitment and promotion decision-making (Funder,

2001; Benjafield, 2010; Antonakis, Day and Schyns, 2012).

2.2.4.2 Main Trait Theories

The most influential models within the Trait Approach have been: the 16-factor theory
(Cattell, 1956), the PEN model (Eysenck, 1965), the Five-factor model or Big-five (Costa
and McCrae, 1992; Goldberg, 1992), and a variant of the latter, the HEXACO model

(Ashton and Lee, 2008). These have been reviewed below.

2.2.4.2.1 The 16-factor theory:

The author of this model, Raymond Cattell, was a pragmatist, focused on measuring a
construct that could predict future behaviour, rather than theorizing or explaining its
causes (Engler, 2013). In the 1940’s, he used different statistical techniques, including

factor analysis, to analyse the English-language trait lexicon.
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He extracted 16 factors that he estimated to be 16 primary trait constructs: warmth,
reasoning, emotional stability, dominance, liveliness, rule-consciousness, social
boldness, sensitivity, vigilance, abstractedness, privateness, apprehension, openness to
change, self-reliance, perfectionism, and tension (Boyle et al., 2016), developing a
questionnaire that is still popular today. Cattell confirmed his own findings with
subsequent investigations (Cattell, 1956; Cattell and Mead, 2008; Boyle et al., 2016),
although his 16-factor solution failed to be replicated by other researchers (Costa and

McCrae, 1992; McCrae and Costa, 2008).

2.2.4.2.2 The PEN Model

Hans Eysenck used a more deductive approach to develop a 3-Factor model (Eysenck,
1965). He built up from the available knowledge on the biological basis of behaviour,
theories about temperament, and his own observations as a clinician at a psychiatric

hospital (Engler, 2013).

He proposed three factors: psychoticism, Extraversion, and Neuroticism, developing
guestionnaires and using factor analysis to corroborate his hypotheses. He was
extremely rigorous and improved the validity of questionnaires by identifying and
dealing with social desirability in responses. Unlike Cattell, he did attempt to theorise
on a causal explanation for personality traits (Engler, 2013). Although the PEN model is

not very popular today, the Five-factor model captures two of its three original factors.

2.2.4.2.3 The Five-factor model

The Five-factor model (Costa and McCrae, 1992), or Big-five (Goldberg, 1992) is by far
the most influential personality model within academic psychology today. It has been so
widely validated that today it is used as a reference to evaluate the criterion validity of
any new personality measure. Due to its relevance and the new developments that have
emerged from this model in the last 20 years, it will be described in greater detail in the

next section of this chapter.

2.2.4.2.4 The HEXACO Model
The HEXACO model (Ashton and Lee, 2008), can be considered a variation of the Five-

factor model, also developed using the lexicon methodology, for which the authors
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extracted six factors instead of five. The sixth factor, Honesty-Humility, has gained an
increasing empirical support as predictor of relevant personality outcomes, particularly
in leadership and organisational citizenship behaviours (Sohn and Lee, 2012). This factor
has also been proposed as the opposite and positive version of the "dark triad of
personality" (Knight et al., 2018), composed by “Psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and
Narcissism” (Hogan and Hogan, 2001; Paulhus and Williams, 2002; Benson and Hogan,
2008; Charness, Masclet and Villeval, 2014; Guenole, 2014; Garrad and Chamorro-
Premuzic, 2016).

2.2.4.3 Trait Theories: Conclusion

Trait theories enjoyed a heyday in the early 20th century but fell into disrepute in the
1970s, for their apparent failure to predict relevant results (Mischel, 1977; Atherton et
al., 2021). This was partly due to its state of theoretical disintegration, with hundreds of
vaguely defined and often overlapping constructs, and because the statistical methods
available at the time were not sophisticated enough to detect significant relationships
in multifactorial settings. The advent of Behaviourism, questioning the basic concepts of
stability and cross-situational consistency of personality, and the very existence of
personality traits (Mischel, 1977; Mischel and Shoda, 1998), sent the trait paradigm into
the background, for almost 40 years. With the emergence of the Five-factor model
(FFM) in the 1990s, this approach regained a protagonist role in the concert of
personality theories. Precisely because the FFM is more developed and validated, many
of the criticisms directed to the PEN model or the 16PF no longer apply to it. Therefore,
this section will consider the strengths and weaknesses of the generality of trait theories
separately from those of the FFM, which will be discussed in a separate section of this

chapter.

One of their key contributions of Trait theories in general has been the
operationalization of personality components and the construction of valid tools for
their measurement. The study of personality through numerical variables has allowed
its analysis through sophisticated statistical methods, capable of identifying
relationships even in complex and multifactorial contexts. This has revitalized the
empirical study of personality, allowing researchers to identify causal connections that
were previously lost in the background noise. The heuristic value of these models is
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reflected in a significant volume of research using psychometric instruments, which
promises to exponentially increase our knowledge of personality as a phenomenon.
Significant progress has been made in estimating the impact of personality to several
relevant outcomes in people’s lives (Atherton et al., 2021), and in estimating how
different personality traits might be influencing these outcomes. They have also allowed
exploring how individual traits may be related to factors such as genetic variants,

parenting styles, sociocultural level, or cultural environment, among others.

This has allowed the development of various practical tools in several fields of applied
psychology. For example, personality tests driven by this approach have been
established as the most convenient way to obtain a general "snapshot" of individuals'
personality, especially when evaluating large groups of people. These questionnaires are
used by professionals at work, educational and clinical settings, as well as the general
public interested in increasing their level of self-awareness (Atherton et al., 2021). A
recent study by the Society for Human Resource Management found that 32% of its
member organisations used personality tests of this sort to evaluate candidates for
executive positions, 28% for middle management, and 20% for individual taxpayers

(Mariotti, Robinson and Esen, 2017).

On the other hand, Trait theories have been criticised for their overreliance on self-
report questionnaires as the main input to construct their theory (Block, 1995b). Critics
argue that this approach is based on the assumption that people are fully aware of their
personality traits (Engler, 2013). According to critics, this would make them too
vulnerable to overlooking aspects of personality that may not be visible to individuals,
or aspects that they may not be willing to confess (Mischel and Shoda, 1998; Westen,
1996).

A second criticism directed to Trait theories in general points to a lack of
comprehensiveness. For example, they have been accused of leaving aside cognitive
processes (Mischel and Shoda, 1998), unconscious motives (Westen, 1996; Huprich,
2011), individual narratives and sense of identity (McAdams, 1992), or other important
aspects of personality (Roberts and Yoon, 2021) An expression of this weakness would
be Trait theories’ difficulty in explaining the experience of the person as a whole
(McAdams, 1992; Westen, 1996).
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Finally, Trait theories have been criticized for lacking explanatory power (Mischel, 1977;
Block, 1995; Westen, 1996; Mischel and Shoda, 1998) Some authors argue that their
way of explaining is tautological (Mischel, 2009a; Hogan and Sherman, 2020b), since
they try to describe traits in terms of behaviours and then explain the cause of the
behaviours in terms of traits (e.g., She is extroverted because she acts extrovertedly,
and she acts extrovertedly because she is extroverted). As will be seen in the next
section, most of these criticisms have been successfully addressed by current

developments of the Five-factor model.

2.2.5 The Five-Factor Model

The origins of the Five-factor model can be traced to Thurstone (1934, in Wiggins and
Trapnell, 1997), who conducted a factor analysis of 60 adjectives used to describe
personality. He found that the entire list could be explained by only five independent
overarching factors. In 1963, Warren T. Norman factor-analysed the variables obtained
by 20 different personality scales, also identifying five factors (in Wiggins and Trapnell,

1997).

There are two versions of this model that evolved almost in parallel, using different
methodologies and reaching very similar results. Goldberg (1992) used the lexicon
approach, arriving at a five-factor solution. His model is known as the Big Five, and
identifies the five traits as: Surgency, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional

Stability and Culture/Intellect (Goldberg, 1992).

Its nearly identical twin, the Five-factor model or FFM, was derived by Costa and McCrae
(1992) from a factor analysis of several personality questionnaires. This team named the
five factors as: Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism and

Openness to Experience.

Both models identify a level of lower-order factors called “facets” beneath the five
factors. Thus, each trait or factor would be composed of between four to six inter-

correlated but different facets, whose number and names vary according to the authors.
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2.2.5.1 Description of the Model

This thesis will refer to this model as FFM (Costa and McCrae, 1992), and will describe
the five traits and facets defined by its authors, since most of the literature on the
relationship of this model with the Enneagram uses this version. The five factors

identified by the FFM are described below:

Conscientiousness: conscientious individuals are described as proactive, committed to
work, with a need for achievement; and on the other hand, characterised by moral
scrupulousness, cautiousness, and inhibition (Costa, McCrae, and Dye, 1991). This factor
would include the following lower-order factors or facets: Competence, Order,
Dutifulness, Achievement Striving, Self-Discipline, and Deliberation (Costa and McCrae,

1992).

Extraversion: extraverted individuals are characterised as people who “seek out and
enjoy the companionship of others”, and who are “poised, confident, and facile in social
situations” (as opposed to introverts, who would be socially reserved, quiet, and
thoughtful (Mckee et al., 2018; p.294). Extraverts are expected to be skilled at
“negotiating social hierarchies”; and likely to emerge and to be effective as leaders
(Judge et al., 2002; de Vries, 2012). The FFM facets of Extraversion include: Warmth,
Gregariousness, Positive Emotions; Excitement Seeking; Activity Level and Assertiveness

.(Costa and McCrae, 1992; McKee et al., 2018, p.294).

Agreeableness: this factor is primarily concerned with interpersonal behaviour and
influenced by self-image and social attitudes (McKee et al., 2018a). It is described as “a
continuum from compassion to antagonism’ (Costa and McCrae, 1985; p. 2), and its
facets include Trust, Straightforwardness, Altruism, Compliance, Modesty, and Tender-

Mindedness (Costa and McCrae, 1992).

Openness to Experience: this factor is defined as the disposition to seek out the
unfamiliar (Costa and McCrae, 1992) as expressed in “imaginativeness, aesthetic
appreciation and sensitivity, depth of feeling, curiosity, creativity, and intellectuality”
(McCrae and Costa, 1989, in (McKee et al., 2018a). The FFM facets of Openness to
Experience include Fantasy, Aesthetics, Feelings, Actions, Ideas, and Values (Costa and

McCrae, 1992).
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Neuroticism: this is the degree in which someone experiences psychological affliction
like feelings of insecurity, depression, anxiety, or emotional distress (Costa and McCrae,
1992a; Salgado, 2004). Sometime the opposite construct is used instead, Emotional
Stability, describing people who are self-assured and calm. The FFM facets of
Neuroticism include Anxiety, Hostility, Depression, Self-Consciousness, Impulsiveness,

and Vulnerability (Costa and McCrae, 1992).

Since the 1990’s, thousands of studies by independent research teams have supported
the universality of the five factors, corroborating their presence across countries,
languages, and cultures (Costa and McCrae, 1992; Digman, 1997), as well as along

different stages in life (Costa, Paul T. and McCrae, 2002; Yang et al., 1998).

2.2.5.2 Strengths and Weaknesses of the FFM

As mentioned before, the emergence of the FFM allowed for a growing convergence
and clarification of concepts within personality psychology, a field historically filled with
vague and overlapping definitions (Funder, 2001). This, in turn, triggered a resurgence
in the study of the role of personality in different areas of applied psychology:
educational, clinical, and occupational. This effervescence contributed to the
accumulation of an impressive amount of evidence on its validity as a construct, as well
as its ability to predict relevant outcomes in different areas of life, making the FFM the

most robust personality model discovered to date.

Today, the FFM can be claimed as the most solid, validated, useful, and consensual
model in the history of personality psychology, established as a “common language”
within the field (Hogan and Sherman, 2020a). Any current study involving new
personality measures is due to make reference to this model. In the words of Ozer and
Reise (1994), the FFM has become the “latitude and longitude” against which any new
personality construct should be evaluated (p.361). And although there is still no
complete consensus on the FFM among the scientific community, there is still no model

that comes close to it in terms of empirical robustness (Atherton et al., 2021).

Within the massive number of studies on the relationship of FFM with various life
outcomes, FFM has been explored in relation to workplace outcomes, and particularly

relevant to this thesis, with leadership. Many meta-analyses have been carried out
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pooling numerous primary investigations in order to clarify this relationship. Some of
the most influential have been: Barrick and Mount (1991) who examined its correlation
to performance in different occupational groups, Judge et al. (2002), who connected the
FFM with Leadership Effectiveness; Bono and Judge (2004), correlating FFM to
Leadership Behavioural Styles (concretely to the Full Range Theory of Leadership by Bass
and Avolio, (1991); and Derue et al. (2011), who explored the association between FFM
Traits and several Leadership Behaviour and Outcomes. More recently, Deinert et al.
(2015), explored FFM in relation to Transformational Leadership style. All these studies

will be reviewed in Chapter 3, to establish the Conceptual Framework of this thesis.

Despite its unquestionable impact and usefulness, the FFM has not escaped criticism.
Most of them refer to the original version of the model, and overlap with those
mentioned above regarding Trait Theories in general. Furthermore, most of these
criticisms have been addressed by the later developments associated with the FFM.

Nevertheless, this section will review the most important criticisms address to the FFM.

Jack Block (1995) was perhaps the most vocal and famous critic of FFM. He questioned,
for example, the factor analytical origin of the model, claiming that this method is largely
reliant on a series of discretionary decisions made a priori by the researchers (Block,
1995b). However, this criticism no longer holds up, in the face of the overwhelming
amount of empirical evidence confirming the existence of the five factors, carried out
by thousands of independent research teams, in the most varied environments and

cultural settings.

A second criticism, related to the latter, questioned the factorial structure of the model
(Block, 1995b). For example, several researchers have found that the five factors are
intercorrelated (Saucier, 1994; DeYoung, 2015), and that the facets of one factor
sometimes correlate to the facets in another factor more than to those within the same
parent-factor (Funder, 2001). However, once again, this criticism no longer stands. First,
from an empirical point of view, the five factors continue to be found consistently across
multiple replications. And second, these intercorrelations have been explained from a
theoretical point of view, by later developments around the FFM (DeYoung, 2015), as

will be reviewed in the following section.
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A third criticism by Block is that the analyses leading to the first versions of the FFM
depended too much on data obtained from assessments by non-experts, using non-
expert language (Block, 1995b). And yet, once again, there is considerable evidence that
non-experts, if they are conscientious and smart, can rate personality quite accurately

(Funder, 2010; Vazire, 2010).

Other authors have argued that the FFM would be theoretically lacking and reductionist
in its approach (Funder, 2001; Mischel, 2009b; Hogan and Sherman, 2020b). According
to these critics, the model does not address some of the fundamental questions of
personality psychology: how personality develops, how its different components
function and interact within an individual to cause the behaviour, or how they determine
individual internal experience. Once again, this could have been a valid criticism in
relation to early versions of the model which were deliberately atheoretical and
description-focused. However, the next section will show how new developments
around the model, e.g., the Cybernetic Big Five Theory, or the references to
evolutionary psychology (McAdams and Walden, 2010), have proposed consistent

theoretical explanations to address these questions.

A related criticism has referred to its comprehensibility, that is, the degree to which the
FFM captures all the relevant aspects of personality (Westen, 1996; Funder, 2010). Some
examples of empirically supported personality constructs that are not captured by the
model are: the traits like Honesty/Humility (Ashton and Lee, 2008), motives (Sokolowski
et al., 2000); or the so-called “dark side” of personality (Paulhus and Williams, 2002).
Related to this is the criticism that the FFM would not capture the subjective experience

of the individual, and would not address the “whole person” (McAdams, 1992).

Once again, these criticisms no longer hold water. The following section will review
theoretical and empirical developments on the relationship of FFM traits with
maladaptive behaviours and mental disorders such as narcissism (Helle and Mullins-
Sweatt, 2019; Suzuki et al., 2015), their integration with the construct of mental well-
being (Anglim et al., 2020; Mann et al., 2021), and their developments related to
understanding the whole person (DeYoung, 2015; McAdams and Walden, 2010;
McAdams and Pals, 2006; McCrae and Costa, 2021), which demonstrate that the FFM is
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already encompassing many of these concepts into a single, unified theory of

personality.

2.2.5.3 Subsequent Developments of the FFM

The huge volume of research that emerged from the FFM has facilitated a continuous
evolution of the model over the past two decades. New concepts and theories emerged
from or in connection with the FFM, enriching the model and addressing some of the
criticisms it initially received. The following lines will examine some of the most notable
examples of these subsequent developments of the FFM model. Some of the concepts
presented below are not recent, but rather date back to the 90's. However, they have
been included because they represent an enrichment and complement to the initial five-
factor model, and because they were the basis for subsequent developments as will be

seen in the following sections.

2.2.5.3.1 Characteristic Adaptations

An example of these early developments is the concept of “characteristic adaptations”
introduced by Costa and McCrae (1994, 1996) as an extension to FFM theory. These
were defined as specific patterns of behaviour that would develop from the interaction
between life history and the five personality traits, throughout a person's life. According
to the authors, these “adaptations” would help the individual better navigate their
constantly changing social environment; and they would be "characteristics" of that

individual, varying according to age, culture and family environment.

2.2.5.3.2 The FFM and the “Whole Person” Approach

The initial version of the FFM faced criticism because it did not offer guidelines to
understand the whole person (McAdams, 1992; Westen, 1996). According to De Raad
et al. (2022), practitioners and end clients experience difficulty in the complex task of
integrating the different traits, facets and levels, into a single behavioural profile

associated with a particular individual (De Raad et al., 2022).

An early attempt to provide guidance for this challenging task of synthesis and
interpretation, is the Circumplex Approach to the Big Five developed by Hofstee, De

Raad and Goldberg (1992). The model consists of 10 circumplexes formed by combining
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the influence of each of the big five factors with one of the others. This includes mapping

the factors’ facets as combinations of each pair of factors (Hofstee, 2002).

Figure 1: Circumplex representation of Extraversion and Agreeableness (De Raad et al., 2022)

A more recent approach to integrating the FFM with the whole person perspective was
proposed by McAdams and Pals, two authors known for their research on the narrative
identity of individuals (McAdams and Pals, 2006). They argued that personality can be
understood as a unique individual pattern, resulting from the combination of the
dispositional traits of the FFM, the characteristic adaptations proposed by Costa and
McCrae (1996); and self-defining life narratives (McAdams and MclLean, 2013); all
complexly determined by the specific social and cultural contexts that the individual
inhabits. McAdams and Pals (2006) incorporate notions borrowed from evolutionary
psychology, arguing that the dispositional components of personality are adaptation
mechanisms resulting from a process of natural selection, which would operate over the
biological underpinnings of behaviour throughout the evolution of our species (Penke,

Denissen and Miller, 2007; Montag and Panksepp, 2017).

A recent publication by McCrae and Costa (2021) proposed how to put the ideas of
McAdams and Pals (2006) into practice. They argued that the best way to integrate the
FFM with a whole-person perspective would be to combine the quantitative
measurement of traits and facets, with qualitative methods such as interviews or
observations. The latter, they argued, would allow the exploration of life narrative and

sense of identity, as well as the characteristic adaptations and life-outcomes of the
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individual (McCrae and Costa, 2021). They criticised the use of circumplex models to
map combinations of traits, because they would be too simplistic to address individual
uniqueness. They claimed that it is nearly impossible to carry out an exhaustive mapping
of all the profiles, that is, of the almost unlimited number of possible combinations that

arise from the five traits and the 30 facets, in all their possible degrees.

2.2.5.3.3 The Cybernetic Big Five Theory

Colin DeYoung (2015) also built on the ideas of McAdams and Pals (2006), to develop
the Cybernetic Big Five Theory (CB5T). According to the authors, CB5T is “a theory of
the mechanisms underlying the Big Five” (DeYoung and Krueger, 2018, p.124).
Cybernetic models are defined as self-regulated and goal-directed systems. This theory
understands personality traits as relatively stable dispositions of motivation, emotion,
cognition, and behaviour, arising from the evolution of cybernetic mechanisms present
in every brain. These mechanisms would be present in living things, to ensure that the
organism is capable of meeting its needs, from the most basic to the most sophisticated.
Traits would show inter-individual variation in some genetically determined parameters
influencing the probability, intensity, and duration in which they tend to be activated in

every individual.

DeYoung borrows the concept of characteristic adaptation from Costa and McCrae
(1996) and McAdams and Pals (2006), but differs in the definition. CB5T conceives
characteristic adaptations as “goals, interpretations, and strategies” (DeYoung, 2015,
p.33) determined by the particular circumstances of an individual's life. According to
CB5T, all persistent psychological individual differences can be classified either as
personality traits or characteristic adaptations; and the main difference between them
would be that the former are considered universal, while the latter would vary

depending on the cultural context and individual life experiences.

Unlike McAdams and Pals (2006), DeYoung (2015) conceives self-defining life narratives
as a specific type of characteristic adaptation (De Young 2015) and not as a separate
component of personality. And unlike Costa and McCrae (1996), he conceives that
personality traits are not only genotypic, but the result of the interaction between

genetics and environment.
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DeYoung’'s theory tries to meet the main requirements for a “grand theory” of
personality: in his words, to be “comprehensive, synthetic, and mechanistic
(explanatory)” (DeYoung, 2015, p.33). It would be comprehensive, because it
encompasses between-person (interpersonal) and within-person (intrapersonal)
aspects of personality, proposing how interpersonal personality differences can be
explained from variations in intrapersonal elements. And, as others had done before, it
attempts to integrate the FFM with the “whole person” approach. It would be synthetic,
because it tries to integrate all the persistent psychological traits and characteristics that
define an individual over time within a single, overarching, coherent framework. And it
would be “mechanistic”, because it proposes a causal explanation of why individuals
differ in their fundamental emotional, motivational, cognitive, and behavioural patterns
(DeYoung, 2015), why the components of personality are what they are, how they
function, and why; incorporating notions about the biological bases of personality,

evolution and cybernetic mechanisms (DeYoung and Tiberius, 2023).

Interestingly, this theory proposes an explanation for the high correlation often found
between FFM traits and between facets of different traits. For example, it suggests that
there would be two meta-traits above the big five: one that was called “Stability”,
grouping Neuroticism, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness, and another called
“Plasticity”, grouping Extraversion and Openness. This relationship would partly explain
the intercorrelations. On the other hand, it proposes an intermediate layer of
classification between the five factors and the lower order facets, composed of
subgroups of facets that are more interrelated with each other than with the rest of the
facets of the same factor. This intermediate level would be composed of two “aspects”
within each factor: Industriousness and Order within Conscientiousness; Enthusiasm
and Assertiveness within Extraversion; Compassion and Politeness within
Agreeableness; Withdrawal and Volatility within Neuroticism; and Openness and
Intellect within Openness to Experience (DeYoung, 2015). This theory proposes that
although FFM traits were initially assumed to be independent, their patterns of
covariation are now understood to reflect “real” relationships between the traits. In

DeYoung’'s words:
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"At each level of the hierarchy (...) some set of forces causes groups of traits to vary
together in patterns described by the next higher level of the hierarchy, and some other

set of forces causes each trait to vary independently of others" (DeYoung, 2015, p.35).

2.2.5.3.4 The FFM and Mental Health

The FFM has been increasingly used to understand mental illness for the last two
decades (Suzuki et al., 2015). Several questionnaires based on the five-trait structure
have been developed for the assessment of maladaptive traits or symptoms.
Furthermore, the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-5), main
reference for the categorization of mental illnesses, includes the PID-5, a self-report
guestionnaire based on the facets of the FFM, to identify maladaptive traits (Suzuki et
al., 2015). Other questionnaires are aimed at identifying specific personality disorders
based on maladaptive FFM traits, such as the Big Five Aspect Scales (BFAS) (DeYoung et
al., 2016), the Five-Factor Borderline Inventory (FFBI) (DeShong et al., 2016) , or Five-

Factor Narcissism Inventory (FFNI) (Glover et al., 2012; Helle and Mullins-Sweatt, 2019)

This has enabled a significant amount of research, which in turn, has delivered a wealth
of accumulated evidence indicating that psychopathological traits and symptoms can be
understood as extreme and maladaptive variants of five traits (Suzuki et al., 2015; Helle
and Mullins-Sweatt, 2019; Pesi¢ et al., 2023). This includes evidence of a convergence
between measures of maladaptive traits, and measures of general (normal) FFM traits,
supporting the existence of a continuum between normal and abnormal traits (Suzuki

et al., 2015; Helle and Mullins-Sweatt, 2019; Pesi¢ et al., 2023).

These findings have revolutionised the way in which psychiatrists are approaching the
detection and classification of mental disorders, many of them abandoning the classical
categories and adopting a dimensional approach (Trull, Widiger and Burr, 2001; Widiger
and Samuel, 2005; Samuel and Widiger, 2007, 2008; Bagby and Widiger, 2018).

At the other extreme of mental health, many studies have confirmed a strong
association between the five-factors and mental well-being. These studies have typically
explored the relationship of FFM with two aspects of this phenomenon: Subjective Well-
being (SWB), related with positive and negative affect and life-satisfaction (Diener et al.,

2009), and Psychological Well-being (PWB), related to self-acceptance, personal
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growth, purpose in life, and positive relationships (Ryff, 1995). For example, a recent
meta-analysis explored the relationship between several measures of the Five-Factors,
their aspects, and facets, and the two dimensions of well-being (Anglim et al., 2020).
This study found that Neuroticism was a very strong negative correlate of well-being,
Extraversion and Conscientiousness were fairly strong, and Openness and
Agreeableness were moderate. Facet-level associations were around 20% stronger than
those of the higher-order five-factor domains, being the facets of depression, positive
emotions, and social self-esteem the strongest correlates. These findings generally

confirmed the findings of a previous meta-analysis (Steel, Schmidt and Shultz, 2008).

On a theoretical level, the Cybernetic Big Five theory has also attempted to explain the
processes underlying psychological well-being (DeYoung and Tiberius, 2023). Its author

proposes that well-being would be achieved:

“when one's characteristic adaptations are not only well adapted to the
particular circumstances of one's life, but are also well integrated, that is,
come into conflict minimally with each other, with one's own (FFM) traits

and with innate needs” (DeYoung, 2015, p. 53).

In summary, the FFM is being successfully used to understand both extremes of mental
health: well-being and illness. At a theoretical level, this corroborates the universality of
the five traits, and suggests the existence of a continuum in the way they are expressed,
going from highly adaptive to maladaptive. On a practical level, it confirms the enormous
usefulness of the FFM in the field of clinical psychology, an application that is in full

process of expansion (Bagby and Widiger, 2018).

2.2.5.3.5 The Trait Activation Theory

It was previously mentioned that the emergence of situationism questioned the very
existence of personality as a stable phenomenon (Mischel, 1977), placing the emphasis
on understanding the variables of the situation that determine learning and behaviour,
as well as the cognitive processes that mediated (Bandura, 1978). Today, largely thanks
to the FFM, it is rare for psychology scholars to question the existence of personality,
and efforts have emerged to integrate "personalism" and "situationism" into a single

theory of personality.
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The most notable attempt to reconcile traits and situations is the Trait Activation Theory
or TAT (Tett and Burnett, 2003). The TAT proposes a robust explanation of how
dispositional traits interact with situational factors in determining behaviour (and
performance). It argues for the situational specificity of the links between FFM traits and
behaviour. TAT proposes a short list of key parameters on which situations would differ,
affecting the “Situation-Trait-Relevance” of a specific trait. That is, the degree to which

a given context creates the opportunity for that trait to be expressed.

Because this theory has been developed in the context of the relationship between
personality and job performance, its key principles aim to identify trait-relevant
parameters of work-related situations. However, most of them are applicable to any
area of life. Tett et al. (2021) describe what they call the Functional features of the
situation, which would include five parameters: First, the Situational Demands,
understood as the behaviours expected or required to achieve the desired outcomes in
such a context, e.g. those included in the job description. Second, its Constraints, such
as the limitations associated with the context, e.g. those affecting a leader having to
direct and motivate his team under conditions of cultural or physical distance. Third, the
Releasers, which would counteract those constraints, for example, for the leader
mentioned before, releasers would operate at a social gathering where the team has
the opportunity to interact face-to-face. Fourth, the Facilitators of the situation, which
would be conditions that enhance the salience or opportunities of the trait-relevant
cues, for example, the mentioned social gathering includes a karaoke night allowing
extroverts more freedom for self-expression. And finally, Discretionary Cues, related to
the degree to which the situation allows choice on how to behave (situational strength

vs. weakness), for example, creative jobs versus highly standardised ones.

The theory also includes other sets of parameters which are more specific to
organisational contexts, such as trait-relevant requirements of the job regarding the

task, social interactions, or characteristics of the organisation, like its climate or culture.

Another key contribution of TAT is that it separates the concept of behaviour from the
concept of performance. According to this theory, a trait can be expressed in a
behaviour, but the actual impact of that behaviour on performance will depend on
conditions of the context (Tett and Guterman, 2000; Tett, Toich and Ozkum, 2021). This
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conception can easily be exported to other areas of life, offering a promising way
forward to clarify the relationship between traits, behaviour, and life outcomes

(Espinoza-Romero et al., 2022).

In sum, the most important contribution of the Trait Activation Theory is that it creates
an elegant and parsimonious taxonomy of the situations relevant to personality trait
activation, that can potentially apply to any aspect of behaviour, not only job related

(Abdel Hadi et al., 2023; Cheng et al., 2023).

2.2.5.4  The Five-factor model: Pending Questions

Despite the extraordinary developments of the FFM in the last two decades, it can still
be argued that there are a few pending questions that the FFM has not been able to
answer so far. The first is that regardless of the advancements on the integration
between the FFM and the whole person approach, many practitioners still find it difficult
to predict individual behaviour from an FFM profile. The challenge posed by De Raad et
al. (2022) remains valid: It is hard to know how the different components, in their
different degrees, interact within a particular individual and translate into behaviours.
It is a complex task even for an experienced specialist, even more so if it falls to a less
qualified professional, let alone the individual who is being evaluated. The exercise
involves synthesizing the joint impact of different scales at the same time. Translated
into leadership behaviours, this issue could be illustrated, for example, by questions
such as: How will a leader behave when directing work and interacting with his team, if
he has a high levels of Extraversion and Neuroticism, intermediate Conscientiousness
and Agreeableness, and low Openness? If studies show that low Openness and high
Neuroticism are related to poor people leadership skills, whereas high Extraversion
correlates with the opposite, which of these traits should be used in predicting his
leadership behaviour? Should the joint impact be “added up”? Or do these traits, at
their different levels, interact with each other giving rise to new emerging properties?
Do the extreme values (high and low) take over behaviour, nullifying the effect of
intermediate ones? These are just a few questions that may bewilder the practitioner

attempting the synthesis.
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In recent years, big data, and the emergence of more powerful computers, have allowed
great progress in this direction. Several investigations have cluster analysed large
databases of FFM measures, finding evidence of the existence of three, four or five
prototypical trait profiles (Sava and Popa, 2011; von Davier, Naemi and Roberts, 2012;
Zhang et al., 2015; Isler et al., 2017; Kerber, Roth and Herzberg, 2021). In the field of
leadership as well, an increasing number of scholars are investigating the joint impact of
groups of traits, rather than isolated traits (Chatterjee and Hambrick, 2007; O’Neil, 2007
Mathieu, 2013; Herrmann and Nadkarni, 2014; Alissa D. Parr, Lanza and Bernthal, 2016).
Most of these researchers propose that prototypical profiles can be used as a
complement to the analysis of the five traits. This point will be discussed further in the

section on Types theories of Personality.

Finally, McAdams and Walden (2010) mention an interesting point that perhaps FFM
scholars should explore further. These authors argue that there are reasons to believe
that the relationship between FFM traits and performance could be curvilinear.
Intuitively, they say, too much Extraversion could be expected to be as bad as too little
of it. The same would be expected from the other four traits. They propose that this
would not be reflected in current research due to a possible problem in the construction
of the scales used to measure the traits. These may not be sensitive enough to capture
extreme expressions of the “upper pole.” If this were true, future research correcting
for the sensitivity of the scales could potentially uncover new associations that had
previously been obscured or confounded by nonlinear relationships between traits and

performance.

2.2.5.5 The Five-factor model: Conclusion

This section has reviewed the main characteristics, strengths, and weaknesses of the
Five-factor model, which remains the strongest personality theory in existence. It was
mentioned before that every new personality model is currently compared with the FFM
to examine its validity. The Enneagram personality model is no exception. In the last two
decades, at least seven independent teams have conducted empirical studies exploring
the relationship between Enneagram types and FFM traits (Newgent et al., 2004; Brown

and Bartram, 2005; Giordano, 2008; Stevens, 2011; Delobbe, Halin and Prémont, 2012;
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Sutton, Allinson and Williams, 2013; Yilmaz et al., 2016a). The details and findings of

these studies are discussed later in this chapter 4.

Likewise, although there are no previous studies that relate the Enneagram to
Leadership, there are hundreds of studies on the association of the FFM with leadership

variables examined by this study.

This is why this thesis will use evidence from previous studies on the relationship
between the FFM and the Enneagram, and between FFM and leadership, to establish a
theoretical bridge between the variables of interest of this study, and to support the
assumption of a relationship between its variables of interest. These will be reviewed in

detail in chapter 4.

2.2.6 Type Personality Theories

Type theories understand individual personality as a system that integrates several
characteristics of a different nature, including cognitive, emotional, and behavioural
tendencies, motives, attitudes, resources, ways of organizing internal experience, sense
of identity, etc., in “dynamic interaction” with each other (Allport, 1961; Asendorpf,
2006; Kernberg, 2016). From this perspective, individual personality must be

understood as a whole (Mandara, 2003; Cloninger and Zwir, 2018).

A personality type is a category that groups people who share the same configuration
of personality traits and who tend to behave and interact with their environment in a
similar way. These personality types are believed to be naturally occurring patterns that
need to be discovered (e.g., a very high achievement orientation that tends to associate
to high Extraversion and competitiveness), and not artificial categories put together

using arbitrary criteria (e.g., all medical doctors who have red hair) (Meehl, 1992).

A type-personality model, or typology, is an attempt to identify all existing personality
types into a single ‘map’ of these naturally occurring configurations (Meehl, 1992), while
personality typing would be the act of assigning individuals into these categories or
types. This undertaking requires several complementary efforts. First, it requires the

guantitative measurement of individual differences, including the widest possible range
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of personality characteristics, and the detection of their patterns of covariation in real
individuals (Meehl, 1992). Secondly, it implies obtaining a qualitative understanding of
how different individuals organise their internal experience, how they perceive
themselves and others, and how this might be related to the way they interact with
reality (Asendorpf, 2002, p.1). Third, there needs to be a complex and thoughtful
analysis, in order to discover the underlying patterns, which will then need to be
subjected to rigorous empirical testing. And finally, it will be necessary to design
measurement tools capable of detecting those patterns in real life individuals (Meehl,

1992).

This approach conceives personality as open and complex systems, with its different
components dynamically interacting with each other, and in permanent exchange with
its environment (Mayer, 2015), giving rise to emergent properties (Devaney and Gleick,
1989; Meehl, 1992; Mandara, 2003; Cloninger and Zwir, 2018; Uher, 2018; Bornstein,
2019).

Type approaches to personality are arguably the oldest and most intuitive, stemming
from our innate tendency to simplify our perception of the world into categories and
groups, including ‘types of people’ (Robins et al., 1996; Hogan and Sherman, 2020a).
The earliest typologies go back to Galen’s humouralism, the ‘characters’ described by
Theophrastus in ancient Greece (Pertsinidis, 2018), or more recently, Sheldon's
somatotypes (Brifiol and Petty, 2005). Despite this long history, a scientific approach to

this family of theories is still at a very early stage (Robins et al., 1996).

According to Mandara, type models represent a balance between two seemingly
opposing views of what is the most legitimate way to study human phenomena, which
pervade all of the social sciences: the nomothetic and the idiographic (Asendorpf, 2006).
Nomothetic favours scientific methods, quantitative data, and statistics; conceiving as
its main purpose the establishment of universal principles that can be generalized to a
large population (Chalmers, 1999). The idiographic is interested in understanding
individuals and phenomena in their uniqueness and depth (Chalmers, 1999; Blaikie,
2007; Rothstein, 2007; Stebbins, 2012), and consequently, tends to favour qualitative
methodologies such as interviews, case studies, or field observation. Type models try to
combine both perspectives: to build a map of personality types that is universally
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applicable, developing principles and designing measurement techniques that allow
classifying people into these maps (Mandara, 2003; Asendorpf, 2006), while aspiring to
understand each individual in their subjective experience and within their context

(Mandara, 2003; Sutton, 2007).

The following paragraphs will describe five type-models of personality that have been
most associated with the workplace. Unlike the internal homogeneity observed in
previous approaches to personality, these models differ in their origin, their theoretical
inspiration, and the methodology used to develop them. Therefore, these theories will
be divided into three groups: two related to the biological bases of personality, one
based on social-cognitive theories, and two discreet-categorical typologies. Due to their
differences, their quality as theories will be examined separately. The Enneagram
Personality Model, being the focus of this thesis, will be reviewed in a different section

of this chapter.

2.2.6.1 Biological Approaches to Personality Types

2.2.6.1.1 Type A, Type B and Type D personalities

Type A and Type B personalities (Rosenman and Friedman, 1977), was originally derived
from the statistical analysis of the behavioural profiles of cardiac patients versus control
groups. The authors identified two broad categories: Type A, prone to cardiac risk,
characterised as competitive, ambitious, impatient, prone to hostility, and vulnerable to

stress, and Type B, more relaxed, tolerant, and less likely to experience stress.

The idea for the model arose from clinical observation of similar personality patterns in
their cardiac patients. To investigate this idea, Friedman and Rosenman took a sample
of 3,000 men, and tested them on their behavioural, physiological, and emotional
responses to various stimuli. This allowed them to make an initial classification into two
groups. To further differentiate between the two types, they conducted several
laboratory experiments, measuring, for example, heart rate and blood pressure in

stressful situations, perceptions of time, and tolerance for waiting.
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This typology was enriched by a further development by Denollet, Sys and Brutsaert,
(1995) , who proposed a third type, the type D? personality, which would share with
type A the tendency to experience negative emotions, but would differ from the latter

for its tendency to suppress these emotions.

Several empirical associations have been established between these types and
workplace outcomes. Type A has been associated with high performance (Hisam et al.,
2014), a higher tendency to experience anxiety at work (Evans, Coman and Stanley,
1992; Vagg and Spielberger, 1998) and lower levels of job satisfaction (Kirkcaldy,
Shephard and Furnham, 2002), while Type B has traditionally been associated with
workplace wellbeing (Vagg and Spielberger, 1998). Type D has shown a similar pattern

to Type A, predicting higher risks of burnout and stress (Somville et al., 2022).

2.2.6.1.2 The Psychobiological Model

Robert Cloninger, a psychiatrist, and geneticist, proposed a theory known as the
psychobiological model (Hansenne, Delhez and Cloninger, 1986). This theory attempts
to explain personality as the result of the interaction between genetic and
environmental factors. Their investigation involved the development of a test, the
Temperament Character Inventory (TCl) (Cloninger, 1994). They used a variety of
methods including factor analysis, to identify key personality dimensions based on
previous research, to create a reliable and valid measure of those dimensions (Cloninger,

1994; Hansenne, Delhez and Robert Cloninger, 2005).

Using the TCl, they have repeatedly found “profiles”, or groups of traits, that tend to be
clustered together. They proposed that the fundamental “building block” of human
temperaments is a complex configuration of multiple traits, as opposed to isolated traits
(Cloninger and Zwir, 2018). The three temperament types identified by Cloninger, and

his team were labelled as: Trustworthy, Antisocial, and Sensitive:

2D for Distress.

43



“People in the Trustworthy profile had a high Reward-Dependency (i.e.,
sentimental, friendly, approval-seeking), high Persistence (i.e.,
determined), low Novelty Seeking (i.e., deliberate, thrifty, ordered) and

low Damage Avoidance (i.e. optimistic, confident, outgoing, vigorous).

People in the antisocial profile were low in reward-dependence (i.e., cold,
detached, independent), low in persistence (i.e., easily discouraged), and

high in novelty-seeking (i.e., quirky, rule breakers, but not inquisitive).

People with the sensitive profile had high harm avoidance (i.e.,,
pessimistic, fearful, timid, and fatigable), high novelty-seeking (i.e.,
impulsive, wacky), and high reward dependency (i.e., sentimental,
friendly), which is frequently associated with approach-avoidance

conflicts and emotional sensitivity” (Zwir et al., 2020, p.2281)

Based on their findings, they theorised that some isolated traits that are phenotypically
similar, could respond to different underlying mechanisms (Cloninger and Zwir, 2018).
Similar results have been obtained independently by many teams of researchers in large
populations of healthy subjects, in various countries and cultural contexts (Parker et al.,
2003; Boson, Brandstrom and Sigvardsson, 2018; Kose et al., 2019). These studies have
succeeded in finding an association between specific genetic configurations and these
three temperament types (Zwir et al., 2021). On the other hand, the TCl has been
questioned for its psychometric properties, its factorial structure, its validity, and

reliability (Gana and Trouillet, 2003; Farmer and Aguinis, 2005).

In the workplace, the TCl has been associated with outcomes including leadership
emergence (O’Connor and Jackson, 2010), propensity to job-related health disturbances
(Moreno-Abril et al., 2007; Orlak and Tylka, 2017), burnout and engagement (Mojsa-

Kaja, Golonka and Marek, 2015) and presenteeism (Kono, Uji and Matsushima, 2015).

2.2.6.1.3 Biologically-based Type Models: Conclusions
Both of these models have been derived empirically, the first in a laboratory, under
controlled circumstances, and the second from methodologies that represent the state-

of-the-art in the areas of behavioural genetics and data analysis (Zwir et al., 2020). Both
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have been replicated empirically by different teams of researchers using a wide variety

of methods and in various sociocultural contexts.

On the other hand, their shared weakness is comprehensiveness. Their categorisation
all people into two or three overarching groups is far from capturing the complexity and
variability of human behaviour. They bring in more depth than breadth, helping
understand important aspects of personality, such as how personality differences are
associated with relevant consequences in life, or the biological underpinnings that help

explain our fundamental behavioural tendencies.

Their usability is related to the latter. In the workplace, these models have been
associated with some specific outcomes (e.g. leadership emergence) and have allowed
some preventive actions (e.g. job-related health risks), but they are much more limited
when it comes to understanding or predicting workplace behaviour or explaining the
subjective experience of a particular individual. As personality models, the descriptions

they offer are too simple to capture its true complexity.

2.2.6.2 A Social-cognitive Approach to Personality Types:

2.2.6.2.1 The Triple Typology Model

Vansteelandt and Van Mechelen, (1998) developed this model based on the theories of
Mischel and Shoda, (1998) who postulated that differences in behaviour are caused by
differences in "if...then" profiles. Based on previous empirical research, these authors
proposed that personality variations are multi-dimensional, rather than unidimensional,
and that they are explained by patterns of "social-cognitive-emotional processing

systems" (Mischel and Shoda, 1998, p.59).

Vansteelandt and Van Mechelen, (1998) statistically analysed the interaction between
different personality, situation, and behavioural variables. The methodology involved
classifying situations and response types in terms of their distinctive characteristics and
their "power" (qualitative and quantitative), and grouping people according to their
response types, in hierarchically organised clusters. This typology has not yet defined a
discrete number of “if...then” types, but rather defines an empirical methodology to

continue identifying these types.
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Regarding its value as a theory, this model inherits from the Social-Cognitive approach
a rigorously empirical methodology to study the inter and intra-individual behavioural
differences under similar or different situations. That is, it provides a systematic
procedure to explore the person-situation-behaviour relationship (Funder, 2001). On
the other hand, the method is cumbersome and slow to use, since it requires
operationalizing the measurement of situations, a classification process that can
become very complex (Funder, 2001). The method is difficult to apply both on a large
scale, e.g., to investigate the association between personality and specific outcomes, or
on a small scale, to understand the experience or the behaviour of specific individuals in
occupational, as well as clinical or educational contexts. In addition, the number of
possible variants in the "if...then" profiles appears as a less than parsimonious

explanation of personality differences.

2.2.6.3 Discrete Categorical Types:

2.2.6.3.1 The Eight Coping Styles

The Eight Coping Styles theory (Vollrath, Torgersen and Alnaes, 1995) is based on the
Five-factor model (Costa and McCrae, 1992) and on Eysenck's PEN model (Eysenck,
1965). It borrows three factors from the FFM: Neuroticism, Extraversion and
Conscientiousness, which, according to previous empirical studies, would be strongly
associated with individual variations in patterns of experiencing and dealing with stress
(Horwood, 1987; Bolger, 1990; Magnus et al., 1993; Jelinek and Morf, 1995; Vollrath,
Torgersen and Alnaes, 1995; Watson and Hubbard, 1996).

The authors classify "types of people" according to their coping styles, resulting from
the various combinations of high and low levels in these three dimensions (dichotomized
by the median). They named the resulting types “Spectators, Insecures, Sceptics,
Brooders, Hedonists, Impulsives, Entrepreneurs, and Complicated" (Vollrath, Torgersen
and Alnaes, 1995). Later, they found evidence of the association of each type with
distinctive patterns in the way of experiencing and coping with stress (Vollrath and

Torgersen, 2000).

In the workplace, these types have been found to be empirically associated with stress

levels, stress-coping strategies, and burnout, in populations of middle-managers (Grant

46



and Langan-Fox, 2006), nurses (Hochwalder, 2009), physicians (Rgvik et al., 2007), and
policemen/women (Lau et al., 2006). Still, all the replication studies have been

performed by variations of the original research team.

2.2.6.3.2 The Jungian and the Myers-Briggs personality types

C.G. Jung (1875-1961) was a neo-psychoanalyst who broke up with Freud's ideas and
created his own school of thought. He proposed the existence of eight personality types,
obtained from the combination between three pairs of polarities: introversion-
extroversion (basic attitudes), sensation-intuition (ways of perceiving the environment);
and thinking-feeling (ways of processing information). Each type was defined as a unique
combination between either Introversion or Extraversion, and only one of the other four
attributes (Engler, 2013). Jung conceived that these types rarely occur in a pure form,

and that each one would have its own profile of virtues and defects (Engler, 2013).

The Jungian model would have remained within the clinical or purely theoretical-
speculative context (Engler, 2013), if it had not been picked up and transformed by two
American authors, Isabel Myers, and Katharine Cook Briggs, who took it as the basis for
their own personality model, which they called Myers-Briggs (Buchanan and Finch, 2005;
Benjafield, 2010; Myers, 2016). These authors introduced a fourth polarity to the
dimensions proposed by Jung: judging-perceiving (orientation towards planning versus
improvising) (Myers, 1962). Additionally, they changed the principle with which Jung
combined the polarities, mapping individuals according to their location in each of the
four dichotomies. This resulted in 16 personality types, grouping people into discrete
categories based on their combination of "preferences" on each dimension (Myers,
2016). Each type was dubbed after its acronym: ENTJ, for example, would be Extrovert-

Intuitive-Thinking-Judging.

Unlike trait models, the Myers-Briggs does not limit itself to describing each
independent polarity, but offers detailed qualitative descriptions of each personality
type “as a whole person”. These include the characteristic patterns of thought,
emotions and behaviour, the subjective experience and the unconscious dynamics
associated with each combination of preferences (Wyman, 1998). These descriptions

are provided in an intuitive, easy-to-understand, everyday language (Zemke, 1992). In
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addition, the authors developed a questionnaire, the Myers-Briggs type indicator or
MBTI, making it available to practitioners and the general public (Myers, 1962). A 1990
review reports that, in the United States alone, from 1.5 to 2 million people were taking
the MBTI every year (Zemke, 1992). The MBTI is considered to have introduced the trend
of personality testing as a cultural phenomenon, a ‘type-mania’ (Zemke, 1992). Perhaps
this model’s intuitive descriptions of the whole person, are key to understanding its

popularity.

Studies conducted in the workplace also hint at the attractiveness of the model: A study
carried out by the US National Research Council (from the National Academy of
Sciences) compared the impact of MBTI with that of five other assessment instruments
in the context of job performance training to US Army officers. The results showed that
the MBTI was significantly more "memorable," with a recall rate of 97% versus 68% for
the second highest score: Participants felt their MBTI results were "true" and valuable,
and that learning about the types had a high impact on their behaviour and the way they
perceived and related to other people. Notably, 61% of the officers considered that the

MBTI was the highlight of the training program (in Zemke, 1992).

However, the evidence supporting the validity of the MBTI remains sketchy. For
example, some studies support the validity of its factorial structure (Tischler, 1994;
Saggino, Cooper and Kline, 2001). Yet, a large number of critics point out the conceptual
and statistical weaknesses associated with its bimodal nature and the dichotomous
interpretation of its variables (Stein and Swan, 2019). In practice, most people fall in the
middle ranges, near the arbitrary borders between categories (McCrae and Costa, 1989;
Bess and Harvey, 2002; Pittenger, 2005), leading to low reliability or test-retest stability
(24%-61%) (Zemke, 1992).

The evidence regarding its ability to associate to workplace outcomes is also conflicting.
On one hand, the MBTI has been successfully associated with career interests
(Mccaulley and Martin, 1995; Goetz et al.,, 2020); information processing styles
(Edwards, Lanning and Hooker, 2002); creativity (Fleenor and Taylor, 1994; Stevens,
Burley and Divine, 1999), preferred teaching techniques, and teaching effectiveness
(Wong and Lau, 2018; Hemdan, Taha and Cherif, 2023). On the other hand, several
studies have failed to find a relationship to job satisfaction (French and Rezler, 1976;

48



Thomas, Buboltz and Winkelspecht, 2004; Meeusen et al., 2010) or leadership behaviour
(Brown and Reilly, 2009). Regarding its usefulness in the workplace, the model has been
used successfully to improve attitudes towards change (Garrety et al., 2003); teamwork,

and interpersonal relationships at work (Kuipers and Higgs, 2009).

2.2.6.3.3 Discrete Categorical Types: Conclusions

It can be argued that the greatest value of these typologies lies in their usability: The
MBTI is an easy-to-use tool for ordinary citizens who want to know more about
themselves, and for professionals who need an intuitive and attractive tool for their
organisational interventions. Similarly, the categories of the Eight-coping-styles are
extracted through a simple procedure, allowing a rapid ordering and simplification for

an intuitive analysis of the different styles of reaction to stress (Pittenger, 2004).

Notwithstanding, their great weakness is the use of arbitrary dichotomization of
variables that are demonstrably continuous and with a normal distribution (McCrae and
Costa, 2008). For example, both models draw an arbitrary boundary separating
individuals between introverts and extroverts, even though most of the population falls
in the intermediate zone (Grant, 2013). As mentioned before, this directly affects the
test-retest reliability of these instruments, since many people could easily fall to one
side or the other of this artificial border (Pittenger, 2004). The same happens for all the
other variables that these instruments measure. It is revealing that the authors of the
eight coping styles model have not yet reported on test-retest reliability (Vollrath,

Torgersen and Alnas, 1995b; Vollrath and Torgersen, 2008).

Finally, in terms of their comprehensibility, the MBTI attempts to explain much broader
range of personality variables than the Eight-coping styles, which, by definition, only
aims to measure reactions to stress. Still and all, studies indicate that practitioners have
much more confidence on the MBTI than academics (McCrae and Costa, 1989; Zemke,

1992; Furnham, 1996; Pittenger, 2005; Lake et al., 2019).

2.2.6.4 The Type Approach: Conclusions
The previous review shows important differences between the different type theories.
Roughly speaking, they can be classified into two large clusters: those that group

personality patterns into discrete categories, and those that offer a prototypical
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description of the core characteristics of each group, and define "fuzzy" borders
between categories. Type theories with “fuzzy” borders allow individuals to fall into the
“grey areas” between categories (Asendorpf, 2002; Sutton, 2007), without requiring an
arbitrary cutoff point to classify in one or other side of the boundary depending on
whether a person is "high" or "low" on a specific trait (Sutton, 2007, page 28). This allows
for a richer and more nuanced understanding of human behaviour (2007, p. 28), and is
more assimilated to existing taxonomies of living organisms in the world of biology
(Meehl, 1992, p.121). e.g.. the differences between related species of animals are not
clear-cut since they derive from the process of natural evolution and emergence of new
species. Yet, categories exist, supported by specific criteria, and have an important

heuristic value.

It can be argued after this review that type models have many potential advantages.
Perhaps the most important one is that they seek to reconcile the nomothetic, variable-
centred approach, measuring traits and individual differences, with an idiographic,
person-centred approach, which enables a better understanding of the individual as a

whole.

Meehl argues that typologies with fuzzy borders can be compared to the “medical

III

model” in their approach to understanding personality (1992, p.119). For example, a
doctor can measure a fever or the biochemical profile of the patient (the traits), without
giving up the idea that they are symptoms of a more significant whole that is the disease
(the type). More importantly, a high fever could be indicative of different diseases, with
different underlying causes and different treatments. This converges with the findings
of Cloninger et al. (2019) that the fundamental "building block" of personality would be
made up of a complex configuration of multiple traits, and that apparently similar traits

could respond to different genetic configurations, e.g., a high score in Extraversion could

be grouping together behaviours that respond to different underlying causes.

From this it would be deduced that the quantitative measurement of individual traits
could be perfectly combined with a global vision of how these traits interact and are
structured within a personality type. If this is true, types could be the next step in the
development of personality science. The key would be to discover the patterns in which
the traits would covary, the causes of this covariance and the dynamics of interaction
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between the traits, that is, the underlying mechanisms. Ongoing and revolutionary
advances in the field of biology and behavioural genetics could inform this discussion

(Cloninger et al., 2019; Quirin et al., 2020; Atherton et al., 2021).

Concluding this section, it is possible to argue that the Five-factor model reviewed
above, and the Enneagram that will be reviewed below, have in common that they are
both dispositional approaches to personality. The first as a trait-theory, and the second
as a type-theory of personality. The Enneagram model describes nine categories or types
of people, each characterised by a "prototypical" profile of traits, with blurred
boundaries between them. This thesis proposes that this model, if proven valid, could
be used in conjunction with the FFM to understand the impact of the interaction
between traits. As the focus of this study, the Enneagram will be described in depth in
the next section of this chapter, analysing its potential contributions, as well as its
weaknesses as a theory of personality. And since the FFM is the theory of reference
within personality psychology, its relationship with the Enneagram will also be discussed

in the next section, as well as in chapter 4 of this thesis.

2.2.7 New Trends: Using Big Data to Integrate Trait and Type
Theories

As mentioned above, Trait and Type theories of personality are both dispositional
approaches to the study of personality, sharing assumptions on the importance of stable
individual differences regarding the way in which individuals behave and respond to
situations throughout their lives. Despite their similarities, Trait and Type theories differ
in the way they understand personality components, and how these organise and
interact within a single individual (Block, 1995; De Fruyt, Mervielde and Van Leeuwen,

2002; Mervielde and Asendorpf, 2014; Cloninger and Zwir, 2018).

That said, the consolidation of the Five-factor personality model has meant that most
academics currently proposing models of personality types, do so without questioning
the validity of the first (see previous section). Rather, what has emerged is a revival of
interest in examining the existence of personality types, understood as typical profiles
of FFM traits that tend to be repeated in reality. The emergence of big data and more

powerful computers, as well as the greater availability of data from longitudinal studies,
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have made it possible to have much more robust sources of information to explore the
existence and contribution of personality types understood as clusters of FFM traits

(Kerber, Roth and Herzberg, 2021).

Empirical evidence obtained from several studies using cluster analysis on large
databases (N>1000) of FFM measurements, points to the presence of three, four or five
cluster solutions as the best fit to the data (e.g., Herzberg, Sava; Von Davier; Zhang;
Isler), supporting the existence of prototypical FFM profiles or personality types.
Furthermore, many recent empirical studies have found evidence that these FFM-based
personality types can increase the predictive power of traits with respect to several
relevant variables. For example, academic success (Steca et al., 2007; Favini et al., 2018);
crime and depression (Klimstra et al., 2010); anxiety symptoms (Meeus et al., 2011);
stress response (Rgvik et al., 2007); social attitudes (Roth and von Collani, 2007); or
aggression (Asendorpf, 2006). This approach has also helped to understand the
relationship between personality and complex life outcomes such as subjective and

objective health (Kinnunen et al., 2012), or political orientation (Block and Block, 2006).

Kerber, Roth and Herzberg (2021), for example, examined a longitudinal database of
22,820 German subjects with Big Five trait assessments, applying three different cluster
analysis techniques to examine whether there were specific patterns of trait profiles in
the data. They discovered that the best-fitting solution was five prototypes, each with a
distinctive combination of the Big Five traits, which they called: over-controllers, under-
controllers, secretive, resilient, and vulnerable-resilient, echoing terms used in previous
studies on child temperament (Caspi and Silva, 1995). Next, they examined the extent
to which the Big Five traits, and these empirically-obtained five personality types,
predicted relevant variables. They examined physical and mental health, self-esteem,
locus of control, impulsivity and risk taking. As expected, their data confirmed that FFM
traits could predict all the dependent variables. However, they also found that
personality types were more useful in predicting those variables that were significantly
associated with more than one or two Big Five traits, such as: well-being, self-esteem,
or locus of control. For example, they found that the association between Neuroticism
and physical and mental health was much stronger when it occurred in combination with

low Extraversion and Openness than otherwise. They concluded that "the person-
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oriented approach may be better suited than variable-oriented personality descriptions
to detect complex trait interactions"” (Kerber, p. 21). These authors finally argued that
personality types can add valuable insights to the trait approach when both are used in
combination, allowing for a better understanding of the most complex phenomena
associated with personality. These investigations are relevant to this thesis, since they
suggest that the Enneagram could potentially complement it as a model to represent

personality.

2.3 The Enneagram Personality Model

2.3.1 Introduction and potential contribution

The Enneagram Model (Greek Ennea=Nine, and Gram=written), is a Type theory of
personality, that groups people into nine broad clusters, each characterised by a specific
constellation of emotional tendencies, perceptual biases, patterns of thought,
predominant motives and values, personality traits and behavioural tendencies (Helen

Palmer, 1995; Riso and Hudson, 1996).

The Enneagram has become very popular among management trainers and
professionals, who report that it has great credibility among the highly educated groups
of managers and executives they train (M. J. Goldberg, 1999; Lapid-Bogda, 2004; Sikora
and Tallon, 2006). For the layperson, the Enneagram sounds like an accurate reflection
of their inner experience, and of the way they perceive other people around them. This
growing popularity, however, is not a proof of its accuracy as a model of personality
(Sutton, 2012). This section will focus on describing the central characteristics of the
model, to then review the empirical evidence that supports it, and will end by discussing
its quality as a theory, based on the same criteria proposed at the beginning of this

chapter: comprehensibility, scientific soundness, and usefulness.

2.3.2 Development of the Enneagram Model

According to Riso and Hudson (1996) “one of the main problems with introducing the
Enneagram is that its exact origins are lost in history” (p.11). This idea has been a
popular selling point for many of the authors who like to present the model as “ancient
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wisdom”, and thus covering it with an aura of mystery. The truth seems to be less

mystical and its origins not so difficult to trace.

The Enneagram was first introduced by Oscar Ichazo, a philosopher and writer who
developed the early version of the model. It consisted in a set of nine "ego fixations" or
"passions" that he called the “Enneagons”: Anger, Pride, Deceit, Envy, Avarice, Fear,
Gluttony, Lust and Sloth (Ichazo, 1972; Giordano, 2010; Fernandez Christlieb, 2017,
p.101). This first version of the model bears the influence of psychoanalytic theories,
conceiving individual differences as an expression of "fixations" occurred during early
development, preventing progress in psychological maturation (Person, 2005). He
presented the Enneagons arranged around a circle, within which he inserted a nine-
pointed diagram that he borrowed from the ideas of Gurdjieff, a controversial
philosopher and spiritual teacher of the early 20th century (Nicoll, 1996). This diagram
is said to represent a "process that is maintained through self-renewal" (J.G. Bennett, in
Riso and Hudson, 1996, p.12). The diagram is presented in the figure below (borrowed
from Hook et al., 2021):
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Figure 2: Diagram of the Enneagram Personality Model.
Ichazo first presented his theories at the Institute of Applied Psychology in Santiago de
Chile, in 1969. One of the attendees at that conference was the Chilean psychiatrist
Claudio Naranjo, who later became would become a key figure in the development of
the model as it is known today (Fernandez Christlieb, 2017). By the time he heard Ichazo,

Naranjo was already well acquainted with the state-of-the-art in the field of personality
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psychology, having studied with key figures in the field such as Allport, McClelland, and
Cattell (Barron, in Naranjo, 1994).

Naranjo began by teaching the Enneagram informally. He then went on to develop the
theory, incorporating concepts from a wide variety of sources: Allport and Cattell's
perspectives on traits and McClelland's work on motives (Naranjo, 1994) cognitive
concepts such as 'processing systems', psychoanalytic ideas about of the unconscious
and internal conflicts, the concept of temperaments, and his professional training in

psychiatric diagnostic categories (APA, 2013; Fernandez Christlieb, 2017).

Following in the Allport tradition, Naranjo described each of the nine personality types
as a "complex structure" (Allport, 1961), and as Cattell, he argued that personality
“could be represented in the form of a tree”, in which traits and behaviours spring from
a “fundamental core of character”, according to him composed of a motivational bias or
dominant "passion", interacting with a cognitive bias or "fixation" (Naranjo, 1994, p. 7).
He conceived a continuum between healthy and pathological personality traits; and he
aligned each set of dominant "passions" and "traits" with the personality syndromes
that could be found in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM)

(Naranjo, 1994; American Psychiatric Association, 2014).

A next generation of Enneagram theorists and teachers was trained by Naranjo or by
some of his first students. Relevant examples are David Daniels M.D. and Helen Palmer,
or Robert Ochs, who in turn trained Don Riso and Jerome Wagner (Fernandez Christlieb,
2017). Since then, myriads of authors have added new layers of complexity to the model,
most of them increasingly removed from the theoretical connection with academic
psychology of Naranjo's initial proposal. Some of these authors theorized on how
Enneagram types could be related to workplace or leadership behaviours (Palmer, 1995;
M. J. Goldberg, 1999; Chestnut, 2017; Sikora and Munita, 2020); yet none of their

theories has been tested empirically.

2.3.3 Characteristics of the Enneagram Personality Model

The Enneagram model describes nine distinct personality types (Naranjo, 1994; Riso and
Hudson, 1996) with a number denoting each type. These types are theorized to be the
result of the interaction between “nature and nurture” along individual development.
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Naranjo, (1994) describes the origin of the types in terms of temperament and early
experiences that would determine the fixation. The different types can also be
understood as prototypical strategies to cope with life’s recurring challenges. These
strategies would develop from the complex interplay between what comes natural to a
person in terms of inherited temperament, and environmental influences, particularly
during early childhood (Riso and Hudson, 1999). According to Riso and Hudson, (1996)
“there are hereditary factors which predispose a child to have, practically from birth, a
certain temperament...However, science has not been able to say precisely what

genetics are involved...” (p.31).

The nine personality types are arranged graphically around a circle in nine equidistant
points, as Ichazo’s initial model proposed. Each type is designated by a number that is
value-neutral, attempting to avoid labels and biases, and no type is understood to be
better than another. Type descriptions are understood to be universal, applying equally
to males or females; yet cultural background is expected to influence the way in which
the type is expressed, since some types are usually more desirable, adaptive, or
rewarded than others in any given culture or group (Riso and Hudson, 1996). Although
individuals classified within a type would share certain traits and patterns, each person
is understood to be, ultimately, a unique individual. People would maintain their basic
personality type throughout life, although the behavioural expression and level of

maturity could vary substantially (Riso and Hudson, 1996, 1999).

Another aspect of the Enneagram theory is the concept of "Levels of Psychological
Development." This idea was incorporated into the Enneagram model by Riso and
Hudson (1999), adopted from the work of academic psychologists like Loevinger (1966);
and Kegan (1999) about adult development. Loevinger (1966); and Kegan (1999)
propose that adults go through specific stages of evolution in the way they understand
themselves and the world. These theories are based on the work of Jean Piaget on the
development of children's reasoning as they grow (Piaget, 1955). Their basic proposition
is that people would evolve toward an increasingly broader view of the world and
themselves, and toward greater empathy toward others, throughout their lives (Daniels
etal., 2018). More specifically, these theories postulate that: (1) adult cognitive systems

actively organize how individuals perceive themselves and the world; (2) there would be
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identifiable stages or “levels of development” in the way people create meaning, and
these stages would be the same for all individuals; (3) the level of development would
influence what people are able to notice and what they can reflect on; (4) these stages
of development would evolve in a specific invariant sequence, moving from a limited
perspective to an increasingly broad one, towards increasing levels of complexity, and
decreasing levels of egocentrism; (6) once a higher level of perception is reached, people
would not regress to the previous stage, but would be able to reflect on their previous
worldview; and (7) people would advance to a higher level of development pushed by
life circumstances, when they must face a challenge whose complexity requires a
broader understanding than the one they currently have. With each stage, an adult
would increase in flexibility, depth of perception and reflection, tolerance for ambiguity,
and ability to function adaptively in a changing and complex world (adapted from Cook-
Greuter, 2004; McCauley et al., 2006; Daniels et al., 2018). Interestingly, research using
Loevinger's model has found that, unlike children who would go through all the stages
of cognitive development, adults tend to plateau at average levels of cognitive
functioning, with only about 10% of them reaching the highest levels (Cook-Greuter,

2000; Daniels et al., 2018).

Within the Enneagram system, these "levels of psychological development" are equated
with degrees of mental health, which would be independent of the personality type, and
which, as in the theory of Loevinger and Kegan, are expected to determine the
perception and the adaptive capacity of individuals (Riso and Hudson, 1999). In other
words, people of any Enneagram type could be expected to be healthy and well-
adjusted, or psychologically ill, not depending on their type, but on their early childhood
experiences interacting with the inherited aspects of their type. Riso and Hudson
described this construct as a continuum between the “healthy” and “unhealthy”
systems of traits, different for each type, all interrelated and connected by an inherent
logic. For example, a Type 1individual (The Reformer), with a high level of development,
could be described as a person of integrity, exemplary and self-disciplined; while a Type
1 person with a low level of development could be seen as overly critical of themselves
and others, harsh, and having obsessive-compulsive ideas or behaviours. Or a Type 6,

the Loyalist, who could either be highly committed, charming, hardworking and a team-
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player, or highly anxious, insecure, self-deprecating, and ambivalent, depending on their
Level of Development. Naranjo had proposed a similar idea by establishing a parallel
between the “unhealthy” expression of each type and the psychiatric syndromes
described in the DSM-II (Naranjo, 1994; Sperry, 2016), although it has not yet been

empirically proven.

In addition to these levels of development, which would evolve slowly throughout life,
the Enneagram theory identifies transitory psychological states, more or less adaptive,
through which the individual could fluctuate throughout a day. Some authors refer to
these as “points of stress” or “well-being” (Lapid-Bogda, 2004; Ebert, 2023). For
example, a Type 3 individual (The Achiever) who is working around the clock to finish a
project might react aggressively to a corrective feedback from her boss, while if she is
relaxed, her response might be open and constructive. In theory, any Type would
fluctuate between positive and negative emotional states, or more and less adaptive
behaviours, depending on their temporal level of stress or well-being, and their more
stable general level of psychological health (Riso and Hudson, 1999). Therefore, these
transitory psychological states or levels of psychological functioning would be related to
the individual’s more stable “level of development,” since a normal person could
oscillate between more or less adaptive behaviours but always within normal ranges,

while a sick person will tend to fluctuate between more or less maladaptive reactions.

Another characteristic of the Enneagram model is that the nine types that compose it
have "fuzzy" borders instead of clear-cut boundaries between them. In other words, the
model allows individuals to be classified in the "grey areas" between categories (Sutton,
2007) One expression of these “fuzzy borders” is related to the disposition of the types
around the circle. This would not be arbitrary, but a reflection of this dynamic
relationship between the types. Thus, a person who identifies with any given type “can
easily see in him (or her) self in the two adjoining ones” (Naranjo, 1994, p.20). This
secondary type, adjacent to the basic, is given the name of “wing”. According to Riso,
while the basic type tends to take over an individual's behavioural, emotional, and
thought patterns, the wing adds new qualities, sometimes reinforcing and sometimes in
conflict with the core type (Riso and Hudson, 2000b). This implies that the personality

structure of an individual is seldom described as a “pure” type, but that “most people
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are a unique mixture of their basic type and one of the two types adjacent to it on the
circumference of the Enneagram” (Riso and Hudson, 1996, p.43). For example, a Type
2 (the Giver), whose central trait is a drive to connect with others, who has a “1-wing”
(The Reformer), could be inclined to self-sacrifice and helping others in need, while

those with a “3-wing” (The Achiever) would stand out for their great social skills.

Another expression of the "fuzzy” borders between types would be given by the
connections represented by the diagram inside the circle. According to the theory,
individuals could adopt behaviours of a different type from their own, when they are
under extreme situations of stress or well-being. For example, a typically anxious Type
6 (The Loyalist), in very positive emotional states, might adopt the calm disposition of
Type 9 (The Peacemaker), and under high stress might adopt the wild activism of Type
3 (The Achiever). This structure based on non-discrete categories has implications for
the measurement and application of the model, which will be discussed later in this

thesis.

Enneagram practitioners argue that understanding our own set of strengths and
weaknesses, and their interrelatedness, is particularly useful in the process of self-
awareness and development. “The ideal is to become your best self, not to envy the

strengths and potentials of others” (Riso and Hudson, 1996, p.33).

Concluding, this section reviewed the main characteristics of the model, without yet
going into the description of the nine personality types. However, it is important to note
that the only aspect of the model that has received and continues to receive empirical
support to date is the nine types (Hook et al., 2021). This thesis will focus solely on them.

The following section will briefly describe their key characteristics.

2.3.4 Description of the Enneagram Types

The following paragraphs present a summary of each of the Enneagram types, based on
the writings of several authors (Naranjo, 1994; Riso and Hudson, 1996; Wagner, 2010;
Daniels et al.,, 2018). Appendix B contains a more detailed description that the

Enneagram theory offers in relation to these types.
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Type 1, The Reformer, is also called the “perfectionist”, and the “judge”. Their central
motivation would be to do the right thing, to make things right, and to “be right”. Their
main traits are, therefore: “conscientious, responsible, improvement-oriented, and self-
controlled” (Daniels et al., 2018, p.231), principled, purposeful, idealistic, disciplined,
dutiful, logical (Riso and Hudson, 1996), but they also tend to be “perfectionistic, critical,

stubborn, rigid, impersonal, resentful, and judgemental” (Daniels et al., 2018, p.231).

Type 2, the Giver, is also called the “friend”, and the “helper”. Their central motivation
would be to connect with others and to “be loved”. Therefore, they are usually
characterised as: caring, generous, helpful, loving, supportive, relationship-oriented,
and demonstrative; but at the same time, they tend to be overly sensitive to other
people’s signs of love or attention, which in consequence makes them people-pleasing,
susceptible, possessive, overly intrusive, and emotionally demanding (Riso and Hudson,

1996; Daniels et al., 2018).

Type 3, The Achiever, is also known as the “success-seeker” and the “performer”. Their
central motivation appears to be a desire to “accomplish and succeed”, to “achieve the

III

goal” and to “be effective.” Thus, they are characterised as success-oriented,
industrious, fast-paced, goal-focused, efficiency-oriented, pragmatic, adaptive,
excelling, driven, self-affirmative, energetic, and tolerant to frustration; yet, at the same
time, they tend to be workaholic, insensitive, impatient, overconcerned by appearance,
and sometimes ruthless and driven by an “ends-justifies-the-means” philosophy

(Naranjo, 1994; Riso and Hudson, 1996; Wagner, 2010; Daniels et al., 2018).

Type 4, The Romantic, is also called the “artist”, and the “individualist”. Their central
motivation would be to do feel intensely, to obtain a “longed for ideal (truth, beauty,

4

depth, relationship, etc),” and to “be authentic.” They are characterised as idealistic,
creative, intuitive, authentic, sensitive, deeply emotional, expressive, empathetic; but
at the same time, they tend to be temperamental, melodramatic, melancholic, moody,

individualistic, self-absorbed, and withdrawn (Naranjo, 1994; Riso and Hudson, 1996).

Type 5, The Investigator, is also known as the “Observer.” Their main motivation would
be to “understand and predict” the world around them, to “protect (themselves) from

a world that demands too much and gives too little” (Daniels et al., 2018, p.231) and to
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“be independent”. They have been characterised as perceptive observers, analytic,
focused, original thinkers, prudent, austere, intense, and self-sufficient, and they also
tend to be mentally restless, socially awkward, excessively thrifty, suspicious, isolated,

and detached (Naranjo, 1994; Riso and Hudson, 1996).

Type 6, The Loyalist, is also called the “loyal sceptic” and the “trooper”. Their main
motivation would be to “achieve safety, protection and certainty”, in what they perceive
as a dangerous world; or to “be safe”. They have been characterised as being
committed, friendly, trust-worthy, team-players, security-oriented, engaging,
responsible and hardworking; striving to achieve the certainty they are looking for by
doing things right and by belonging to the group. Yet, at the same time, they tend to
be, anxious, undecisive, insecure, fearful, and sometimes, ambivalent, suspicious, and

accusatory (Naranjo, 1994; Riso and Hudson, 1996).

Type 7, The Enthusiast, is also called the “generalist” or the “epicure.” Their basic
motivation seems to be to “experience novelty, variety, pleasure, excitement,
stimulation”, to “enjoy life”. They tend to be characterised as optimistic, enthusiastic,
fun-loving, spontaneous, versatile, outgoing, and adventurous, always on the move,
oriented to the future, to make plans, to envision, as well as to seek pleasure, sensation,
and novelty, and always trying to “keep their options open;” but also distractible,
scattered, pain-avoidant, impulsive, uncommitted, and self-serving (Naranjo, 1994; Riso

and Hudson, 1996)..

Type 8, The Challenger is also known as the “boss” or the “protector.” Their main
motivation would be to conquer, to win, to experience no restriction, and to “be
powerful” in what they perceive as a tough world. They tend to be strong, domineering,
self-confident, decisive, wilful, direct, self-assured, action-oriented, brave, and
assertive, but they can also be aggressive, overbearing, arrogant, confrontational,
reckless, excessive, and sometimes impulsive or abusive (Naranjo, 1994; Riso and

Hudson, 1996)..

Type 9, The Peacemaker, is also called the “mediator.” Their central motivation would
be to feel united and in harmony with their world. They tend to be calm, kind, receptive,

empathic, supportive, optimistic, humble, patient, and unassuming, seeking to get along
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with others; but at the same time, they would be complacent, procrastinating,
conformist, conflict avoidant, and passive aggressive (Naranjo, 1994; Riso and Hudson,
1996; Wagner, 2010; Daniels et al., 2018). Table 1 presents a summary of the key traits

of the nine Enneagram types.

Table 1: Summary of the Enneagram Types.

Name Name
Type accordingto | according to Characteristics Core Desire Core fear Passion
Riso Palmer
princioled ful Beingbad,
The rincipiec, purposeiul, MNeedtobe imbalanced
1 The Ref disciplined, perfectionistic, ! A
& netormer Perfectionist 1=ap |r1 pe foniste perfect defective, neer
judgmental.
corrupt
] Caring,social,demonstra_tive, Needtobe ) ]
2 TheHelper The Giver generous, people-pleasing, needed Being unloved Pride
emotionally demanding.
Driven, efficient, adaptive, Neadto Beingworth-
3 The Achiever | The Performer hard-working, competitive, succeed less, with no Deceit
image conscious inherentvalue
; ; ; Havi
The ) Creatwe,a_uthentlc,excesswe, Needtobe ’ a\-'lrjgno
4 o . The Romantic dramatic, self-absorbed, ) identity or Envy
Individualist special L
temperamental significance
The Perceptive, ana_ly_tical, Needto B_einghelplesa _
5 . The Observer Introverted, original, incompetent, Avarice
Investigator T understand i
secretive, isolated incapable
i i Bei ithout
. The Loyal Comntutted,engaglr]g, MNeedtofeel ingwithou
6 The Loyalist i responsible, alert, anxious, supportand Fear
Sceptic . sure i
suspicious guidance
The ) Spontaneogs,dynamit_:, Neadto BEing‘frappEdin
7 i The Epicure novelty-seeking, versatile, . . painand Gluttony
Enthusiast N ) avoid pain o
scattered, impulsive. deprivation
3 Beingh d,
The Cou_ra_geous_,self assured, Needtobe eingnarme
3 TheBoss decisive, wilful, arrogant, ) controlled, and Lust
Challenger . against i
confrontational violated
The Receptive, empathic, patient,| Needto Beinglost,
9 peacemaker The Mediator easy-going, conformist avoid separated, and Sloth
complacent. conflict fragmented

Adapted from: (Palmer, 1995; Riso and Hudson, 1996; Hook et al., 2021).
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2.3.5 Validity and Usefulness of the Enneagram Model

The previous sections described the main characteristics of the Enneagram model. This
section will review the main existing evidence on the validity and reliability of the
existing measures of the model, of its association with work variables, and its usefulness
in different areas of professional practice. The following section will review its strengths
and weaknesses as a theory according to the criteria proposed at the beginning of this

chapter.

A recent article by Hook et al. (2021) reviewed the general landscape of academic
research published on the Enneagram. It focused exclusively on empirical research
studies (not theoretical), that had been written in English. They found a total of 104
independent studies, with only half of them published. Of those published, the majority
had been peer reviewed (40), but only 9 of them had been published in mainstream
journals in the field. The rest had been either published in Open Access journals (16),
with tend to have less rigorous standards (Tomaszewski and MacDonald, 2016) orin The
Enneagram Journal (11). The unpublished studies were either doctoral dissertations
(41) or master’s theses (6). In terms of methodology, 72 of the studies were quantitative,
19 qualitative, and 13 used mixed-methods; and in terms of design, 70 were concurrent,
26 longitudinal, 2 experimental and 6 quasi-experimental. The following subsections
will focus on those studies exploring the validity and the reliability of different

approaches to the measurement of the Enneagram Types.

2.3.5.1 Studies on the validity and reliability of the Enneagram Types
measured as discrete variables.

Several studies have examined the validity and reliability of the Enneagram model using
a discrete-categorical measurement of the nine types. Wagner (1981), for example,
conducted the first academic study to explore the validity and reliability of the
Enneagram typology. In his study, a group of 390 subjects self-identified their
Enneagram Type after participating in an intensive training programme. After
approximately one year, the same group of participants was asked to confirm the
identification of their Type. The test-retest reliability of their self-reported Types varied

between 79% and 100%, depending on the Type. And of those who did switch Types,

64



more than half opted for a Type that was contiguous to the original. This could be

interpreted as a preliminary support for the concept of "wings".

Wagner and Walker (1983) examined the concurrent, discriminant validity of the
Enneagram self-reported Types in relation to two personality scales: the Millon
personality inventory (Millon and Bloom, 2008) and the MBTI (Myers, 1962). The one-
way ANOVA test for the nine Types of Enneagram in relation to the Millon scales,
showed significant differences beyond the .0001 level, except for the Millon scale 8
(active-ambivalent), which showed significant differences beyond the .0001 level. 0.5.
The differences between Enneagram Types in relation to the MBTI scales were all

significant beyond the .0001 level.

A study by Gamard (1986) explored the inter-rater reliability of the Enneagram typing
decisions made by expert judges based on the observation of video-recordings of 36
subjects, 2 female and 2 male per Type. He found that the kappa coefficient for the
average interrater reliability was low (k = .20; slight agreement), although that for the
most experienced judges was slightly higher (kx = .25; fair agreement) than the
agreement between less experienced ones (k = .17; slight agreement). The test-retest
reliability after 2.5 years was (k =.48 (moderate agreement) (Gamard, 1986). These
values are comparable to the inter-rater reliability of diagnostic categories using the

DSM-IV (Skodol et al., 2005; Sutton, 2007).

Two more recent studies have explored the concurrent, criterion validity of self-
reported Types in relation to other more established measures. Brown and Bartram
(2005) used a sample of 241 voluntary participants who had previously identified their
Types through training and expert support. The authors used the self-identified Types
and ANOVA of repeated measures to assess whether the different Enneagram Types
differed in their response patterns in the Big 5 scales included in the Occupational
Personality Questionnaire or OPQ (Saville et al., 1996) or OPQ32. They also examined if
the Enneagram Types differed in their occupational competency profiles assessed with
the same instrument (this will be discussed in the following section regarding work-place
outcomes). The average Five-factor scores for the Enneagram Types were calculated
using a set of equations developed for the investigation of OPQ construct validity. The
equations allowed them to identify which FFM scales worked best to “identify” each
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Type. According to their findings, Type 1 can best be identified by high
Conscientiousness; Type 3, by relatively high Extraversion and Openness to experience;
Type 4, by relatively low Conscientiousness and Agreeableness, and high Neuroticism;
Type 5, by low Agreeableness; Type 6, by high Agreeableness and relatively high
Neuroticism; Type 7, by high Extraversion and Openness to experience, and relatively
low Conscientiousness; Type 8, by very high Extraversion and Openness to experience,
high Conscientiousness, and relatively low Neuroticism; and Type 9, by low Extraversion
and Openness to experience, and low Neuroticism. Type 2 came up as not significantly

high or low on any of the traits.

Sutton (2007) conducted a study on 416 volunteers who had previously identified their
Enneagram Types during training programs. She also used ANOVA, to discover if the
Types differed in their response patterns to more established measures of personality
traits, values, and motives. She used a 50-item questionnaire from the International
Personality Item Pool (Buchanan, Johnson, and Goldberg, 2005) to measure the FFM
traits, the Personal Values Survey or PSV by Sagiv and Schwartz (1995); and the Multi-
Motive Grid by Sokolowski et al. (2000). She examined the differences between the
Enneagram Types and their relationship with the dependent variables, using ANOVAs
and Bonferroni tests. Her findings suggested a significant effect of Enneagram Type on
all FFM traits, with effect sizes being medium to large. Specifically, all Types differed
from each other in Conscientiousness, and Type 1 was significantly higher than all the
others except Type 3. A similar pattern was observed in the case of Extraversion: all the
Types showed significant differences with at least two other Types; and Type 5 scored
significantly lower than the rest. Similarly, all Types differed significantly with at least
two other Types on Agreeableness, with Type 2 having significantly higher scores than
six other Types; while all Types differed from at least one other Type in Neuroticism,
with Type 4 scoring significantly higher than six other Types. Regarding Openness, six of

the nine Enneagram Types scored significantly different from each other.

Regarding personal values, the study found a significant effect of Enneagram Type on
eight out of ten personal values measured by the PSV, although the effect sizes ranged
from small to medium, and they were overall lower than those found for the FFM traits.

Specifically, the personal value of Stimulation showed the highest number of differences
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among the Types: Types 4, 7 and 8 valued Stimulation more than Types 1, 5, 6, or 9.
Regarding the personal value of Conformity, Type 8 valued it significantly less than Type
1; and on the value of Tradition, again Type 8 scored it significantly lower than Types 5
and 9. Power was valued by Type 3 significantly more than by Type 4, and by Type 8
significantly more than by Types 4, 5, 7, or 9. Type 3 valued Achievement significantly
more than other Types except Types 2 and 8; while Type 5 valued Achievement
significantly less than Types 1 and 2. Hedonism was valued by Type 7 significantly more
than all other Types except 8 and 9. Self-direction was valued by Type 7 more than by
Types 1 and 9. Finally, Type 3 valued Universalism less than Types 5 and 9. Finally,
Enneagram Type did not have any significant effect on the personal values of

Benevolence and Security.

The study also found a significant effect of Enneagram Type on all three implicit motives
measured by the Multi-Motive Grid, although again, the effect sizes ranged from small
to medium. Specifically, testing revealed that Type 3 showed a significantly greater
need for Power than Types 1, 4 and 5; while Type 4 showed significantly less need for
Power than Type 7. Type 3 also had a significantly higher need for Achievement than
Types 1 and 4. Finally, the need for Affiliation did not translate into significant
differences between Enneagram Types. The associations between the Enneagram Types
and the Five-Factor traits reviewed in this chapter will be summarised and discussed in

greater depth in Chapter 4.

2.3.5.2 Studies on the validity and reliability of Enneagram Tests
The studies described above were not based on an Enneagram Scale, but on typing
decisions made by the subjects themselves or by experts. This section will review studies

associated with instruments designed to measure the Enneagram model.

2.3.5.2.1 Studies using the Wagner Enneagram Personality Styles Scale

The earliest Enneagram inventory is probably the Wagner Enneagram Personality Styles
Scale or WEPSS (Wagner, 1999). The WEPSS has 200 items distributed in nine scales with
22 items each, plus 2 items that do not score for the scales (an original version had 135
items). The items reflect personal characteristics and are rated on a 5-point Likert scale

from 1 = “almost never fits me” to 5 = “almost always fits me”. A few studies have
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explored the factor structure of the WEPSS to assess its construct validity, delivering
inconsistent results. While Wagner, (1999) did find that nine factors best represented

the data, the items from some subscales loaded on more than one factor.

On the other hand, both Sharp (1994) and Stevens’s (2011) found that a 5-factor
solution was a better fit for the WEPPS data. Sharp named his factors as: Social
Insecurity (correlating with Enneagram Types 4, 5, 6 and 1), Achievement Orientation
(with Types 3,1,8), two factors associated with one Type each: factor (Type 9), and the
Helper Factor (Type 2), and finally, an Excess factor (Types 4, 7 and 8). Wagner (1999)
found four factors aligned with the Big Five, he denominated Assertive-Active,

Gregarious, Receptive-Accommodating and Self-Contained (Wagner, 1999).

As mentioned, Stevens’s (2011) study used WEPSS measures of the Enneagram. This
study also measured the FFM traits using the NEO PI-R, so, in addition to finding the five-
factor solution for the data, it established the degree of alignment of this solution with
the FFM factors. Steven’s Factor | (eigenvalue = 3.13) accounted for 22% of the total
variance, and had a strong positive factor loading for Neuroticism (factor loading =.46).
This factor also showed strong positive factor loadings for Enneagram Type 6 (.82), Type
5(.73), Type 1 (.61), Type 9 (.41), and Type 4 (.41) measured with the WEPSS. His Factor
Il (eigenvalue = 3.00) accounted for 21% of the variance, had a strong positive loading
for NEO PI-R domain Extraversion (.79) and strong positive loadings for Enneagram Type
7 (.69), Type 2 (.69), and Type 3 (.63). Factor Il (eigenvalue =2.31), represented 16% of
the variance, had a strong negative loading on Agreeableness (factor loading = -.82) and
strong positive loadings on Enneagram Type 8 (factor loading = .81) and Type 3 (factor
loading = .44). Factor IV (eigenvalue = 1.47) accounted for 10% of the variance, a strong
positive loading on Conscientiousness (factor loading = .77); a strong negative loading
on Type 9 (factor loading = -.71), and a strong positive loading on Enneagram Type 9
(factor loading = .53). Factor V (eigenvalue = 1.23), represented 9% of the variance, and
had strong positive loading on Openness to Experience (factor loading = .52) and
Neuroticism (factor loading = .41), as well as with Enneagram Type 4 (factor loading =

.77). These can be seen in the table below (from Stevens, 2011, p.113).
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Table 2 Principal Axis Factoring Analysis if Enneagram (using WEPSS) and NEO PI-R Clinical Domains (Stevens, 2011,
p.104).

Factor I: Factor II: Factor IIL: Factor IV: Factor V:
[ntroverted Extroverted Assertive Diligent Intuitive
Idealists Optimists Competitors Organizers Imaginers
6+ (.82) E+(.79) A-(-.82) C+ (77 4+ (.77)
5+ (.73) 7+ (.69) 8+ (.81) 9-(-71) O+ (.52)
1+ (.61) 2+ (.69) 3+ (.44) 1+ (.53) N+ (.41)
N+ (.46) 3+ (.63)

0+ (41)

4+ (.41)

* All numbers listed in parentheses above represent factor loading values.

Enneagram One- NEO PI-R Positive/Negative
Word Descriptors Domain Abbreviations Significant Loadings
| = The Good Person N = Neuroticism + = strong positive

2 = The Loving Person E = Extraversion factor loading

3 = The Effective Person 0 = Openness to Experience (.40 or greater)

4 = The Original Person A = Agreeableness - = strong negative

5 = The Wise Person C = Conscientiousness factor loading

6 = The Loyal Person (.40 or less)

7 = The Joyful Person
8 = The Powerful Person
9 = The Peaceful Person

Regarding reliability, the current version of the WEPSS has shown adequate levels of
internal consistency, reporting alphas of .85—-.93 in Thrasher (1994), and .78-.88 in
Wagner (1999). Its test—retest reliability reported by Wagner (1999) was between .62—
.91 after 6 weeks, and .55-.86 after 8 months. The early version of the WEPSS had
reported low internal consistencies for some subscales (between .37-.82 in Wagner,

1981).

There has been some evidence regarding the concurrent and criterion validity of the
WEPSS. For example, Thrasher (1994) found a substantial level of agreement between
the WEPSS and self-reported Type, reporting a mean Cohen’s Kappa coefficient of k =
.63; while a similar study by Wagner (1999) reported ks ranging from .74 to .88.
Significant correlations have also been found between the WEPSS and other models of
personality, including the Millon (Wagner, 2012); and the Myers-Briggs (Wagner and
Walker, 1983; Thrasher, 1994). On the other hand, Dameyer, 2001 examined whether
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the WEPSS and another Enneagram test, the RHETI, agree in their typing of a sample of

135 subjects, finding an agreement in only in 42% of the cases.

More importantly, Stevens (2011) examined the concurrent, criterion validity of the
WEPSS in relation to the NEO PI-R (Costa and McCrae, 1992) in a sample of 146 subjects.
He found that the Enneagram types measured with the WEPSS were significantly
correlated with the FFM traits, each Type with distinct correlation profiles ranging from

weak to strong. His results are shown in the following table below

Table 3 Study’s Pearson r Correlations between the NEO PI-R Domain Scales and WEPSS Styles’ Total Scores (Stevens,
2011, p.104).

WEPSS

Style N E 0 A C
ONE 289%* -097 -017 - 187* ST1**
TWO 199* A24%* 106 12k 022
THREE =317+ AT2LEH -.081 - 285%* 279%*
FOUR 424%* 103 A12%* - 142 024
FIVE 302%* -.594%* 043 -127 047
SIX A94** -.282%+ -.083 -056 AT72*
SEVEN -121 636%* .239%% -.092 - 275%%
EIGHT - 170* 203* 137 =68 ** 217%*
NINE 055 - 115 017 J19** - 470%*

Key: * Correlation is significant at the .05 alpha level (2-tailed)
** Correlation is significant at the .01 alpha level (2-tailed)

NEO PI-R Domain Abbreviations Positive/Negative Relationships
N = Neuroticism - = negative relationship
E = Extraversion lack of - = positive relationship

O = Openness to Experience
A = Agreeableness
C = Conscientiousness

2.3.5.2.2 The Riso-Hudson Enneagram Type Indicator

Another highly popular Enneagram test is the Riso-Hudson Enneagram Type Indicator or
RHETI (Riso and Hudson, 1996). The RHETI has three versions: the original, which was
ipsative (forced choice), a second, non-ipsative version, and the current, a revised non-

ipsative version.
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The ipsative RHETI consists of 144 items of forced-choice paired statements.
Respondents receive a total score for each subscale and the highest score is considered
their primary Type. Because of its ipsative nature, this version of the RHETI makes it
impossible for an individual to score high or to score low on all the Types (Newgent et
al., 2004a). Findings on the internal consistency of this original scale results are mixed.
Dameyer (2001) reported alphas between 0.35-0.84 (N=135); while Newgent, Parr and
Newman (2002) found alphas between .56 (Types 3 and 5) and .82 (Type 2), with a mean
alpha reliability of .71 (N=287). Giordano’s (2008) alpha values ranged between .35
(Type 3) and .78 (Types 2, 7 and 9), with a mean alpha reliability of .68 (N=322). However,
according to literature, ipsative questionnaires may raise statistical issues that could
affect internal consistency values (Block, 1957; Saville and Willson, 1991; Brown and

Maydeu-Olivares, 2013).

Warling (1996) studied the concurrent, criterion validity of the ipsative RHETI in relation
to Raymond Cattell's Personality Factors 16 (16PF) in a sample of 153 university
students. She found significant correlations between each Enneagram scale and specific
factors of the 16 PF framework in patterns that were predicted from theory. Siudzinski
(1995) found that the Enneagram Type as scored by the ipsative RHETI was consistent
with the self-identified Type after a brief training in 87% of the cases (Hook et al., 2021).
And, as mentioned before, Dameyer (2001) explored the agreement between the
ipsative RHETI and the Wagner Enneagram personality Styles Scale or WEPSS on a
sample of 135 subjects, finding a weak concordance of 42%. On the other hand, she
found that the Enneagram Types identified using RHETI showed 76% of agreement
regarding experts’ predictions of the subjects’ scores using the Adjective Checklist (ACL)

by Gough and Heilbrun (1983).

Newgent (2001) examined the concurrent and criterion validity of the ipsative RHETI test
in relation to the FFM traits measured using the NEO PI-R (Costa and McCrae, 1992) on
a sample of 287 subjects. Each of the Enneagram scales presented significant
correlations, ranging from weak to moderate, with at least one and up to three FFM
traits (although as mentioned above, the alpha values for three of the scales were under

.70). The Pearson correlation coefficients obtained are presented in the table 4.
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Table 4: Pearson correlation coefficients between the ipsative RHETI and the NEO PI-R (Newgent, 2001).

IPSATIVE RHETI N E o A C
Type 1 -.24* -.15 -.09 -1 .46*
Type 2 12 43* .09 .10 -.10
Type 3 =17 -.13 -.14 -.19* .25*%
Type 4 49* -.31* .10 -.15 -.36*
Type 5 .04 -.39* .18 -1 -.18
Type 6 .29*% -.29* -.38* -.02 .07
Type 7 -0.2 45* 33* .03 -.30*
Type 8 -.23* .23* -.07 -.27* .18
Type 9 -.14 -.14 -.04 46* .01

Note: Type 1 = The Reformer, Type 2 = The Helper, Type 3 = The Achiever, Type 4 = The Romantic,

Type 5 = The Investigator, Type 6 = The Loyalist, Type 7 = The Enthusiast, Type & = The Challenger,

Type 9 = The Peacemaker; N = Neuroticism, E = Extraversion, O = Openness to Experience, A =

Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness.

*Bonferroni adjusted p<.001; N=287
Newgent et al. (2004) borrowed the data from Newgent (2001) and they used the
canonical variate analysis (CVA) correlational approach to analyse the construct validity
of the ipsative RHETI. Using this approach they examined the Canonical correlation
between the underlying constructs of the nine Enneagram scales and those of the FFM
measure. They found five canonical variates emerging as significant, although these did
not mirror the FFM factors. The first canonical variable was .73 (.71 adjusted), and
represented 54% of the overlapping variance for this variable, with significant canonical
correlation coefficients for Type 1 (.35), and Type 7 (-.52); and associated with high
Conscientiousness (.80), low Extraversion (-.40), and low Openness (-.35). The second
canonical value was .70 (.69 adjusted), representing 49% of the overlapping variance for
this variable, with significant canonical correlation coefficients for Type 5 (.48); with
Type 7 (-.36), and with the Type 4 (.32); and also associated with Openness to Experience
(.45). The third canonical value was .62 (.61 adjusted), representing 39% of the
overlapping variance for this variable, and presented significant canonical correlation
coefficients with Type 9 (-.71); with Type 6 (.63), and Type 4 (.48); and also associated
with high levels of Neuroticism (.71); low levels of Agreeableness (-.60); and moderate

levels of Conscientiousness (.37). The fourth canonical value was .53 (.53 adjusted),

representing 28% of the overlapping variance for this variate, with significant
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coefficients correlated for Type 6 (.47), Type 5 (-.42); Type 1 (-.40); and Type 3 (-.32),
and is also associated with high levels of Agreeableness (.89); low levels of Openness (-
.80); and moderate levels of Neuroticism (.54). The fifth canonical value was .26 (.24
adjusted), representing 7% of the overlapping variance for this variate, and significant
canonical correlation coefficients for Type 1 (1.21); Type 2(.85); Type 8 (-.84); and
moderately significant for Type 7 (.41); and also associated with high levels of
Conscientiousness (.67); high levels of Neuroticism (.55 and high levels of Openness (.55)

(Newgent et al., 2004, pp.231-233).

Giordano (2008) developed an initial non-ipsative version of the RHETI, by separating
the 144 forced-pair items of the original RHETI into 288 statements that respondents
had to rate according to their degree of agreement on a Likert scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Again, the total score is calculated for each
subscale and the highest is considered the primary Type of individual tested. Giordano
compared the performance of both versions of the RHETI based on their associations
with the FFM, on a sample of 530 participants. Half of the sample was administered the
ipsative RHETI and the other half the non-ipsative version developed by the researcher.
All of them were measured for the FFM traits using the NEO PI-R questionnaire (Costa

and McCrae, 1992).

As mentioned above, when exploring their levels of reliability, Giordano (2008) found
that the internal consistency of the ipsative RHETI ranged between .35 (Type 3) and .78
(Types 2, 7 and 9), with a mean alpha reliability of .68 (N=322). Regarding their
association with the FFM measure, she found that each of the Enneagram scales
presented significant correlations, ranging from weak to strong (only one value), with at
least one and up to all the FFM traits. The Pearson correlation coefficients for the

ipsative RHETI are presented in table 5.
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Table 5: Pearson correlation coefficients between the ipsative RHETI and the NEO PI-R (Giordano, 2008, Tables 4, E1-
ES)

IPSATIVE RHETI N E o A C
Type 1 -.28*%* -.20*%* -.23** -.13* 48**
Type 2 .08 .06 A1 .15* 23**
Type 3 -.15 .08 .05 -.12* 29%*
Type 4 55** -.32%* 11 =271 -.30**
Type 5 -.06 - 43*%* .02 -.09 -.08
Type 6 A44%* -.32%* -.38** -.07 .04
Type 7 -.16*%* 53** A42%* .01 -.28*%*
Type 8 -.34** 25%* -.03 -.18** 27
Type 9 -.03 -.28** =271 .36** -.22*%*

Note: Type 1 = The Reformer, Type 2 = The Helper, Type 3 = The Achiever, Type 4 = The Romantic, Type 5 = The
Investigator, Type 6 = The Loyalist, Type 7 = The Enthusiast, Type 8 = The Challenger, Type 9 = The Peacemaker; N =
Neuroticism, E = Extraversion, O = Openness to Experience, A = Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness.

*Correlation is significant at the .05 alpha level; **Correlation is significant at the .01 alpha level; N=322

*Bonferroni adjusted p<.001; N=322

On the other hand, the alpha values obtained by Giordano for her non-ipsative RHETI
ranged from .73 (for Enneagram Type 3) to .85 (for Enneagram Types 2 and 8), with a
mean alpha score of .81 (N=307). Regarding their association with the FFM, she found
that, once again, each of the Enneagram scales presented significant correlations,
ranging from weak to strong, with several FFM traits. The Pearson correlation

coefficients for the non-ipsative RHETI are presented in table 6.
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Table 6: Pearson correlation coefficients between the non-ipsative RHETI and the NEO PI-R (Giordano, 2008, Tables 4,
E1-E8)

NON-IPSATIVE RHETI N E 0 A C
Type 1 27%* ~.08 ~.03 _ 29 36%*
Type 2 48** 36%* .09 .05 .08
Type 3 7% 13* .08 -25%* 27%
Type 4 64%* -52%* .05 -18%* -27%*
Type 5 41%* WELE 17% -26%* -24%*
Type 6 64%* -33%* -23%* -.20%* 10
Type 7 .05 55%* 14% -18%* -19%*
Type 8 .00 33%* .06 -35%* 24%
Type 9 36%* -36** -26%* 11 -.03

Note: Type 1 = The Reformer, Type 2 = The Helper, Type 3 = The Achiever, Type 4 = The Romantic, Type 5 = The Investigator,
Type 6 = The Loyalist, Type 7 = The Enthusiast, Type 8 = The Challenger, Type 9 = The Peacemaker; N = Neuroticism, E =
Extraversion, O = Openness to Experience, A = Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness.

*Correlation is significant at the .05 alpha level; **Correlation is significant at the .01 alpha level; N=322

*Bonferroni adjusted p<.001; N=307

Giordano (2008) found evidence of discriminant construct validity of five RHETI scales
and seven non-ipsative RHETI scales, concluding that the non-ipsative version of the
RHETI had generally higher psychometric attributes than the standard version. On the
other hand, Giordano (2008) found that only 48% of participants differentiated their
main Type on the RHETI, that is, obtained a score at least three points higher for their
main Type than for their second highest score, indicating that this tool would not always

be helpful to individuals wishing to identify their main Enneagram Type.

Scott (2011) refined and improved Giordano’s non-ipsative version of the RHETI into its
current version of 124 items to be answered on a six-point Likert scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). Again, the total score for each subscale is
calculated and the highest is considered the person’s primary Type. The author piloted
this version through an online survey, obtaining a total sample of 6401 subjects. The
data were split in half to allow validation of the results of the factor analysis from the
first half of the data, by applying the refined factor solution to the second half of the
data set. The factor analysis found a solution of nine different factors, each of which fit
the theoretical description of an Enneagram Type, thus providing evidence to support
the construct validity of the Enneagram personality model. Although six of nine main

factors were reducible into two factors, in all six cases the factors were sufficiently
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correlated to be interpreted as single factors. This nine-factor structure was replicated
in the second half of her data set (Scott, 2011). In terms of its reliability, the Cronbach's
alpha coefficient values for each of the scales were all over 0.70, confirming the internal

consistency of Scott’s version of the RHETI (N=3200) (Scott, 2011).

2.3.5.2.3 The Halin-Premont Enneagram Inventory

Two well-known Enneagram instruments have been developed outside the English-
speaking world: the Halin-Premont Enneagram Inventory or HPEl (Delobbe, Halin,
Prémont, et al.,, 2009; Delobbe, Halin and Prémont, 2012); and the Nine Types
Temperament Model or NTTM (Yilmaz et al. 2014). Unfortunately, the instruments
originated in other languages have not received the same level of attention from

researchers, other than the teams that created them.

The HPEI was developed by a team of Belgian academics and Enneagram experts, and
for reasons of convenience, is the Enneagram questionnaire chosen by this thesis project
(see chapter 5). The original version of the HPEI was developed in French, although it
currently has versions in many languages. It is made up of 52 items consisting of a
statement that must be responded to according to the extent to which it fits with the
respondent's most "usual" way of behaving. It is answered on a 5-point Likert scale,
ranging from 1=hardly to 5=very well. To calculate the score, 0 points are assigned to
the two lowest categories, and then 1, 2 and 3 points respectively to the highest
categories. The results are expressed in terms of numerical scores for each of the nine

components of the model.

In 2009, the authors presented data about the various iterations contemplated in the
instrument development process. They initially developed 108 items, which were then
refined and analysed to determine the factor structure of the instrument, as well as the
internal consistency of the different scales, using two independent samples (N=285 and
N=208). The instrument was refined, leaving a version of 59 items. They proceeded to
apply the questionnaire in two new consecutive iterations, on samples of 346 and 308
subjects respectively, further discarding items after each application. The resulting
version of the HPEI,, with 51 items, was then tested for internal consistency, reporting

Cronbach Alpha values ranging between 0.70 and 0.85, depending on the scale (N=308)
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(Delobbe, Halin, Prémont, et al., 2009). The authors used these data to perform a
principal components analysis with varimax rotation. They found nine factors, each
neatly grouping the items corresponding to the nine Types of the Enneagram, except six
items that also loaded on a second Type different from their own and that were further
refined. This nine factor-solution explained a total of 54.54% of the total variance, with
percentage of the total variance explained by each of the nine scales ranging from

12.42% to 2.92% (Eigenvalues ranging from 5.96 to 1.4).

They proceeded to further test their ‘theta’ version of the instrument in two languages,
with independent samples of 399 French-speaking and 305 Dutch-speaking subjects.
The principal components analysis replicated the finding of the nine orthogonal factors,
explaining 53.3% of the total variance in the French version, and 52.9% in the Dutch one;
and with percentage of the total variance explained by each of the nine scales ranging
from 6.82% to 4.95% for the first, and between 7.48% and 4.83% on the second.
Regarding its reliability, the authors reported an internal consistency that ranged
between 0.72 and 0.84 for the French version, and between 0.70 and 0.84 for the Dutch
version. The test-retest reliability was measured only with the French sample after two
months, and ranged between 0.80 and 0.89 depending on the scale (Delobbe, Halin

and Prémont, 2012). All the scales presented a normal distribution.

This instrument was then tested for its concurrent, criterion validity in relation to the
Big Five model (Brief Big Five, or BB5, by Barbot, 2008), and the Career Anchors by
(Schein, 1996), on a sample of 228 university students. They found significant
correlations with both models. The detail of the relationship between the Enneagram
and the Career Anchors will be described in the next section of this chapter regarding
work-related outcomes. The Pearson correlation coefficients obtained for the different

scales of the HPEI and the BB5 are shown in the table below:
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Table 7: Pearson correlation coefficients for the HPEI scales and the BB5 (Delobbe et al., 2009).

Conscien- Emotional Openness to
Agreeableness tiousness stability Extraversion experience
Basel: The Reformer - 29%** LS8*** .00 .04 .05
Base2: The Helper N .00 -.09 17%* 21%EE
Base3: The Motivator -16* 10 21 EH* L23FE* .18%*
Base4: The Romantic .00 S 21F** - GlH** -20%* 19%*
Base5: The Thinker -14* .00 -01 - 30%** .18%*
Base6: The Skeptic -~ 29%** .00 - 33k S 29k .05
Base7: The Enthusiast 13 .15% AT7** 3gEE* e T
Base8: The Leader WX ki .04 5% 3pFE* 2%
Base9: The Peace-Maker 36 ** -.07 -.09 -.08 .09

N=228 *:p <.05,**:p <.01, ***:p<.001

In a different study, the authors examined the degree of agreement between the results
of the HPEI applied prior to Enneagram training, and the self-identified Types of the
participants after it, on French-speaking (N=217) and Dutch-speaking samples (N =175).
Through an ANOVA analysis of repeated measures, they found that in all cases, the self-
identified Type had obtained a significantly higher score on the HPEI than the non-

selected types (Delobbe, Halin and Prémont, 2012).

2.3.5.2.4 The Nine Types Temperament Model

The Nine Types Temperament Model (NTTM) (Yilmaz et al. 2014) was developed by a
team of Turkish psychiatrists and psychologists, based on the Enneagram model. It is a
self-assessment instrument composed of 91 items to be answered on a three-point
Likert scale (1=No; 2=Sometimes; 3=Yes). For validation, it was applied to a sample of
990 participants of Turkish nationality (average age 36.06, s.d.=10.75). The authors
performed an exploratory factor analysis (N=990), obtaining eigenvalues for the nine
factors varying between 8.089 and 1.661, representing 39.04% of the total variance.
Confirmatory analyses of the scales reported a comparative fit index (CFl) of 0.88, a
goodness-of-fit index (GFI) of 0.845, an incremental fit index (IFI) of 0.88, and a root
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) of 0.054 (Yilmaz et al., 2016, p.5). In terms
of reliability, they reported Cronbach alpha values between 0.68 and 0.83 for the nine
scales ranged, with a mean alpha of 0.75 (Yilmaz et al., 2016, p.5). They tested its

concurrent, criterion validity in relation to Cloninger's TCl (Temperament and Character
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Inventory) and Akiskal's TEMPS-A (Temperament Assessment of the Memphis, Pisa,
Paris, and San Diego Self-Questionnaire Version; (Vahip et al., 2005), finding significant
correlations between the NTTM and both instruments, and concluding that the results

of the study supported the reliability and validity of the NTTM.

In a second study, they explored the relationship between the NTTM and the Five-factor
personality inventory (FFPI), a Turkish measure of the FFM (Somer, Korkmaz and Tatar,
2002), on a sample of 247 healthy Turkish volunteers. They found significant correlations
between all the Enneagram Scales (NTM) and the Five Factors, each with a distinctive
pattern and consistent with the Enneagram theory. The Pearson Correlation Coefficients

found by Yilmaz et al. (2016) are presented in table 8.

Table 8: Pearson correlation coefficients for the NTTM scales and the FFPI (Yilmaz et al., 2016)

NTM1 NTM2 NTM3 NTM4 NTMS5 NTM6 NTM7 NTM8 NTMS

Extraversion -12 35%% A4 .01 -.67%* =37 S57% 425 -.29%%
Agreeableness -.10 34+ -2%% -.10 -.26%* -.25%% -.01 -.33% 51
Conscientiousness .58** - 17%* -.20%* -.39%* 18%* .09 -.58%* -.16* 13*
Neuroticism -.08 L32%* -.15% A3FF 18%* 64** -.05 -.16% -.04
Openness -.06 30%* A1 28 -25%% -.24%% 334 .10 -.06

N=247; * : p <.05; ** : p < .01.; NTM: Nine Types Temperament (Equivalent to Enneagram Type)

2.3.5.3 Studies on the relationship between the Enneagram and Workplace
Variables

Some of the same studies or research teams that examined the relationship between
the Enneagram Model and the Five-factor model, have explored its relationship to job-
related variable. For example, the previously mentioned study by Brown and Bartram
(2005) also explored the relationship between the Enneagram Types and eight specific
job competencies defined by the Occupational Personality Questionnaire (Saville et al.,
1996). They found a strong relationship between the types and specific patterns of job

competences, and these patterns were meaningfully related to the Enneagram theory.
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The researchers analysed the variance in the scales of the eight occupational
competencies, to identify the differences between the groups (Enneagram Types). The
ANOVA confirmed these significant differences in all competencies scales, except one
(Forward Thinking). The post hoc tests revealed the existence of homogeneous subsets
for each competency scale. The number of these subgroups varied between 2 and 5
depending on the scale. Specifically, it was found that Enneagram 1 scored higher in
“Organising and Executing” and “Applying Expertise and Technology”; Type 2 in
“Working with People”; Type 3 in “Leading and Deciding”, “Interacting and Presenting”
and “Entrepreneurial and Commercial Thinking”; Type 4 in “Creating and Innovating”;
Type 5 in “Applying Expertise and Technology” and “Creating and Innovating”; Type 7 in
’Interacting and Presenting”; Type 8 in “Adapting and Coping”, “Leading and Deciding”,
“Interacting and Presenting”, “Creating and Innovating” and “Entrepreneurial and
Commercial Thinking”; and Type 9, in “Adapting and Coping”. Type 6 did not show a
significance difference with other groups in any particular scale (Brown and Bartram,

2005, p.17). Most of these relationships confirmed the hypotheses and were consistent

with the Enneagram theory.

A previously mentioned study by Delobbe et al., (2009), found evidence of distinct
patterns of associations between their Enneagram test, the HPEIl, and the Career
Anchors questionnaire by Schein (1996); on a sample of 228 subjects. The Career
Anchors questionnaire measures career interests based on individuals’ motivations and
values. The table below shows the Multiple regressions coefficients obtained for the

different scales of the HPEI and the Career Anchors.
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Table 9: Multiple Regressions between the HPEI and the Career Anchors by Schein (Delobbe et al., 2009).

Managerial | Security/ = Entrepre- | Challenge = Work-Life Service  Autonomy Technical
stability neurial Balance
B B B B B B B B
Basel: The Reformer .065 113 .068 .202%* -.079 .061 .097 .060
Base2: The Helper -.095 .040 141 .075 128 L225%%* .063 .195%*
Base3: The Motivator 517*%* -.077 .040 121 -.144 - 337%** -.016 -.122
Base4: The Romantic -.093 .025 .019 -.144%* .091 .160%* .069 .156%*
Base5: The Thinker .018 -.030 .120 .013 .019 112 .136 -.019
Base6: The Skeptic .039 .130 .043 .015 .081 -.041 -.052 .058
Base7: The Enthousiast 117* -.234% %% .184%* .332%%* -.047 .195%* .160%* - 170**
Base8: The Leader .014 -.051 .106 .067 .064 .089 .129 .019
Base9: The Peace-Maker .054 .134 -.159% .037 .137% .061 -.093 -.081
R’ 37Fx* A1%* J13Fx* 2THEE L12%x* 27x** .09** J10**

Note:N= 223 ;3 coefficients are standardised. * : p <<.05, ** :p < .01, ***: p<.001

The authors also assessed the incremental validity of the HPEI in relation to the FFM

measured with a French questionnaire, the BB5 (Barbot, 2008) in relation to the Career

Anchors. They carried out a hierarchical regression, first introducing the five factors of

BB5, and then the HPEI variables. The results showed that BB5 explained a significant

portion of the total variance of the Career Anchor scales, ranging between 6% and 18%,.

The HPEI, for its part, explained a significant portion of the additional variance ranging

between 7% and 25%, for six of the eight dimensions. The results of the Hierarchical

multiple regressions of career anchors on BB5 and HPEI are presented in table 10.

Table 10: Hierarchical Multiple Regressions between the BB5, the HPEI and the Career Anchors by Schein (Delobbe et

al., 2009).
Career’s anchors Managerial Security/stability | Entrepreneurial Challenge
B B B p p B B B
Step 1: BBS S 272N -.120 .134* 112 -.068 .056 -.098 -.040
- Agreeableness -028 -.149* .130* .084 -031 -177* 103 -102
- Conscientiousness .210** .193** -.090 .019 -.005 -074 .174* .095
- Extraversion .201** .145* -166* -.085 .039 .068 .103 .109
- Emotional stability .164* .091 -216** -.228** .335%** 249%** .185** .074
- Openness to experience
Step 2 : HPEI .156* .060 .199* 274%**
-Base 1 : The Reformer -.082 .018 .097 .082
-Base 2 : The Helper ASGFF* -.046 .013 .077
-Base 3 : The Motivator -034 .042 -021 -115
-Base 4 : The Romantic .002 .036 .045 .000
-Base 5 : The Thinker .083 129 .069 .050
-Base 6 : The Skeptic .044 -.160* 129 .264%**
-Base 7 : The Enthousiast -.105 .023 .066 .006
-Base 8 : The Leader .091 .107 -.160* .047
-Base 9 : The Peace-Maker
R2 for complete equation L18%** A3FE* R J15%** JL1Fe* 19X 14%** 29%**
A R2 25%** .05 .08*** L15%**
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N =227; B COEFFICIENTS ARE STANDARDISED. * :p<.05, **:p<.01, ***: p<.001

Career’s anchors Work-Life Service Autonomy Technical
Balance
B p B B B p B B
Step 1: BB5 257 *** 176* 222%%* .029 -024 .093 .107 .050
- Agreeableness -023 .007 .039 -.020 .045 -038 -021 -.089
- Conscientiousness -084 -018 -.088 -041 -038 -.105 -072 -053
- Extraversion -099 .025 -126 .070 .056 .086 -114 .080
- Emotional stability .008 -061 227%** .093 274%** .178* -148* -207**
- Openness to experience
Step 2 : HPEI -061 .086 143 113
-Base 1 : The Reformer .078 .216** .013 227**
-Base 2 : The Helper -.145* - 353**# -027 -121
-Base 3 : The Motivator .108 .165* .070 .195%*
-Base 4 : The Romantic .036 .080 .066 .006
-Base 5 : The Thinker 125 -018 -012 .063
-Base 6 : The Skeptic -052 .153* 121 -.099
-Base 7 : The Enthousiast 116 .082 125 .068
-Base 8 : The Leader .096 .054 -106 -105
-Base 9 : The Peace-Maker
R? for complete equation 07%* 14%* L10%** 28¥** .08** 13%* .06* .08*
A R? .07* .18%** .05 14%*

N =227; B COEFFICIENTS ARE STANDARDISED. * :p<.05, **:p<.01, ***: p<.001

The authors concluded that their results supported the concurrent criterion validity of
the HPEI in relation to Schein’s Career Anchors questionnaire, and its incremental

validity in relation to the BB5.

Likewise, the study by Sutton (2007) explored the relationship between self-identified
Types (as categorical variables) with three job-related attitudes and cognitions: Job
involvement, Perceived Stress, and Self-efficacy (Bandura, 1978); as well as their
relationship with career-related factors such as forms of occupation, employment
status, industry, and educational level. Through a series of successive ANOVAs, they
found that Enneagram Type had a significant effect on Self-efficacy (F (8, 299) = 4.49, p
< 0.001), of medium size (g2 = .11). The post-hoc Bonferroni tests indicated that Type 3
scored significantly higher than Types 1, 4, 5 and 9 on this job attitude, while Type 8
scored significantly higher than Type 9. Regarding Job Involvement, while they found a
significant effect (F (8, 299) = 1.96, p < .05) it was small in size (g2 = .05); and the post-
hoc tests did not detect significant differences between Types. No effect of Enneagram

Type was observed for Perceived Stress (F (8, 299) = 1.44, p > .05).

82



In relation to career-related factors, their chi-squared tests indicated that the only three
Enneagram types differed significantly from the rest of the group in terms of educational
level, industry, and occupation. The first was Type 8 who differed from the rest of the
types in terms of occupation (v2 (3) = 14.91, p < 0.01), being more associated with
managerial positions, and less with professional positions. Type 1 differed from the rest
of the types in terms of industry (v2 (5) = 13.98, p < 0.05), showing a greater probability
of working in education; and a lower likelihood of working in business services. They
were also more likely to be unemployed or retired, and less likely to be self-employed,
than the rest of the group (v2 (2) = 7.99, p < .05). Type 2 was more likely to have a lower
educational level than the rest of the group (v2 (7) = 20.17, p < 0.01).

This study also included a regression analysis to compare the variance explained by the
FFM, with that explained by the Enneagram, the values, and the motives scales,
regarding Job attitudes. The FFM demonstrated greater criterion validity regarding Job
attitudes, being able to explain 29% of the variance in Perceived Stress. On the other
hand, the Enneagram and the personal values scales were associated with Job
Involvement while the FFM was not. In general, the FFM demonstrated to be more
effective, while the Enneagram was similarly effective as the values and the motives
scales. The researchers concluded that, overall, their results provided initial support of
the concurrent and criterion validity of the Enneagram in relation to work-related

outcomes (Sutton, 2007; Sutton, Allinson and Williams, 2013).

2.3.5.4 Studies exploring the usefulness of the Enneagram Model

It has been argued that usefulness is one of the key attributes of a theory (Pervin and
Cervone, 2010). This section will review evidence of the usefulness of the Enneagram in
applications to three areas of applied psychology: clinical, educational, and the most
relevant for this thesis, occupational or workplace applications, as well as some in
related areas, such as medicine. Although these studies are still very few, an increase in

the number of studies has been observed during the last decade (Hook et al., 2021).

A few investigations have examined the usefulness of the Enneagram model in the
workplace. For example, a longitudinal, mixed-methods study by Sutton et al., (2015)

compared the impact of self-Awareness training on job well-being (satisfaction,
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enthusiasm, and contentment) using two different approaches: one based on the
Enneagram, and the other on generic self-awareness tools, on a sample of 88 full-time
employees. They found that Enneagram training produced a faster and higher increase
in Reflection, than regular self-awareness training, both in the short (1 week) and long
term (1 month) measurements. The Enneagram training was also more successful in
increasing job contentment in the short term. At a qualitative level, they found that
Enneagram training was more effective in encouraging self-development and
application across different contexts (home and work), although generic self-awareness
training seemed to more successful in reducing Rumination in the longer term (Sutton,
Williams, and Allinson, 2015). On the other hand, by the time of the final measurement, both
groups had returned to pre-training levels, a finding that could call into question the

long-term impact of this kind of training.

A number of unpublished doctoral theses have examined the usefulness of Enneagram
training on work-related outcomes. For example, Ho (2019) found that this training
improved leadership versatility in a group of adolescent leaders in Catholic schools in
Indonesia, in what appears to be the only study to date that somehow connects the
Enneagram to Leadership. Other studies reported that Enneagram training helped
improve coach-athlete relationships (Kuit, 2018), and the effectiveness of teams
(Ormond, 2007; Linarez-Placencia and Espinoza-Castelo, 2019). However, some of these
studies found that Enneagram training had no impact on other workplace variables. For
example, Ho (2019) did not observe an influence on the level of insight; and Ormond
(2007) did not observe any effect on emotional intelligence, perceived stress, or mood

of the teams.

On a purely theoretical level, Kamineni (2005) used the Enneagram to develop a
customer segmentation tool based on personality Type, and proposed differentiated
marketing strategies for each one. Cutting and Kouzmin, (2004) used the Enneagram
along other constructs to create a complex framework to understand the process of
knowledge acquisition, proposing how cognitive processes could explain character
typologies. Brugha (1998) used the Enneagram as a basis to design a system to analyse
managerial decision-making, describing nine different kinds of behaviour and strategies

to deal with a problem. And Kale and Shrivastava (2003) proposed the Enneagram as a
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useful framework to for enhance well-being in the workplace. These ideas prove the
heuristic potential of the construct, although, to our knowledge, none of them has been

tested empirically.

The fields of clinical psychology, psychotherapy, and counselling have been more prolific
in terms of the number of studies and positive findings regarding the usefulness of the
model. Daniels et al. (2018), for example, examined the impact of Enneagram training on
the “developmental level” (Loevinger, 1966) of a group of subjects. Using a quasi-
experimental design, with a pre and post long-term measurements employing the
Washington University Sentence Completion test or WUSCT (Loevinger, 1985), they
found that 33% of the participants showed significant improvement in their levels of
well-being and general adaptability following the training. The authors concluded that
the Enneagram Model provides a unique roadmap for adult development, since it
"imparts Type-specific content tailored to each Type's particular developmental
trajectories" (p. 236). Other studies exploring the usefulness of the Enneagram in clinical
or counselling contexts have also employed a quasi-experimental design, using control
groups to compare their findings. For example, Rasta, Hosseinian and Ahghar (2012),
found that Enneagram training was effective in decreasing the anxiety level and
increasing self-esteem of a group of female schoolgirls. Similarly, Lee, Yoon and Do,
(2013) found that this training was effective in improving the self-confidence of nursing
college students going through stressful situations and developmental crises; while Kim,
Jeong, and Kim, (2019), concluded that it helped improve the interpersonal relationships
and self-esteem in a group of professional nurses. Lee and Kim (2016) discovered that it
decreased the levels of co-dependency and anger in a group of alcoholics’ wives,

although it had no impact on their interpersonal relationships.

Using qualitative methodologies, Perryman, Popejoy and Suarez, (2018) observed that
Enneagram training increased self-awareness and awareness of others, and that it
improved relationships between supervisors and supervised therapists in the context of
clinical practice. An unpublished dissertation by Choucroun (2012) reported findings on
the usefulness of the Enneagram as a tool for couple-counselling. Another unpublished
dissertation by Arthur, Keeling and Piercy (2008) found associations between the

Enneagram Types and the attachment styles defined by Bowlby (1951), a well-grounded
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theory in the clinical context (in Hook et al., 2021). On a theoretical level, Wyman (1998)
proposed a way to integrate the Enneagram as an aid to create self-awareness in the

context of psychotherapy.

Some of the studies mentioned above are located in a field of overlap between the
clinical and the educational (e.g., Rasta, Hosseinian and Ahghar, 2012). In a purely
educational context, there is a relatively smaller number of studies. For example, Coker
and Mihai (2017) reported that the Enneagram Type influenced the learning experience
of a second language; while Newgent, Parr and Newman (2002) found that the
Enneagram model was a useful tool for career exploration with at-risk and multicultural

groups of high school students.

In medicine, Komasi and his team established a significant connection between the
Enneagram model (measured using the RHETI) and the risk of presenting cardiovascular
disease (N=96) (Komasi et al., 2016); to the patients’ perceived risk of disease, and to

their readiness to adopt lifestyle modification (N=190) (Komasi et al., 2019).

2.3.5.5 Studies exploring the Validity and Usefulness of the Enneagram
Model: Conclusion

This section has presented studies exploring the construct, concurrent and criterion
validity of the Enneagram model, as well as of its usefulness in different areas of applied
psychology. Overall, it can be concluded that the evidence so far has been mixed (Hook
et al., 2021), but is gradually growing, providing initial support for the validity of the

Enneagram personality model.

2.3.6 Strengths and Weaknesses of the Enneagram Personality
Model

The previous section reviewed the empirical evidence regarding the validity and
usefulness of the Enneagram model. This section will briefly examine its strengths and
potential contributions, the main criticisms it has received, as well as its overall quality
as a personality theory, based on the criteria proposed at the beginning of this chapter:

comprehensibility, scientific rigour, and usefulness.
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One of the main strengths of the Enneagram as a theory would lie in its
comprehensibility. The Enneagram model covers most aspects that theory of personality
should encompass: It describes personality in terms of “types of people”, with
characteristic patterns of cognitive and socio-emotional styles, behavioural tendencies,
and motives. It describes how these components would interact with each other within
the individual as a whole. It associates each of these types (systems of personality
components) with a certain way of experiencing reality, a certain emotional tone, and a
distinguishable pattern in their sense of identity. In sum, the Enneagram theory
connects a distinct mix of personality components, to distinct patterns of intra-
individual processes, and inter-individual differences. It offers a credible explanation as
to why the behavioural patterns of an individual can be consistent or inconsistent across
situations, why they differ from the patterns of other individuals, and how they came to
exist. The “story” is intuitive, it is presented in simple language, and it “makes sense” to
a layperson (Thomas, 2002), perhaps explaining the popularity of this model among
therapists and counsellors (Hook et al., 2021), and its high degree of adoption in the
workplace (The Enneagram in Business, 2022). Finally, the Enneagram also offers a
model to integrate healthy and pathological personality traits into a single continuum,
describing their common thread, and suggesting ways in which individuals of each type
can increase their level of well-being. While its increasing popularity is not proof of its
actual contribution, it is at least a sign of its face validity (Thomas, 2002). In part, this
face validity would be related to its approach to the person as a whole, in terms of how
different types tend to experience reality and themselves, their most recurrent

emotions, their narratives and their sense of identity.

Regarding its usefulness, many practitioners and some academics agree that its
descriptions are easy to understand; and that types are presented with intuitive names
and therefore are often "memorable" (Riso and Hudson, 1999; Sutton, 2012; Hook et
al., 2021; Kam, 2022). People who receive Enneagram training have reported that its
descriptions seem real; that they feel identified, and that they experience a positive
impact on their level of self-awareness and well-being, and the quality of their
relationships (Sutton, Williams and Allinson, 2015; Daniels et al., 2018). On the other

hand, this review presented emerging evidence about the usefulness of the Enneagram
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in increasing self-awareness (Sutton, Williams and Allinson, 2015), team effectiveness
(Ormond, 2007; Linarez-Placencia and Espinoza-Castelo, 2019) and well-being in the
workplace (Sutton, Allinson and Williams, 2013), on improving self-esteem and
decreasing anxiety levels (Rasta, Hosseinian and Ahghar, 2012; Lee, Yoon and Do, 2013),
or even predicting the risk of cardiovascular disease (Komasi et al., 2016, 2019). It also
showed some evidence of its association with relevant workplace outcomes, such as Job
Attitudes and Cognitions (Sutton, Allinson and Williams, 2013), career interests
(Delobbe, Halin and Prémont, 2012), or career paths (Newgent, Parr and Newman,
2002). If these findings are confirmed by further studies, the Enneagram could be

considered a useful as a tool for practitioners in different fields.

On the other hand, the most outstanding debt of the Enneagram model lies in the realm
of scientific rigour. In fact, the academic community, to a great extent, still regards it as
an example of pseudoscience (Lilienfeld, Lynn and Lohr, 2015), and “unscientific” (Hook
et al., 2021). Several reasons may explain this resistance. First the origin of the model,
linked to philosophical and religious traditions (Fernandez Christlieb, 2017; Hook et al.,
2021). Second, the abundance of low-quality, self-help literature linked to the model
(Martinez, 2023). Third, the proliferation of vague concepts, overlapping definitions
(jingle-jangle), and just-so new sub-theories, surrounding the model, gradually moving
away from Naranjo's initial effort to integrate this model obtained from philosophy, with

established academic personality theories (Naranjo, 1994).

As discussed at the beginning of this chapter, the scientific rigour of a theory can be
judged by several criteria: it should be verifiable, internally consistent, heuristically
valuable, parsimonious, not merely descriptive but also explanatory, and most
importantly, accurate, that is, faithful to the reality it pretends to describe and explain
(Pervin and Cervone, 2010; Funder, 2012; Engler, 2013; Edwards et al., 2018; Cooper,
2019; Snow, Federico, and Montague, 2021).

On the one hand, it is indisputable that the Enneagram still suffers from a lack of
empirical evidence supporting its accuracy or validity. In part, this can be explained by
the general lack of interest from academia. But it is also true that, although some of the
studies have delivered mixed or inconclusive results, there is a growing body of evidence
supporting its validity as a personality model (Hook et al., 2021).
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On the other hand, the Enneagram seems to satisfy other parameters of a scientifically
rigorous theory. Firstly, it can be argued that the Enneagram theory is verifiable. Its
detailed descriptions and behavioural predictions allow for very precise hypotheses,
subject to be confirmed or disconfirmed by empirical research. It attempts to explain,
and not merely describe various aspects of personality, including inter-individual
differences and intra-individual experience (Riso and Hudson, 2000b). It offers a
parsimonious account of a broad spectrum of human behaviour, integrating various
phenomena of normal personality and mental illness, in a way that, if proven valid, could
be compatible with the advances of the FFM in this matter. It can also be argued that it
is internally consistent, since it presents a logically coherent "story" of personality
resulting from the dynamic interaction between inherent or temperamental traits, and
the environment, including our early experiences, and our current situation. Its heuristic
potential can be deduced from its proposed theoretical connections to theories like
Bowlby's attachment styles (Bowlby, 1951; Kam, 2022), or its potential applications in
areas as diverse as disease prediction, strategic decision-making, market-segmentation,

or learning a second language.

2.3.7 The Enneagram Personality Model: Conclusion

The previous sections reviewed the main characteristics of the Enneagram personality
model, the existing empirical evidence regarding its validity, reliability, and usefulness;
the main criticisms it has received, its potential contributions, and its overall quality as
a theory. In summary, it can be argued that the Enneagram theory presents strengths in
terms of its comprehensibility, some strengths regarding its usefulness, and some
positive attributes in terms of its scientific soundness, such as being verifiable and
parsimonious, but it is still notably lacking in the most important attribute: there is little
evidence supporting its scientific accuracy. However, if the Enneagram model is proven
valid, it could be a valuable complement to the FFM. The significant consistency of the
findings regarding the relationship between Enneagram types and FFM traits, seems to
suggest so (this relationship will be reviewed further in chapter 4). The types proposed
by the Enneagram could eventually be viewed as distinctive combinations between the

five traits, which could be related to specific patterns of motivations, subjective
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experiences or self-narratives. Finally, this chapter has commented on the high level of
adoption of this model among professionals, which is why it appears important to
conduct more systematic research on the Enneagram, to support or refute the validity
of the model. This will help inform practitioners of its usefulness or warn them of its

dangers. This thesis has attempted to contribute to closing this gap.

The next section will depart from the Enneagram model to return to the study of
personality as a whole, this time reviewing the existing literature on the complexities
and precautions that must be taken into account when measuring personality through

self-assessment.

2.4 Measuring Personality: Critical Review

“People are very hard to study. We are looking at an enormously
complicated organism (one with mind, whatever that is)...” (Boeree,

2006, p.1)

Personality cannot be seen or touched. It can only be inferred, indirectly, by an observer.
This challenge is common to all social sciences. Our object of study needs to be
operationalised in order to be assessed and studied (Cronbach and Meehl, 1955). Thus,
the theoretical and empirical exploration of personality cannot be divorced from its
measurement. This is one of the main reasons why the validity and reliability of
psychological constructs and the instruments used to measure them is so relevant to

our field.

This section will briefly review the literature regarding validity and reliability of
psychological measurements, as well as the particular challenges involved in measuring
personality through a self-assessment questionnaire. This review will help inform the
interpretation of this study’s results. The methodological approach of this thesis will be

discussed in depth in chapter 5.

2.4.1 Reliability of Psychological Measurement Tools
Reliability of a measurement refers to the extent to which it gives results that are

consistent (Field, 2013). There are four general criteria to establish the reliability of a
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measure (Trochim, 2006): First, inter-rater reliability, which refers to the degree of
agreement between two or more raters in their appraisals. For example, all expert
judges providing a similar rating for a specific trait. Second, test-retest reliability,
referring to the extent to which test scores are consistent from one application of the
measurement to the next. Third, inter-method reliability, referred to the extent to
which test scores are consistent when the methods or instruments used to measure the
construct vary, e.g. parallel forms of the same test. And fourth, internal consistency
reliability, which assesses the consistency of results across items within the same test

(Middleton, 2020).

It is important to note that, just because a measure is reliable, it is not necessarily valid.
For example, if a scale to measure weight is consistently 5 pounds off, it is reliable but
not valid. In other words, its measurements are consistent, but it is not providing the
true weight of an object. On the other hand, a test cannot be valid unless it is reliable

(Campbell and Fiske, 1959; Carmines and Zeller, 2012).

2.4.2 Validity of a Measurement Tool

Validity, in a general sense, refers to the degree to which an instrument measures what
it is supposed to measure. Literature defines several types of validity of a measurement
tool, depending on the aspects each addresses. Kane (1992, 2013) has argued that the
different forms of validity should not be treated as if they were independent, but as
sources of evidence that complement one another to support a validity argument.
According to Gonzalez et al. (2021), validity should be considered as one, and the

different forms of validity described by the literature are its different manifestations.

In any case, it is important to distinguish the different forms of validity, since they do
not always behave in the same way for the same instrument. Understanding their nature
allows researchers to consider them when making a decision on the overall validity of

an instrument. The different forms of validity are described below.

2.4.2.1 Non-statistical aspects of validity:
Face Validity and Content Validity are non-statistical forms of validity that generally

apply to questionnaires. Face validity relates to whether or not the instrument appears
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to be a good measure of what it claims to measure. It is based on the subjective
judgement of people who are not necessarily experts in the field. Although it is a starting
point, it should never be assumed that high face validity guarantees that the test actually

measures what it claims to measure (Bornstein, 1996).

Content validity refers to the degree to which the instrument adequately represents all
the content domain it is supposed to cover. It involves experts on a systematic review
of the items of a test in relation to the theory (Anastasi and Urbina, 1997) to determine
whether the test contains all the elements necessary to cover the different aspects of
the construct, if all the items it contains are relevant to the construct, and if it does not

contain items that are irrelevant (Anastasi and Urbina, 1997; Teddlie and Tashakkori, 2009).

2.4.2.2 Statistical aspects of validity:

Construct, criterion, predictive, concurrent, convergent, and discriminant (or divergent)
validity are forms of validity that are tested through diverse statistical analysis and that
refer to slightly different but related aspects of the validity of a measurement

instrument.

Construct validity is central in Personality Psychology, since, as mentioned above,
investigators in the field cannot access their research object directly (Cronbach and Meehl,
1955). To measure any construct used in our field (e.g. Neuroticism, Extraversion,
depression), it must first be operationalized into an instrument such as a questionnaire
or an observation protocol. Construct validity can be defined as the extent to which
these instruments actually measure the constructs they intend to evaluate, and
therefore, sometimes it is used as a synonym to the more general concept of validity
(Field, 2013). Construct validity also includes the statistical analysis of the internal
structure of a test, where the relationships between the items and variables should be

reflecting theory (Cronbach and Meehl, 1955; Smith, 2005).

The concepts of criterion, predictive, concurrent, convergent, and discriminant validity
all refer to different ways to assess and establish the construct validity of an instrument.
Criterion validity is generally understood as the degree to which an instrument
corresponds with (concurrent validity) or predicts (predictive validity) external measures

that are conceptually related to the construct it intends to measure (Field, 2013). The
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difference between concurrent and predictive validity are mainly determined by the
timing of the measurements in a research design. Concurrent validity refers to the
degree to which the measurement being tested correlates with other relevant
measurements obtained at the same time. Predictive validity refers to the degree to
which the measure of a construct predicts or correlates with other measures obtained

at some point in the future (Teddlie and Tashakkori, 2009).

To establish the criterion validity of a measurement technique, it is also necessary to
compare it with external criteria or standards. They are usually of three types: First, it
may be another well-established instrument, a “golden standard” (McDonald, 2005),
that measures the same construct (Field, 2013). In personality, this “golden standard” is
the Five-factor model, reviewed earlier in this chapter (Ozer and Reise, 1994). A second
kind of external criterion can be a measure of other, conceptually related, construct
(Field, 2013). For example, the degree to which an instrument for measuring
Extraversion correlates with independent measures of variables such as talkativeness or
sociability. Third, they may be measures of conceptually relevant outcomes, such as
performance, well-being, or addictive behaviours (Cicchetti, 1994). For example, a
personality test used to recruit new hires, could be predictive of employees’ future
performance. To establish a solid external criterion or standard as a point of reference
is a key issue, since criterion validity will only be as strong as the validity of the standard
used as the reference. If both measures are biased, they could confirm each other

without being really valid (Carmines and Zeller, 2012).

Regarding the patterns of correlation that can support the validity of an instrument,
literature generally distinguishes between convergent and discriminant (or divergent)
validity. Convergent Validity refers to whether a measurement correlates strongly with
other measures that, according to theory, it should be related to. In other words, a high
correlation with similar constructs supports convergent validity. For example, an
instrument designed to measure suicidal ideation would have convergent validity if it
correlated significantly and positively with instruments that measure depression
(University of York Department of Health Sciences, 1973). Discriminant (or Divergent)
validity is the degree to which the measurement is unrelated to variables to which it

should be unrelated if the instrument is valid (Campbell and Fiske, 1959). Some
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researchers understand this as a negative correlation, for example, using the same example
cited above, this instrument will have divergent validity if it correlates negatively and
significantly with variables like self-rated life satisfaction. Others interpret divergent validity as
lack of relationship rather than a negative one, for example, the instrument showing no
significant correlations with the measures in life-satisfaction (University of York Department of

Health Sciences, 1973).

2.4.2.3 Validity of Research Studies

Validity is a term that can also be applied to a research study, mainly depending on the
scientific robustness of its design (internal validity), and the exportability of its
observations to a more general population (external validity). Internal validity is
described as the extent to which a study accurately represents the causal relationship
between the variables, and the extent to which alternative explanations for the
observed effects can be ruled out (University of York Department of Health Sciences, 1973).
External validity refers to the extent to which the results of a study can be generalized
beyond the specific conditions of the study, considering the applicability of the findings
to other populations, settings, or times (Andrade, 2018). Ecological validity is a similar
construct, related to the degree to which the findings of a study can be generalized to
real-world settings, depending on the extent to which the conditions and variables of
the study reflect everyday life (Orne, 1973; Brunswik, Hammond and Stewart, 2001;
Andrade, 2018). Cross-cultural validity, on the other hand, is related to the degree in
which a measure or test is valid in different cultural groups, and has been generally
associated with whether psychological constructs have been measured consistently in

diverse populations (Matsumoto, 2008).

2.4.3 Specific Issues Regarding Self-assessment Questionnaires

There are many approaches to the study of personality, all of them closely linked to the
researcher's conception of human nature: controlled experiments, psychometric
guestionnaires, projective tests, expert observation, discourse analysis or even
introspection (Sartori, 2010; Quirin et al., 2020; Roberts and Yoon, 2021). In Boeree’s
(2006) view, all of these approaches are necessary and complementary to explore the

different aspects of this highly complex, multivariate, and multilayered phenomenon.
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However, the reality of this field is that it relies heavily on self-assessment
guestionnaires. Vazire (2006) reports that, of all the studies that used personality as a
variable during 2003, 98% of them used self-assessment questionnaires and 70% used
only that measure. This excessive reliance on this method has often been the subject of
questioning and criticism within the academic community (Vazire, 2010; Dunning,
Meyerowitz and Holzberg, 2012; Miller and Moshagen, 2019). This thesis has opted for
a self-assessment questionnaire to measure the personality variables of interest.
Therefore, this section reviews the particular advantages and risks that this method

might entail, so that this thesis can consider them when interpreting results.

2.4.3.1 Key Advantages of Self-Assessment Measures

The main reason behind the pervasive use of self-assessment questionnaires is their
convenience. Quickly and cheaply, information can be collected from a large number of
people. Online evaluation forms have made them even more convenient, reducing the
risk of mistakes in the data entry process and allowing test-takers to respond from any
location, at any time (Creswell, 2014; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2019a). As this
thesis needed to collect responses from busy executives distributed in several countries,
in a limited time-frame, a self-assessment supported by an online platform was chosen

as the best option.

Another relevant advantage that applies to personality tests in general and not only to
self-assessments, is that they can be easily translated into numbers. In other words,
guestionnaires built from Likert-scale items can convert qualitative phenomena into
something that can be quantified, measured, and therefore, analysed. The development
of better personality questionnaires, based on stronger constructs, and generating large
volume of numerical data, was instrumental in the revival of the study of the impact of
personality in several areas of life during the last three decades, after more than 40 years
of discredit caused by situationism (Antonakis, Day and Schyns, 2012). Large data bases
of personality data, as well as the development of more sophisticated statistical
techniques, have enabled researchers to discover several associations between
personality variables and relevant outcomes that had never been found before, due to
the background noise of the multiple intervening variables (Rothstein, 2007; Field,
2013). As this thesis aimed to incorporate several independent variables (nine
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Enneagram types), and a wide range of dependent variables, a quantitative measure of

personality through a self-assessment questionnaire was considered the best option.

2.4.3.2 Risks of Self-Assessment Measures
“Why do others sometimes know things about us that we don’t know

about ourselves?” (Vazire, 2010, p.281)

For decades the validity of self-assessment questionnaires as a source of accurate
information about personality has been questioned (Block, 1965; Roth and Altmann,
2019). Phenomena such as social desirability or self-serving bias have been extensively
studied by cognitive and social psychology (Coleman, 2011; Deffains, Espinosa and
Thoni, 2016; Wang et al., 2017; Larson, 2019; Bergen and Labonté, 2020; Cristofaro and
Giardino, 2020; Lanz, Thielmann and Gerpott, 2022). And yet, a significant body of
empirical evidence seems to indicate that self-assessment of personality is not
necessarily less accurate, but rather would provide a different type of information than
other people's assessment (Allik et al., 2010; Vazire, 2010; Funder, 2012; Hirschmiller
et al., 2013; Bollich, Rogers and Vazire, 2015). Self and others would differ regarding

which aspect of an individual’s personality they perceive more accurately.

Vazire (2010) proposes two general dimensions in which self3 and others’ assessments
on personality would differ: accessibility to information and motivations (Vazire, 2010).
The first dimension refers to the different sorts -and quantities- of information that self
and others would have access to when making a judgement about personality. For
example, the self would be the only one with access to internal information such as
thoughts, intentions, and feelings, which are invisible to an external observer. The
amount of information available would be different as well, since individuals have
continuous access to observe themselves, while others would only have “samples of

behaviour” to rely on. On the other hand, others would be better placed to observe the

3The term “Self” is employed here in a general sense, representing the perspective that person
has on him or herself when assessing their own personality, and not in the specific sense of the
concept of “Self” proposed by some approaches in personality psychology.
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individual’s non-verbal language, which is generally imperceptible to the individual. And
finally, there would be a region of overlap, regarding explicit behaviours that would be

visible to both.

The second dimension refers to the motivational differences affecting what sort of
information both parties would pay attention to, and therefore be more inclined to
detect. Also, to the different motivations -mostly unconscious- that each party would
have when interpreting the information (Vazire, 2010). For example, the self could be
influenced by their desire to justify their own behaviour, to preserve their positive self-
image, or to save face in front of others in case they believed their assessments will be
known to a third party. Others might be influenced by their own expectations of the
relationship, or expectations of how the results of the evaluation might affect them (for
example, an assessment conducted in a context of peer competition, or fear of

retaliation in the case of followers).

Vazire (2010) empirically tested these hypotheses through an ingenious study
comparing self-to-other, and other-to-other agreement in personality-assessment, on a
group of 165 subjects. The study also differentiated between two groups of “others”:
close acquaintances or friends and relative strangers. Results generally confirmed the
hypotheses: self-assessments were more accurate in perceiving “internal” personality
traits: patterns of thoughts or emotions, such as anxiety, agitation, or worry. On the
other hand, self-assessments were less accurate than others’ when dealing with traits
high in "evaluativeness" (such as intellect, beauty, or agreeableness). However, self-
perceptions were not always self-serving. Sometimes they were biased towards the
positive and sometimes towards the negative, when compared to the assessment of
external observers. Finally, self-assessments were equally accurate to others’
assessments in perceiving traits high in visibility, publicly available, for example those
typically related to Extraversion such as talkativeness or sociability. Another interesting
finding was that the perception of close acquaintances tended to be more aligned with
that of the self, but not necessarily more accurate. Rather, the perception of those who
are less close and therefore more objective, seemed to contribute valid information that

close acquaintances failed to see (Vazire, 2010). These findings tend to confirm the
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assumption that self-ratings are a valid source of information about personality, but that

they will necessarily leave out aspects that individuals do not see about themselves.

Similarly, Funder argues that the purpose of any personality measure should be to be
accurate. He points out that many scholars have avoided talking about "accuracy" in
personality assessment, because the term seems to imply "ultimate truth" (Funder,
2012, p.178). Yet, he claims that accuracy still needs to be addressed and
operationalized, for example, as the degree of confidence one can have in the
conclusions of an assessment depending on the degree to which different criteria agree
(Funder, 2012). He proposes three criteria that should be satisfied to assess the accuracy
of a personality judgement: self-other agreement, other-other agreement or consensus,
and behavioural prediction, that is, the extent to which a personality trait is capable of

predicting relevant behaviours or life outcomes.

A specific case of the issues discussed above that particularly affects self-assessments,
refers to the difficulty of these questionnaires in accessing unconscious aspects of
personality (Westen, 1996). By definition, people cannot report on what is invisible to
them (Block, 1995b). Since the Enneagram model incorporates conscious and
unconscious aspects of personality, a self-assessment questionnaire like the one
employed in this thesis will not be able to address an important part of the theory.
Therefore, it is possible to expect some degree of impact on the reliability of the
personality measures used in this thesis. On the other hand, the conscious traits of the
Enneagram types have been supported by a fair amount of empirical data (Newgent et
al., 2004a; Brown and Bartram, 2005; Sutton, 2007; Delobbe, Halin and Prémont, 2012);
soitis still expected that the self-assessment questionnaires will be a sufficiently reliable

source of information regarding the individuals’ Enneagram types.

Since this thesis relies exclusively on self-assessments to evaluate its independent
variable, this suggests a limitation to the validity of this measure. This will be considered
in the interpretation of this study’s results. On the other hand, the dependent variables
of Leadership Behaviour and Perceived Leadership Outcomes will be measured based
on the opinion of different raters and, according to this review, they may constitute a
sufficiently robust criterion variable to contrast the concurrent validity of the personality
variable of interest.
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2.4.4 Measuring Personality: Conclusions

This section has briefly discussed the complexities involved in the measurement of
personality, and more particularly, the advantages and the risks of using a self-
assessment questionnaire. Among the advantages, it is possible to conclude that self-
assessment questionnaires are a very convenient method for measuring personality,
allowing the collection of a large amount of information from a large number of people,
online, easily, quickly, and cost-effectively, minimizing the risk of mistakes in data input
(Creswell, 2014; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2019a). Additionally, they allow the
translation of qualitative information into quantitative measures. On the downside, self-
assessments have been questioned as a valid source of information, as they are riddled
by the questions of perspective, and by definition, they are uncapable of capturing the
unconscious elements of personality. This review has suggested that their validity has
been particularly supported in the case of "internal" personality traits, e.g., anxiety; and
of those most visible to both self and others, e.g., talkativeness (Vazire, 2010). It has
also suggested that the self-assessment of the Enneagram model carries the risk of being
less reliable, since the instrument focuses exclusively on conscious traits, leaving aside

the unconscious components of the model.

In conclusion, quantitative measures such as those produced by questionnaires, are the
best method of choice when there is the need to examine a large database for possible
associations between a large number of independent variables and a large number of
outcomes (Field, 2013), which is precisely what this research intended. Yet, this method
implies risks and limitations that need to be considered when interpreting the data. The
methodological approach of this research project is further discussed in the chapter 5,

while its limitations are addressed in the final chapter of this thesis.

2.5 Personality, a Review of the Literature:
Conclusion

This chapter has reviewed the literature relevant to this thesis in the field of personality

theory and research. It began by reviewing the general landscape of the field and the
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main existing approaches to the study of personality, their main contributions and
limitations, and their general quality as theories, according to the criteria of scientific
rigour, usefulness, and comprehensiveness. It introduced the Enneagram as a typology
that describes intra-individual processes and inter-individual differences based on nine
distinct personality types. The final section of this chapter reviewed the relevant
literature regarding the measurement of personality, and the advantages and risks of

using self-assessment questionnaires, this study’s method-of-choice.

In conclusion, it can be argued that the Enneagram, as a typological model of
personality, and the Five-factor, as a trait model, are not at odds with each other, but
could actually be complementary. Furthermore, even though the FFM is, by far, the
most validated and robust personality theory today, the Enneagram, if proven valid,
could still make a distinct contribution in terms of how the joint influence of the five
traits in their different levels could manifest itself in the whole person, as well as their
potential relationship with other aspects of personality (e.g., motivations).
Furthermore, if the Enneagram proved to be a valid model of personality, it could allow
to potentially integrate nomothetic and idiographic approaches to understanding

personality, making a distinctive contribution at a theoretical and practical level.

The next chapter will review the literature on the academic study of Leadership,
including an overview of the field, as well as a closer look at the concepts of leadership

behaviours and outcomes, their definition, and their measurement.
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Chapter 3. Leadership: a Review of the
Literature

The previous chapter provided an overview of the relevant literature on personality
theory in general, and the Enneagram model in particular, discussing the relevant

academic research regarding their general validity and its applicability to the workplace.

This section will review the literature on Leadership most relevant for the purpose of
this thesis. In the first place, it will provide an overview of the academic study of
Leadership, its definition, and its main objects of study. Then it will make a brief tour of
the main existing approaches to the study of Leadership, going through trait,
behavioural, situational, social-cognitive and process theories, and reaching the present
day of the field. It will go on to explain why the Full Range Theory of Leadership (FRTL)
within the behavioural tradition has become the standard in academic research over the
past 30 years. It will continue with a more detailed description of the FRTL, the model
of leadership behaviour used by this study, and a complementary theory, Instrumental
Leadership, justifying the rationale for its inclusion. Finally, it will address the concept of
Leadership Outcomes, discussing the complexities involved in defining and measuring

its constructs, and justifying the approach adopted by this study.

The following chapter will present the Theoretical Framework of this thesis, presenting
empirical findings that connect personality with Leadership Behaviours and Outcomes,
and how these can be extrapolated to the Enneagram personality model in order to

formulate a set of research propositions.

3.1 Leadership Theories
“(Leadership is) a process whereby an individual influences a group of

individuals to achieve a common goal” (Northouse, 2012, p. 3)

Leadership is probably one of the most studied topics in Social Sciences, if not the most.
It is part of all social groups, from the very origin of our species, and a key process in
allowing human beings to organise themselves into ever larger collaborative networks,

in pursuit of common goals that would otherwise be unattainable (Hogan, Curphy and
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Hogan, 1994; Hogan and Sherman, 2020a); In the words of Antonakis, Cianciolo and
Sternberg (2004):

“(Leadership is) the nature of the influencing process—and its resultant
outcomes—that occurs between a leader and followers and how this
influencing process is explained by the leader's dispositional
characteristics and behaviours, follower perceptions and attributions of

the leader” (p. 5).
Chemers (2014) defines leadership as:

“(a) process of social influence in which one person is able to enlist the

aid and support of others in the accomplishment of some task” (p. 1);
and House et al. (2004) see it as:

“(the) ability to motivate, influence and enable individuals to contribute

to the objectives of organisations of which they are members”(p.15).

Most definitions of leadership seem to share the assumption that it involves a social
process by which an individual exercises intentional influence over a group to mobilise
the actions of that group in pursuit of a given goal. Historically, the academic study of
leadership has distinguished different aspects of this phenomenon to examine them
more closely. On the one hand, variables of the leader: their individual traits and their
behaviour while exercising their role (Antonakis, Day and Schyns, 2012). On the other
hand, the consequences of their behaviour, distinguishing two fundamental types:
leadership emergence, that is, the fact of being "promoted" within a group to occupy
leadership positions, and leadership effectiveness, that is, the impact of their behaviours
when performing their role (Derue et al., 2011; Tuncdogan, Acar and Stam, 2017). As
mentioned above, this section will review general leadership theories that usually
emphasise one or more of these aspects. The next will focus on the models chosen by
this thesis to describe and measure leadership behaviours. The one that follows will
review academic approaches to the understanding leadership outcomes, and the

complexities involved in their definition and their measurement.

As the study of Leadership is an adjacent camp to the study of personality, both
disciplines have developed in parallel and in close communication with each other.
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Therefore, the changing approaches to the study of Leadership largely echo the theories
of personality prevalent at their time. The early stages of the discipline, in the beginning
of the 20th century, shared an almost exclusive focus on the personal attributes of
leaders, those that make them "great men" capable of doing "great things" (Bolden,
2004). A second wave of theoretical development, beginning in the 1940s, focused
primarily on the study of what leaders “do” to achieve their results, namely, their
behaviours; and the extent to which these changed depending on the situation (Griffin
and Stacey, 2005). Between 1969 and 1989, a third wave of transformation was brought
about by a greater awareness of the complexities and subjectivities involved in
conceptualizing and measuring leadership. Two approaches gained momentum during
this period: Contingency theories and Social Cognition (Lord et al., 2017). Starting in the
1990s, the field evolved to become much more diversified and complex, witnessing a
revival in the interest in leaders’ personality and other individual differences; and at the
same time, a stronger-than-ever presence of behavioural theories, thanks to the
introduction of richer models that came to be known as Leadership Styles. The last two
decades have witnessed an even greater awareness of its complexity and of the need to
study leadership as a process, including the multiple variables involved, and the systemic
relationship between these variables (Fischer, Dietz and Antonakis, 2017; Lord et al.,
2017). The main theories within the academic study of leadership are reviewed in more

detail below.

3.1.1 Trait theories of Leadership

Trait Theories of Leadership are, by far, the oldest existing approach to the study of
leadership. The first models to explain Leadership go back to antiquity, from the
conception of the “Great Man” in Plato’s Republic (380 BC, in Haslam, Reicher and
Platow, 2010). Systematic research on trait theories began in the 19th century, with
Galton’s exploration of the “heritable factors” that could explain Leadership

effectiveness (in Derue et al., 2011).

The focus of trait theories is to explore stable individual characteristics that can explain
differences in Leadership Emergence or Effectiveness (Derue et al., 2011). These

characteristics can range from gender to physical traits like height or facial features, but
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the main focus of research has been psychological traits including personality, motives,

beliefs, attitudes, intelligence, social and cognitive skills (Zaccaro et al., 2018).

Research on leaders’ traits became interrupted by 30 years of almost exclusive focus on
behavioural and situational leadership. However, this approach experienced a huge
revival in the late 1980s and early 1990s. This revival was triggered by two fundamental
factors: first, the development of more sophisticated statistical techniques, such as
meta-analysis, allowing a more precise quantification of effect sizes across studies, and
enabling the revalidation of traits as predictors of leadership outcomes. Second, the
establishment of the Five-factor model (FFM) as the prevailing personality theory,
bringing about a high level of convergence in a traditionally divided field (Antonakis, Day

and Schyns, 2012; Zaccaro, 2012).

Thus, research during the 90’s started converging towards the exploration of the
relationship between the FFM and the dominant model of Leadership Behaviour, the
Full Range Theory of Leadership. Several meta-analyses found significant connections
between these two dominant constructs (Bono and Judge, 2004; Stewart and Roth,
2007; Derue et al., 2011; Deinert et al., 2015). The detail of these findings is discussed in

the following chapter.

In spite of this general convergence towards the use FFM as predictor of Leadership, an
important number of studies continued to explore alternative models of personality,
such as the HEXACO model (Ashton and Lee, 2008), that introduced an additional factor
to the Big Five?, or the so called “dark side of personality”, that explored the role of
narcissism, Machiavellism and psychopathy in leadership behaviour (Hogan and Hogan,
2001; Paulhus and Williams, 2002; Benson and Hogan, 2008; Gaddis and Foster, 2013;
Knight et al., 2018; Karr, 2020). Hence the importance of finding more comprehensive
personality models that allow for the explanation of a wider variety of leadership

phenomena.

4 Humility.
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3.1.2 Behavioural theories of Leadership
Behavioural theories emphasize what effective leaders “do” in order to achieve results.
Influenced by Behaviourism and Positivism, this approach was born from the conviction

that leaders’ behaviours can be observed, measured, and taught (Lord et al., 2017).

In the early days, this approach distinguished two macro dimensions of leadership
behaviour that could be generically described as: “relationship-oriented” and “task-
oriented” (Yukl, Gordon and Taber, 2002), or as Tannenbaum and Schmid (1986) put it:

'boss-centred' or 'subordinate-centred' behaviours.

In general terms, task-oriented behaviours are understood as actions aimed at
increasing production and efficiency, improving followers’ performance, emphasizing
task monitoring, eliminating unnecessary activities, and reducing costs (Yukl, Gordon
and Taber, 2002). Relationship-oriented behaviours, on the other hand, are associated
with a focus on fostering teamwork, participation, and consultation, by empowering,

supporting, and developing followers (Yukl, Gordon and Taber, 2002).

Among the best-known models combining these two dimensions are Fleishman (1953)
constructs of "initiating structure" (task-oriented) and "consideration" (relationship-
oriented) and Blake and Mouton’s (1964) “managerial grid”. For two decades, empirical
research on leadership behaviour and its relationship with outcomes was dominated by
these two categories. According to these studies, the association of these constructs
with leadership outcomes was positive, but weak (Yukl, Gordon and Taber, 2002).
Subsequent research tending to show a stronger yet still not consistent relationship to

leaders’ performance measures (Yukl, 2002, p.16), but results were still inconsistent.

Yukl (2002) adopted the concepts of “task-oriented” and “relations-oriented” leadership
behaviour, and proposed the existence of a third category of behaviour that he
denominated “change-oriented”. The latter included actions aimed at monitoring
factors external to the organisation, detecting threats and opportunities, thinking
innovatively, and introducing changes necessary for organisational adaptation and

survival (Lowe, Kroeck and Sivasubramaniam, 1996; Yukl, Gordon and Taber, 2002).

In the early 90’s, Bass and Avolio (1990) coined their influential construct of

Transformational Leadership, as well as the related concepts of Transactional and

105



Passive Leadership, together constituting the Full Range Theory of Leadership or FRTL.
Upon its introduction, the FRTL quickly proved capable of accounting for several
outcomes associated with Leader Emergence and Effectiveness (Barling, Weber and
Kelloway, 1996; Lowe, Kroeck and Sivasubramaniam, 1996; Bass, 1997; Sosik and
Megerian, 1999). The irruption of the FRTL in the panorama of leadership theories had
an impact similar to that which occurred with the FFM in personality psychology: it
quickly became the dominant model, concentrating, to this day, an important portion of
the research in leadership behaviour and effectiveness (Dinh et al., 2014; Lord et al.,
2017; Zhao and Li, 2019; Zhu et al., 2019; Gardner et al., 2020). Although it has not been
exempted from criticism (Antonakis, Avolio and Sivasubramaniam, 2003; Muenjohn and
Armstrong, 2008), it is by far the most established, and it is the model chosen for this
thesis to define and measure leadership behaviour. Section 3.4 of this chapter will focus

on describing it in more detail and discussing its strengths and weaknesses.

3.1.3 The Situational Approach and Contingency theories of
Leadership

Contingency or situational theories arose as an extension of behavioural theories, from
the realization that there was no "single best" set of behaviours predicting successful
leadership, or any single "effective" leadership style. In an effort to explain the variability
that is often found in the relationship between the leaders’ behaviour and their results,
contingency approaches incorporated the study of various situational factors that would
be mediating or modifying this relationship. For example, Fiedler (1964)) theorized
about the impact of situational factors such as task structure, leader-member

relationships, and leader positional power.

Contingency theories approaches became very popular but gradually disappeared due
to a lack of consistent empirical support (Peters, Hartke and Pohlmann, 1985). They
experienced a resurgence in academic interest again in the 1980s and 90s, since a
subsequent meta-analysis by Peters, Hartke and Pohlmann, (1985) corroborated some

of Fiedler's initial predictions.

The appeal of this theory weakened in time as interest in Transformational Leadership

increased (Gardner et al., 2020), but it has been revived again after the Covid-19
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outbreak, given the sudden impact of an unforeseen contingency and the individual
differences in how different world leaders deal with the crisis (Suharyanto and Lestari,

2020).

3.1.4 The Social-Cognitivist approach to Leadership
The behavioural-contingency approach started losing strength, partly due to the
recognition of the subjectivity that affected leadership ratings, making it difficult to

discriminate the real impact of behaviour over performance.

Academic interest then shifted to Social Cognitivism, which offered the potential to
explain the interpersonal perception phenomena involved in these ratings. Social
Cognitivism proposed constructs such as “implicit leadership theories” (Eden and
Leviatan, 1975), claiming that “cognitive schemata” of both leaders and followers

affected not only the perceptions, but also the behaviours associated with leadership.

The social-cognitive perspective helped to clarify the criteria under study, allowing to
differentiate the “perception” of leadership effectiveness from the “real impact” of
leaders on the performance of the teams or organisations they lead. This approach also
helped rediscover the importance of leadership traits, based on the influence of leaders
personality and other individual differences on interpersonal perception and followers’

ratings.

3.1.5 Process theories of Leadership

A growing trend in the last two decades of leadership theory and research is to
incorporate a "process perspective." This approach is influenced by Systemic and
Complexity Theories; promising to better capture the real-life systemic complexity of
cause-effect relationships within the leadership process (Antonakis, Day and Schyns,
2012; Fischer, Dietz and Antonakis, 2017; Tuncdogan, Acar and Stam, 2017; Zaccaro et
al., 2018); and it is characterised by the use of sophisticated models to understand the
complex relationship between Leaders’ Characteristics, their Behaviours, and their

Outcomes.
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This approach includes multiple independent and dependent variables, but also
mediating or moderating ones, proposing ways in which these variables may combine,
add, or interact to give rise to Leadership Behaviours or results. For example: the extent
to which the context constrains or activates specific Leadership Behaviours; or how
these behaviours interact with followers’ variables to determine their actions and
reactions; or how the same Leadership Behaviours can create both positive and negative
results, depending on the level at which the results are measured (individual
follower/intra-team/inter-team/organisation), or the moment in time in which they are
(short term versus long term) (Antonakis, Day and Schyns, 2012; Dinh and Lord, 2012;
Tuncdogan, Acar and Stam, 2017; Zaccaro et al., 2018).

3.1.6 Leadership theories today

The 1990s were a time of convergence in the academic study of leadership. During this
decade, more than a third of all research in the field focused on the FRTL constructs of
Transformational and Transactional Leadership (Lowe and Gardner, 2000). Since the
2000s, this hegemony has slowly given way to a new wave of divergence. It seems that
researchers are looking for new constructs capable of encompassing a greater spectrum
of phenomena and a higher degree of complexity (Dinh et al., 2014; Meuser et al., 2016;
Zhao and Li, 2019; Zhu et al., 2019). This search has been facilitated by the emergence
of more sophisticated data analysis technologies, using computational modelling and
artificial intelligence (Gockel and Werth, 2010; Richard, Holton and Katsioloudes, 2014;
Soniewicki et al., 2022; Wijayati et al., 2022).

Searching for current trends in leadership research, Gardner et al. (2020) reviewed all
articles published between 2010 and 2019 by The Leadership Quarterly, finding that
Transformational Leadership still concentrated most of the research in the field, but now
only 7.6% of the total. Interestingly, in a tie, another 7.6% of the total focused on
atheoretical research, suggesting that a large number of scholars might be looking for
cause-effect relationships between leadership variables using an inductive approach.
These were followed by research on Leadership Development with 5.8%, and Lead
Member Exchange (LMX) with 5.7%. Trait (personality) theories ranked fourth with

5.0%. They are followed by Leadership and Diversity (4.9%), Leadership and Emotions
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(4.7%), Strategic Leadership (4.5%) and Destructive Leadership (4.1%). It is interesting
to note that the topics of emotions and destructive leadership are conceptually
connected to personality (Gardner et al., 2020, p.14). Using different methods, other
research teams have arrived at similar conclusions (Dinh et al., 2014; Meuser et al.,

2016; Zhao and Li, 2019; Zhu et al., 2019)

This trend towards greater diversification in leadership research seems to run parallel
to that observed in study of personality: the convergence towards the FFM during the
1990s is gradually giving way to the search for more sophisticated models capable of

capturing the true complexity of its object of study (Atherton et al., 2021).

3.1.7 Leadership Theories: Conclusion

This section has made a brief tour of the main existing approaches in the study of
Leadership, going through trait, behavioural, situational, social-cognitive and process
theories and reaching to the present of the field (Dinh et al. al., 2014; Lord et al., 2017;
Zhao and Li, 2019; Zhu et al., 2019; Gardner et al., 2020).

Section 3.2 will focus on Leadership Behaviour, the first set of dependent variables in
this thesis, and the two theoretical models that have been chosen to conceptualize and
measure this construct: The Full Range Theory of Leadership (Avolio and Bass, 1991),

and the Instrumental Leadership model proposed by Antonakis and House (2014).

3.2 Leadership Behaviour: this Study’s Approach.

This section will review the models that will be used to conceptualize and measure the
first set of dependent variables in this thesis: Leadership Behaviours. It will begin by
reviewing the Full Range Theory of Leadership, which for three decades has been the
predominant model in the field. Next, this section will describe the instrumental
Leadership model, which has also been adopted to compensate for gaps documented in
the former (Antonakis and House, 2014). Both fall into the category of behavioural
theories of leadership, that is, their focus is to identify and define the key leadership
behaviours that influence a leader’s results. The section will end with a critical review of

the issues involved in measuring leadership behaviour. The following section will explore
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the literature in relation to the second and third set of dependent variables of this thesis:

Perceived Leadership Outcomes and Leadership Performance Indicators.

3.2.1 The Full Range Theory of Leadership

3.2.1.1 Origin of the FRTL

The origins of the Full Range Model of Leadership or FRTL can be traced to Wilkinson
and Downton’s (1974) sociological studies of the differences between rebel, reformer,
and transactional leaders. It was also influenced by the work of Burns, (1978) a political
scientist who published an influential review of the leadership styles of several U.S.
presidents, and who was the first to use the concept of Transformational Leadership

(Lord et al., 2017).

Bass (1985) elaborated on Burns’ work; and he is considered the first to operationalize
Transformational Leadership and to design a measurement instrument based on the

model (Lord et al., 2017).

In 1991, Bass partnered with Avolio to propose the FRTL, comprising a hierarchical
structure of leadership behaviours grouped into three overarching leadership “styles”
(Avolio and Bass, 1991). The current format of the FRTL comprises: Transformational
Leadership and its components: ldealised influence (attributed and behaviours),
inspirational motivation, Intellectual stimulation, and Individualised Consideration;
Transactional Leadership and its components: contingent reward, management-by-
exception (active and passive); and Passive-Avoidant Leadership or Laissez-faire (Avolio

and Bass, 2004).

3.2.1.2 Overview of the FRTL
This section summarises the definitions of these three leadership styles and the

behaviours that each one includes (Antonakis, Avolio and Sivasubramaniam, 2003):

The Transformational Leadership Style is characterised as a group of leadership
behaviours capable of promoting the achievement of extraordinary goals by increasing
their followers’ awareness about the importance, as well as their commitment to their
collective objectives. It is composed of the following sub-dimensions or behaviours
(Antonakis, Avolio and Sivasubramaniam, 2003):
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Table 11: Behaviours comprised in Transformational Leadership Style (Antonakis, Avolio and Sivasubramaniam, 2003).

Idealized influence | Refers toleaders who build trust in their followers by being perceived
(attributes) as powerful, self-assured, and governed primarily by their ethics and

ideals.

idealized influence | Refers to leaders who act with integrity and transparency, inspired by
(behaviour) a sense of mission, who do what they say and say what they do, and

consider the ethical consequences of their actions.

inspirational Refers to leaders capable of motivating their followers by setting
motivation ambitious but achievable goals, and by communicating an optimistic

but achievable vision of the future.

intellectual Refers to leaders who stimulate innovative and creative thinking, who
stimulation are open to new ideas, who invite their followers to look for new

solutions and to question the status quo in a constructive way.

individualized Refers to leaders who pay attention to the individual needs and
consideration motivations of their followers, and who help them develop by

providing support, advice, and opportunities for growth.

The Transactional Leadership Style is defined as a set of behaviours aimed at ensuring
that followers fulfil the obligations they have assumed by contract, in exchange for the
promised rewards. It includes the definition of objectives and standards, the monitoring
of performance and the generation of consequences for compliance or non-compliance.
Transactional Leadership is made up of three first-order factors or dimensions

(Antonakis, Avolio and Sivasubramaniam, 2003):
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Table 12: Behaviours comprised in Transactional Leadership Style (Antonakis, Avolio and Sivasubramaniam, 2003)

Contingent reward | Refers to leaders who clearly define the goals and performance
leadership expectations of their followers, and who provide appropriate rewards

and recognition when objectives are achieved.

Management-by- Refers to leaders who closely monitor deviations, mistakes, and
exception, active substandard performance, in order to take immediate corrective

action.

Management-by- Refers to leaders who only react to problems when they have already

exception, passive | been declared, and who only intervene after the breaches, deviations

or mistakes have occurred.

It is important to point out that the third component of this style, Management-by-
Exception_passive, although initially classified by its authors as a dimension of
Transactional Leadership (Avolio and Bass, 1991), was later re-examined by the same
authors and found to be more congruent with Laissez-Faire Behaviour both from a
statistical point of view as well as by its negative impact on followers (Avolio, Bass and
Jung, 1999). Thus, subsequent literature by these authors often groups Management-
by-Exception_passive with Laissez-Faire into a cluster that they call 'Passive-Avoidant
Leadership' (Avolio and Bass, 2004). This duality in its classification persists in the
literature, and depending on the source, this behaviour appears classified in one or
another cluster. Since this thesis will follow the suggestion of (Antonakis, Avolio and
Sivasubramaniam, 2003) to analyse the associations of each behaviour separately, it will
not delve into these divergences but will simply adopt the initial classification of the

model with the sole purpose of organizing the information.

The Passive-Avoidant Leadership Style can be described as the absence of leadership. It
refers to leaders who systematically relinquish the responsibilities of their role, and who
do not respond to the situations and problems that their role stipulates. This style is
expected to have a negative impact on both morale and team results, and, therefore,
low scores are desirable. It is represented by only one dimension (Antonakis, Avolio and

Sivasubramaniam, 2003):
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Table 13: Behaviour comprised in Passive-Avoidant Leadership Style (Antonakis, Avolio and Sivasubramaniam, 2003)

Laissez-faire Refers to leaders who don't get involved, who don't exercise

leadership authority, and who avoid making difficult decisions or providing clear

feedback. They don’t clarify goals or follow up on delegated tasks.

3.2.1.3 FRTL: Strengths, empirical evidence, and critiques

During the last 25 years, a vast volume of empirical research has provided increasing
evidence on the value of the Full-Range Theory as a predictor of leadership outcomes
(Lowe, Kroeck and Sivasubramaniam, 1996; Bono and Judge, 2004; Judge and Piccolo,

2004; Derue et al., 2011; Deinert et al., 2015)

A meta-analysis conducted by Lowe et al. (1996) found that Transformational and
Transactional styles were both positively related to performance, although the effect of
Transformational Leadership was found to be significantly stronger. Similarly, a meta-
analysis by Wang et al. (2011), based on 113 primary studies, found that
Transformational Leadership was positively associated with several dimensions of
leadership performance measured at team level and organisational level. They also
found that Transformational Leadership was positively related to follower performance,
showing a stronger relationship for relational performance and a slightly lower

relationship for task performance.

Also in 2011, Derue et al. reviewed previously published meta-analytic estimates and
conducted their own meta-analyses of primary studies to explore trait and behavioural
models of leadership, and their relationship with different criteria of Leadership
Effectiveness. They examined the predictive strength of Transformational Leadership,
Transactional and Passive Leadership, and compared them to that of earlier concepts of
“initiating structure”, and “consideration” (equivalent to Fleishman’s (1953) “task-

oriented” and “relationship-oriented behaviours” (Yukl, Gordon and Taber, 2002).

These authors found that Transactional and Transformational Leadership were
positively and significantly related to several task performance measures (i.e., team
performance), although the most important predictor was “initiating structure”.
Management by exception-passive, the “questioned” component of Transactional

Leadership, showed a slightly negative relationship to task performance measures.
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They also found Transformational Leadership, Contingent Reward (a component of
Transactional Leadership), and the construct of “Consideration”, were all strong
predictors of relational dimensions of leadership effectiveness (e.g., follower job
satisfaction, satisfaction with leader). Passive leadership showed a negative relationship
to relational performance of leaders. Finally, they found that Contingent Reward,
Transformational Leadership, and “Consideration”, were the most significant positive
predictors of overall leadership effectiveness, and that Passive-Avoidant Leadership was
a significant negative predictor. A later meta-analysis by Deinert et al. (2015), once again
confirmed that overall Transformational Leadership and all its sub-dimensions, were

positively related to leadership performance.

In general, theory suggests that Transformational Leadership is more important than
Transactional Leadership in predicting leadership outcomes (Bass and Avolio, 1990;
Bass, 1997; Hallinger, 2003; Vasilaki, 2011). Yet, most empirical studies suggest that
both Transformational and Transactional styles are key to successful leadership (Den
Hartog, Van Muijen and Koopman, 1997; Judge and Piccolo, 2004; Boonyachai, 2011;
Derue et al., 2011). The present thesis adopts this latter conception and incorporates all

the leadership styles described by the FRTL into the model.

On the other hand, despite its popularity, several scholars have criticized the Full Range
Theory and its excessive dominance as a Leadership Model. Some of these criticisms
refer to the theoretical overlap with other existing constructs of leadership behaviour
(Banks et al., 2018). This is the case between the content of Transactional Leadership
and that of concepts as Initiating structure and Task-oriented behaviour by Fleishman,
1953; and Yukl, Gordon and Taber (2002). Also the case of the degree of coincidence
between Transformational Leadership and these authors’ concepts of Consideration and
Relations-oriented leadership behaviour (Banks et al.,, 2016, 2017). Due to this
conceptual similarity, the meta-analytic studies performed to explore the predictive
validity of these different models have often found similar effects and sizes (Bono and

Judge, 2004; Judge and Piccolo, 2004; Derue et al., 2011).

Other source of criticism is the validity of its factor structure. Most of these critiques
suggest that the FRTL suffers from an oversimplification of its factor structure (House
and Aditya, 1997). Antonakis, Avolio and Sivasubramaniam (2003) explored this when
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analysing the relationship of FRTL with leadership effectiveness ratings in diverse
situational contexts: different hierarchical levels, different levels of environmental risk,
and different leader-subordinate gender relationship. They found support for
convenience of separating the three higher-order dimensions into its nine subordinate
behaviours, including evidence of the predictive validity of the nine-factor solution as
the best fit to explain the results. They also discovered evidence that contextual
variables moderated the inter-factor relations and impacted the construct validation of
the model. Based on these findings, Antonakis, Avolio and Sivasubramaniam (2003)
recommended the use of the nine sub-components of the FRTL as separate dimensions.
They concluded, in agreement with House and Aditya (1997), that a simple two or three-

factor model cannot capture the full complexity of leadership behaviour.

This idea has been supported by other empirical findings. For example, Parr et al. (2013)
showed that the effect of the different sub-factors of FRTL can be contradictory:
Transformational Leadership (TL) subdimensions of Idealised Influence and
Individualised Consideration showed an indirect and positive impact on organisational
commitment via anxiety; TL’s Inspirational Motivation had an indirect and negative
impact on commitment via anxiety, while TL’s Intellectual Stimulation had no impact on
this outcome. A meta-analysis by Deinert et al. (2015) also found evidence that the
different sub-factors of Transformational Leadership have varying influences over
leadership performance. In the same line, most research to date has found that
Transactional Leadership’s Contingent Reward is a much stronger correlate of leadership
performance than this factor’s other components (Management-by-Exception_active or
passive), and has been used as a stand-alone predictor, together with Transformational

Leadership, in several studies (Derue et al., 2011).

Consequently, many researchers have chosen to explore the criterion validity of the
different subdimensions of FRTL separately, arguing that the nature of their relationship
to leadership effectiveness, whether additive or interactive, is not yet fully understood,
and potentially mediated by different variables in different ways (Parr, Hunter and Ligon,
2013; Antonakis and House, 2014). This is also the reason why this thesis has chosen

this approach.
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Another important source of criticism argues that the FRTL does not consider the
strategic aspect of Leadership. Antonakis and House (2014) claimed that most
behaviours within the construct of Transformational Leadership are “interpersonally
oriented.” They claim that, although Transactional Leadership does capture some
behaviours related to “task” completion, they stay within a more operational realm
equivalent to the construct of “initiating structure”, ignoring the more sophisticated
demands of current corporate environments, particularly for higher managerial levels

(McKee et al., 2018a).

To address this last weakness of FRTL, Antonakis and House (2014) proposed to add a
new leadership style to the three already covered by the model, which they called
Instrumental Leadership. This additional leadership style was incorporated by this study
as a complement to FRTL, as suggested by these authors. The next section of this chapter
will focus on describing the Instrumental Leadership style, also discussing its strengths

and weaknesses.

3.2.2 The Instrumental Leadership Model and the “Extended”
Full-Range Theory

Antonakis and House (2014) proposed Instrumental Leadership as a way to enrich the
task-oriented elements of FRTL, above and beyond the “transactional” behaviours
already defined. Their purpose was to incorporate the strategic dimension of leadership
performance, increasingly important in decades of globalization, volatility, technological

change, and economic turbulence (Hitt, Haynes and Serpa, 2010).

Antonakis and House (2014) drew from Morgeson (2005) to identify the strategic
behaviours of a leader: those aimed at addressing the internal and external
organisational environment (Mumford et al., 2008) and additionally captured related
“functional” activities related to work facilitation, monitoring outcomes, and
implementing solutions (Antonakis and House, 2014, p.747). Building on this, they
defined Instrumental Leadership as "the application of leader expert knowledge on
monitoring of the environment and of performance, and the implementation of strategy

and tactical solutions” (Antonakis and House, 2014, p.749).
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Instrumental Leadership is made up of four behaviours identified as key to leadership
performance and not considered in the original FRTL. The first two behaviours refer to
the strategic dimension of Leadership, while the last two refer to work-facilitation, that
is, actions aimed at providing clear direction and monitoring the performance of
followers in relation to the task (Antonakis and House, 2014). The table below the four
behaviours comprised by Instrumental Leadership and their definitions according to the

authors of the model.

Table 14: Behaviours comprised in Instrumental Leadership Style.

. “Scanning the internal and external organizational environment to
Environmental
. determine organizational strengths and weaknesses and to identify
Monitoring

opportunities and threats”(McKee et al., 2018, pg. 290).

Strategy ) o L .
i “Developing policies, goals, and objectives that support the strategic
Formulation &

. vision and mission of the organization” (McKee et al., 2018, pg. 290).
Implementation

“Providing followers direction, support, and resources, removing

Path-Goal

Facilitation obstacles to their achieving goals, and providing them path-goal
clarifications” (McKee et al., 2018, pg. 290).

Outcome “Providing followers performance-enhancing feedback to help them

Monitoring achieve goals” (McKee et al., 2018, pg. 290).

Antonakis and House (2014) claimed that the addition of Instrumental Leadership to
FRTL addresses the theoretical limitations of the current version of the model and
addresses the “task-oriented and strategic functions” that were missing (p. 748).
Empirical support for the model has been growing since its introduction in 2014. Its
authors found evidence that IL was related to top-level leadership emergence (using
hierarchical level as a proxy) when controlling for FRTL and for Fleishman’s (1953)
Initiating structure and Consideration (Antonakis and House, 2014). IL also explained a
unique variance in Perceived Leadership Outcomes beyond that explained by FRTL.
These authors also found that the effects of Transformational Leadership were greatly

exaggerated when IL was excluded from the model.

Rowold (2014) tested the criterion validity of Instrumental Leadership regarding

performance and job satisfaction. He found that Environmental Monitoring and Path-
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Goal Facilitation where concurrently related to job satisfaction when controlling for
Transformational, Transactional, and Laissez-faire leadership, lending support for the
incremental validity of IL. He also found that Environmental Monitoring, Strategy
Formulation, and Path-Goal Facilitation were associated with objective performance
measures; and that Path-Goal Facilitation also predicted job satisfaction and affective
commitment (Rowold, 2014). Rowold et al. (2017) compared the impact of
Transformational and Instrumental Leadership styles over followers’ stress levels
(measuring cortisol levels). They found a significant negative association between
Instrumental Leadership and the measures of followers’ stress, while Transformational
Leadership showed no effect. Chammas and Hernandez (2019), on the other hand,
found evidence of IL’s positive association with employee performance, when analysed
independently from Transformational Leadership. McKee et al. (2018) studied the
relationship between personality and Self-Other agreement (SOA) of ratings of
Instrumental Leadership behaviours, finding evidence that significantly distinct patterns

of SOA relationships were associated with different personality traits of the FFM.

Overall, this evidence provides empirical support to the construct of Instrumental
Leadership as a valid extension of the FRTL, building an improved model, more capable
of capturing the complexity of leadership phenomena. Antonakis and House (2014)
proposed that by adding this additional construct, the FRTL model would become
“fuller”, and thus referred to the resulting model as the “extended” Full-Range Theory
of Leadership. Extended FRTL is the model to conceptualise leadership behaviour

chosen by this thesis.

3.2.3 Measuring Leadership Behaviour: A Critical Review
“Because men are seen (to pursue their ends) by various methods: one
with caution, another with haste; one by force, another by skill; one by
patience, another by its opposite, and each one succeeds in reaching the
goal by a different method” - (Machiavelli (1469-1527) The Prince, p.121,
1981)

As mentioned above, one of the main variables of interest in the study of leadership is

the observable behaviour of leaders. However, observing the different aspects of
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leaders’ behaviour directly is either impossible, or costly and time consuming. Thus, the
vast majority of researchers have resorted to measuring leadership behaviour by using

surveys (Hiller et al., 2011).

Yet, the use of surveys to measure leadership raises similar questions to those
mentioned before in relation to personality: who should answer these surveys, that is,
who should evaluate a leader’s behaviour? Should it be the leaders themselves? Their
boss? Their followers or peers? How can any of these judgements be trusted as

“objective” (if that term even exists when applied to the perception of behaviours)?

Many authors have examined the issue of “Self-Other Agreement” (Atwater and
Yammarino, 1992; Atwater et al., 2005; Fleenor et al., 2010; McKee et al., 2018a) and
the use of 360-degree surveys (Beehr et al., 2001; CCL, 2001; Halverson et al., 2002;
Bergman et al., 2014; Bracken, Rose and Church, 2016) in the evaluation of leadership.
There are several reasons why different rater groups differ in their points of view. One
is the different degrees of observability: Some aspects of leaders' behaviour are more
observable by the leaders themselves e.g., planning activities; and other aspects by the

people around them e.g., communication skills (Vazire, 2010).

Self and others also differ in the “lens” through which they judge behaviour. When
leaders are rating their own behaviour, they often think of “mitigating factors” or
justifications of their own actions, because they can perceive their internal world of
intentions, emotions, and thoughts. When raters are evaluating that leader, they do so
from what is strictly visible: what the leader says and does; and importantly, what they

don’t say and don't do (Pronin, 2008; McKee et al., 2018).

The degree of "observability" would lead to the conclusion that self-evaluations are
more valid than the evaluations of others since leaders have more instances to observe
their own behaviour than external evaluators (McKee et al., 2018). However, self-
assessments are often not considered accurate predictors of leadership if used as the
only source. Many authors have argued that self-evaluations are biased by leniency, self-
enhancement bias, or even self-denigration bias, depending on personality factors
(Podsakoff and Organ, 1986; Pronin, Lin and Ross, 2002; Dunning, Meyerowitz and
Holzberg, 2012; McKee et al., 2018).
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On the other hand, others’ ratings are also plagued by cognitive biases, prejudices,
misperceptions, and miscommunication (Pronin, 2008). People process information in
ways that are significantly influenced by their beliefs and expectations (Kahneman,
2011). This is especially true when we refer to interpersonal perception (Dawes, Faust
and Meehl, 2012; Fiske and Macrae, 2012; McKee et al.,, 2018). For example, the
“implicit leadership theory” suggests that people decide on the value and effectiveness
of leaders by unconsciously comparing them to their own image of what an ideal leader

should be like (Lord, Foti and de Vader, 1984; Phillips and Lord, 1986).

Socioanalytic Theory (Hogan and Shelton, 1998; Hogan and Holland, 2003) proposes that
raters’ judgments of a leader’s behaviour and performance are based, to an important
extent, on the degree to which the leader “meets the raters’ expectations and promotes
the raters’ agenda” (Oh and Berry, 2009). If expectations and agendas differ by rating
source (superior, peer, follower), it would follow that raters in different positions are
likely to pay attention to and be affected by entirely different aspects of the leader's
behaviour. Oh and Berry (2009) suggest that superiors may have a more strategic
perspective and a better vantage point to assess macro-level leadership outcomes.
Hiller et al., (2011) argue that the perspectives of followers probably reveal relevant
aspects of the “downward” impact of leadership practices (positive or negative); and
according to Ernst and Yip’s (2009) view of social-identity processes within
organisations, peers may have a distinct vantage point to appreciate collaboration both
within and between teams. McKee et al. (2018) claim that self-reports might provide
fuller information on aspects of performance that may not be visible by other raters,
such as planning, goal-setting, or scheduling activities, as well as the level of pressure
that the leader must deal with (Colbert et al., 2012). It follows that all sources of ratings
in a 360 are often based on different or incomplete information (McKee et al., 2018),
and that none of it is objective. Thus the need to complement different sources in order
to create a more balanced picture of leaders’ behaviours and outcomes, the approach

adopted by this thesis.

Empirical evidence supports the idea that ratings from different rater groups provide
unique information (Lance, Baxter and Mahan, 2014) . For example, the correlation of

ratings within sources is generally higher than between sources (Conway and Huffcutt,
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1997). More importantly, the ratings from different sources tend to correlate with
different sets of outcome measures (Beehr et al., 2001; Conway, Lombardo and Sanders,

2001; Sala and Dwight, 2002; Oh and Berry, 2009).

However, the unfortunate truth is that, for the sake of convenience, the field has
suffered an overreliance on self-ratings and follower ratings to measure leadership
(Hiller et al., 2011). To mitigate the potential impact of the subjectivity involved in
“measuring” leadership behavioural styles, this thesis has chosen to use a 360 survey,
collecting ratings from self, superior, peers and followers, and differentiating between

them when performing the analysis.

3.2.4 Leadership Behaviour, this Study’s Approach: Conclusion

This section reviewed the main models of Leadership Behaviour used in this thesis. First
it addressed the FRTL, going through its general characteristics, empirical support, main
strengths, and the criticisms that it has received. It went on to describe Instrumental
Leadership, a behavioural style that, according to research, can compensate the

deficiencies of FRTL and strengthen its predictive power.

This choice of models was justified for two fundamental reasons. First, because the FRTL
is the most consolidated theory of leadership behaviour within the academic world
(Dinh et al., 2014; Zhao and Li, 2019; Gardner et al., 2020). Second, because this model
can be measured with a widely validated tool, the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire
or MLQ (Avolio and Bass, 1991). And third, because there is abundant empirical evidence
linking the FRTL to the Five-factor model of personality (Bono and Judge, 2004; Derue et
al., 2011; Deinert et al., 2015; Gottlieb and Ggtzsche-Astrup, 2020), which in turn has
been empirically linked to the Enneagram (Newgent et al., 2001; Sutton, 2007; Stevens,
2011). This will make it possible to build a conceptual framework establishing a
theoretical bridge between the Enneagram and leadership, in the absence of previous

research regarding this relationship.

On the other hand, this thesis has taken into account two major criticisms that the FRTL
has received. Namely, that it does not consider strategic and task dimensions of
leadership; and that its constructs are too global and unspecific. To mitigate these
deficiencies, this thesis adopted two strategies: first, complement the FRTL with the
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Instrumental Leadership model, which increases its robustness precisely in the areas
that the former does not cover. Second, to adopt the suggestion of separating the three
overarching factors in FRTL, the Transformational, Transactional and Passive Leadership
styles, into its nine lower-order factors or behaviours (Antonakis, Avolio and

Sivasubramaniam, 2003).

3.3 Defining and Measuring Leadership Outcomes:
A Review of the Literature

The previous section reviewed the models that will be used to conceptualize and
measure the first set of dependent variables in this thesis: Leadership Behaviours. This
section will review key literature regarding the second and third groups of dependent
variables of this thesis: Perceived Leadership Outcomes and Leadership Performance

Indicators.

The main purpose of the academic study of Leadership is, or should be, to understand
the variables that explain relevant leadership outcomes. Leadership, however, is a
deeply complex social phenomenon, one that can have different impacts at different
levels, with multiple variables affecting that impact. It is easy to get stuck in the middle
of the road without a clear definition of what needs to be understood. The paragraphs
below review the relevant literature on Leadership Outcomes, delving into the
aforementioned differentiation between Leadership Emergence and Effectiveness, as
well as the complexities involved in defining, identifying, and measuring these outcomes
within organisations. This review will inform the interpretation of the Leadership

Outcome measures obtained by this thesis.

Antonakis (2017) claims that leadership theory has long been affected by feeble
conceptualization, weak paradigms, undeclared assumptions about the variables under
study, and lack of precise definitions, leaving too many grey areas and a general
“fogginess” in the field. He argues that many definitions are circular or tautological,
where “the explanandum redescribes the explanans” (Antonakis, 2017, p. 8), such as
defining charismatic leadership by describing the impact that the leader has on

followers, and then assessing correlations between the construct and those same
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impacts. Another common problem is “endogenous theorizing”: when a variable such
as “good leader-member relations” is indicated to influence "follower satisfaction": an
endogenous outcome (Antonakis 2017, p. 12). To avoid these and other
conceptualization problems, this section will start by defining the terms that are usually
associated with Leadership Outcomes and then it will discuss the complexities involved

in operationalizing and measuring these constructs.

3.3.1 Defining Leadership Outcomes

Historically, the academic study of Leadership has distinguished between two distinct
sets of Leadership Outcomes. The first is Emergence, which implies the promotion of an
individual to the status of leader, either formal or informal (Mumford et al., 2008;
Reichard et al., 2011a; Hu et al., 2019). The second is Effectiveness, related to the ability
of leaders to facilitate the achievement of the results sought by the groups or the
entities they lead, as well as the overall positive or negative impact of these leaders on
the group (Burke and Day, 1986; Hogan, Curphy and Hogan, 1994; Atwater et al., 1999;
Eigel and Kuhnert, 2005; Benson and Hogan, 2008; Colbert, Barrick and Bradley, 2014).

Emergence and Effectiveness are clearly distinct phenomena. Both theory and empirical
findings indicate that the traits and the behaviours that help an individual to emerge as
a leader, are not “necessarily the same as those that help a leader be effective” (Judge,

Piccolo and Kosalka, 2009; p.858; Hoffman et al., 2011).°

Emergence and Effectiveness, on the other hand, are not totally independent. As Judge,

I “"

Piccolo and Kosalka (2009) point out, an individual “cannot be an effective leader
without first emerging as a leader” (p.863). The distinction between the two can become
even more blurred when they are both measured through raters’ perceptions (Judge et

al., 2002).

> Empirical findings regarding the relationship of personality traits to leadership emergence and
effectiveness will be presented in Chapter 4.
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Leadership Emergence is defined as the likelihood of an individual to emerge as a leader,
or, more simply, to be “recognized as a leader of a group” (Judge, Piccolo and Kosalka,
2009, p.856). Emergence is regarded as mainly an “in-group” phenomenon, determined
by its members’ perception of how “leaderlike” a person is (Hogan and Sherman, 2020a),
as compared to their own “implicit leadership theories” (Lord, Foti and de Vader, 1984).
Various disciplines, ranging from evolutionary psychology to endocrinology and
behavioural genetics, or from sociology to personality psychology, have examined how
stable individual differences can influence leadership emergence (Tuncdogan, Acar and

Stam, 2017; p.58).

Literature has often operationalized leadership emergence as the occupancy of a formal
or informal leadership positions (Antonakis and House, 2014; Hu et al., 2019), or through
indicators such as perceived “Leadership Potential” or “Potential for Promotion”, often
assessed formally or informally within organisations to inform their succession pipelines
(The Corporate Executive Board Company, 2013). In the case of this thesis, a measure of
Potential for promotion was obtained from Company data, and has been interpreted as

an indicator of leadership emergence.

Far more relevant to the collectives that leaders inhabit is leadership effectiveness,
which can be defined simply as ‘how well’ leaders perform in their role (Judge, Piccolo
and Kosalka, 2009). Bass and Seltzer (1990) define effective leadership as the “successful
influence by the leader that results in the attainment of goals by the influenced followers
... (p.14). Drath et al., (2008) argue that leadership effectiveness can be judged from
the observation of three parameters: the degree to which the group being led is working
in the same direction; the extent to which individual efforts are organised and
coordinated; and the commitment of individual members to the group’s shared
objectives. These definitions, simple and intuitive at first glance, hide an enormous
complexity. The rest of this chapter will be focused in discussing this complexity and its

consequences for its measurement.

For the sake of clarity, it is important to note that leadership literature uses the term
“Leadership Effectiveness” under two different meanings, one more generic and one
more specific. For example, the literature that discusses the distinction between
emergence and effectiveness (Mumford et al., 2008; Judge, Piccolo and Kosalka, 2009;
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Reichard et al., 2011b; Tuncdogan, Acar and Stam, 2017) assumes a broad definition of
the latter, encompassing all the results attributable to a leader in the exercise of this
role. This literature sometimes uses "leadership outcomes" as an umbrella term to refer
to all the dependent variables that leadership literature is interested in. There is
literature, on the other hand, that refers to Leadership Effectiveness in a specific sense,
describing it as only one of the possible consequences attributable to leaders in the
exercise of their role. This is the case of the FRTL and the MLQ survey (Avolio and Bass,
1991; Avolio et al., 2009; Derue et al., 2011), which distinguish between three leadership
outcome measures: overall leadership effectiveness, followers' satisfaction with the
leader, and followers' willingness to make an extra effort as a result of the leader's
actions. Finally, there is literature that uses leadership effectiveness in the broad and
the specific sense at the same time, as Derue et al. (2011) whose meta-analysis covered
“4 leadership effectiveness criteria: leader effectiveness, group performance, follower
job satisfaction, (and) satisfaction with leader” (p.7). As Derue et al. (2011), and Judge,
Piccolo and Kosalka (2009), this thesis will adopt this more flexible language, using the
terms Leadership Outcomes and Leadership Effectiveness interchangeably, unless a

specific meaning is explicitly indicated.

3.3.2 Measuring Leadership Outcomes
“The effects of leaders and leadership are not always univocal, some
effects of a given leadership style or leadership behaviours in a given
situation may be positive and others may be negative—even at the same
time—and should be simultaneously investigated” (Hiller et al., 2011;

p.1171).

Several authors have suggested that a fundamental change is needed in the way in
which leadership effectiveness is conceptualized and measured (Fischer, Dietz and
Antonakis, 2017; Zaccaro et al., 2018; Crawford and Kelder, 2019). One of the problems
is that, in practice, it is difficult to establish a definition of Effectiveness that does not

depend on the observer, and that is not contaminated by how it is measured.

Judge, Piccolo and Kosalka (2009) provide a useful distinction between two approaches

to conceptualizing and measuring Leadership Effectiveness: what they call leaders’
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“subjective” effectiveness (p.861), defined as that which is perceived and judged by
observers; and “objective” effectiveness, obtained from “hard” measures of leaders’

III

results, such as “group performance or group survival” (p.861). These authors discuss
these two approaches to the measurement of Leadership Effectiveness, concluding that

both have their strengths and their shortcomings.

3.3.2.1 Measuring Perceived Leadership Outcomes

The evaluation of perceived leadership outcomes generally distinguishes different
aspects of leaders’ effectiveness, including the perception of their ability to achieve
goals and their impact on people (Zaccaro et al., 2018). In their best version, the
“subjective” measures of leadership effectiveness are obtained using instruments like a
360-degree survey that collects the opinions of several rater groups, typically, the
leaders themselves, their subordinates, peers, and superiors. These ratings are expected
to be influenced, to a great extent, by raters’ expectations, implicit leadership theories
(Lord, Foti and de Vader, 1984), and several other variables affecting raters and their
context, as well as by characteristics of the leaders themselves, including their actual
effectiveness. The questions used to measure “subjective” or Perceived Leadership
Outcomes are usually focused on gauging general opinions on aspects such as:
“satisfaction with the leader”; “overall team effectiveness”, or the extent to which the

rater feels inclined to engage in an “extra effort” as a result from the actions of the

leader (from MLQ, Avolio and Bass, 2004).

Perceived Leadership Effectiveness is determined by the problem of perspective. Who
should determine leaders’ degree of effectiveness? Should it be their boss? Their
followers? Their peers? What happens if all the judges disagree in their verdict? Which
parameter represents the “truth”, or which aspect of this “truth”? These questions are
almost philosophical in nature. Performance is, ultimately, a subjective phenomenon
that is influenced by principles of social cognition and interpersonal perception (Burns,

1978; Hooijberg and Choi, 2000; Fiske and Macrae, 2012).

Hiller et al. (2011) explored the criteria used to measure and evaluate leadership in over
1,161 empirical studies performed in the last 25 years. Although only 39% of the studies

in the review were specifically focused on measuring leadership effectiveness (the other
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studies focused on Leadership Behaviours, motivation, etc), the results shed light on the
practices within the field. They found that in 63% of these cases, the measures used to
assess leadership effectiveness were extracted from surveys. The remainder was split
between 23% of the cases using information from databases or company records (e.g.,
tangible metrics), 9% that used data obtained from experimental manipulations; and 5%

that obtained them from direct observation and interviews.

And yet, measuring leadership effectiveness through a survey is, by far, easier, faster,
and cheaper than measuring objective effectiveness. Convenience is the main reason
why the field has historically shown an overreliance on surveys, as the only source to
determine the level of effectiveness of leaders under study. While surveys are arguably
a valid criterion measure, fundamental vices have been identified in the way this method

is usually employed (Hiller et al., 2011; Antonakis, 2017; Carter et al., 2020).

The real issue is that the vast majority of the surveys relied on subordinates’ ratings only
(45%), while 18% used only self-reports; 16% did not clearly identify the raters by
categories (16%), and less than 3% of the studies used peer or superior ratings. This
ubiquitous use of averaged opinions of a single rater group, as major proxy to leadership
effectiveness, poses a serious methodological problem within the field of leadership

research (Hiller et al., 2011; Carter et al., 2020).

On the other hand, all the considerations previously mentioned about the subjectivity
in the assessment of Leadership behaviour, are also valid for the evaluation of their
effectiveness: That is, raters’ perception is highly influenced by personal beliefs and
expectations (Tversky and Kahneman, 1974; Haslam and Fiske, 1992; McKee et al.,
2018); the “implicit leadership theories” in the minds of evaluators (Lord, Foti and de
Vader, 1984; Phillips and Lord, 1986); the rater’s position in relation to the evaluated
leader (Hogan and Shelton, 1998; Oh and Berry, 2009), and various other interpersonal

perception phenomena pointed out by Dawes, Faust and Meehl (1989).

As it happens with the ratings of Leadership Behaviour, the assessments of Effectiveness
obtained from different rater groups are likely to point to totally different aspects of a
leader’s performance. According to the Socio-analytic theory, a leader that typically

engages in behaviours aimed at building relationships with the team, is likely to be
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perceived as an effective leader by followers, because they will probably have a better
time working with that leader. On the other hand, the superior of the same leader may
think that he or she is not productive enough because they engage in so many social
behaviours. Superiors will probably prefer behaviours they interpret as leading to

productivity (Hogan and Holland, 2003; Oh and Berry, 2009).

It follows that, whenever possible, the measurement of leaders’ subjective effectiveness
should include, and discriminate, between the four possible sources of information: self,

superiors, peers, and followers. This is the approach adopted by the current thesis.

3.3.2.2 Measuring “Objective” Leadership Effectiveness

Judge, Piccolo and Kosalka (2009) propose that "objective" effectiveness can be
evaluated from "hard" measures of the leaders’ individual, team, or organisational
results. Intuitively, it seems obvious that this should be the ultimate measure of real
leadership effectiveness. However, trying to define and measure “objective” leadership
effectiveness can be very elusive. For the last decade, academic research and theory
have only “scratched the surface” of this phenomenon (Antonakis, Day and Schyns,
2012; Zaccaro, 2012; Zaccaro et al., 2018). To start with, objective measures can be badly
contaminated by factors unrelated to leadership (e.g., market conditions), and can
present inference problems as important as subjective perceptions, no matter how
carefully the measures have been conducted (Judge et al., 2009, p.856). The following
lines will discuss how and why a leader can actually be effective and ineffective at the
same time, depending on the level of analysis, the parameters used, and the criteria or
the moment in time in which his or her performance is gauged (Fischer, Dietz and

Antonakis, 2017; Carter et al., 2020).

3.3.2.2.1 Effective... at what level?

Perhaps the most notable source of complexity in defining and measuring Leadership
Effectiveness is the multi-level nature of its impact (Antonakis, Day and Schyns, 2012).
On the first level is the one-to-one influence on each individual follower. This has been
the traditional focus of Leader-Member Exchange Theory [LMX] (Dinh et al., 2014) and
dyad analysis, yet its dynamics are as intertwined with interpersonal perception as

“subjective” leadership effectiveness phenomena discussed above (Zaccaro et al.,
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2018). The next level has to do with the impact of the leader on his or her direct team.
A high percentage of the academic research on leadership focuses on this level (Carter
et al., 2020), often highlighting outcomes such as team performance, goal achievement,
employee engagement or intention to leave. These first two levels of analysis are nested
within larger units that group together several teams, then several functional areas, and
several divisions, and can eventually be grouped into large corporations on a national or
multinational scale, which often concentrate products and businesses of a very diverse

nature.

As leaders rise to higher positions in the hierarchy and become responsible for larger
and more diverse units, the level of analysis becomes more macro and the nature of
leadership challenges changes (Charan, Drotter and Noel, 2001; Antonakis, Day and
Schyns, 2012). Research on leadership effectiveness seems to rest on the assumption
that the leader who is effective at the micro level is also effective at the macro level.
This would imply that the success of small teams contributes to the success of the unit,
the success of units to that of the division, and the divisions’ to that of the corporation.
This view, which seems logical and common sensical, is far from reflecting the

complexity that exists within a large organisation (Carter et al., 2020).

Carter et al (2020) review leadership impact at the team and systemic level,
demonstrating that defining effective (“functional”) leadership at an inter-team or larger
organisational level is much more complex than that, and that models of intra-team
leadership effectiveness fail to capture this complexity. They review 30 years of
empirical findings; concluding that leaders who are successful in supporting the goals of
their team, are not always successful in supporting the goals of the larger system, and

vice versa (Carter et al., 2020).

They argue that leaders operating in inter-team contexts are subjected to delicate
balancing acts between competing demands and conflicting trade-offs. They face
multiple dilemmas as part of their day-to-day organisational life, and different leaders
choose different strategies to deal with them. The appropriate balance is hard to find
(Pittinsky and Simon, 2007). For example, they found that leaders who chose to promote
intra-team relations and team goals at the expense of inter-team relations and larger
system’s goals, were often beneficial for the part and detrimental for the whole
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(Cummings and Kiesler, 2005; Luciano, DeChurch and Mathieu, 2018), while their
negative impact could still go undetected or even rewarded by those who evaluated
their performance. On the other extreme, leaders who chose to “over collaborate” with
other teams often led their own teams to “inefficiencies, role overload and decreased

motivation” (Carter et al., 2020, p.2).

Sometimes openly and sometimes subtly, leaders can encourage cooperation or
competition with their rhetoric and example (Kaiser, Hogan and Craig, 2008). Those who
promote competition with other areas could increase motivation and improve the
performance of their own team; but doing this could evoke feelings of rivalry and
destructive competitiveness between teams (Nickerson and Zenger, 2008; Kilduff,
Elfenbein and Staw, 2010; Kilduff, 2014); and could even stimulate unethical behaviours
(Chan, Li and Pierce, 2014; Charness, Masclet and Villeval, 2014); or excessive risk taking
(Kacperczyk, Beckman and Moliterno, 2015). Literature on multi-team systems has
argued that effective leadership should make sure that all the teams within the system
act in support of the system’s shared goals, regardless of whether the individual teams

"win." (Lanaj et al., 2013).

Another example of this complexity is the challenge of finding the optimum level of
permeability of the team (Benoliel and Somech, 2015), to continuous mutual adjustment
when coordinating with other teams (Marks et al., 2005; Davison et al., 2012). Although
the permeability of a team to communicating and coordinating with other teams is
generally “a good thing”, too much of it could have a negative effect on aspects such as
team identity or total workload (Pierce and Aguinis, 2013). This points to the possibility
that certain Leadership Behaviours might have non-linear effects either for team or for

the system, making it even more difficult to gauge effectiveness (Carter et al., 2020).

These dilemmas are inescapable since organisations are, in essence, composed of
differentiated, yet interdependent entities. No organisational team or unit has the
means to accomplish its goals on its own. All are open systems that require the
collaboration with other internal actors in the “value chain”, forming complicated
networks along and across the system (Kirkman and Harris, 2017; Carter et al., 2020).
This interdependency, coupled with the competing agendas and differing perspectives
create tensions, rivalries or “us versus them” logic. Intergroup conflict needs to be
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managed so that the various teams and their different capabilities are coordinated to
maximise the performance of the system. Competent leaders, by definition, should be
able to navigate these tensions effectively. There is evidence that in many multiteam
systems, the best balance of team permeability seems to be a strong team identity, a
slightly insular way of functioning, and inter-team coordination happening at the level
of formal leaders or a small group of selected “boundary spanners” (Ernst and Yip, 2009;

Carter et al., 2020).

Different hierarchical levels can also have competing agendas within an organisation.
While executives at the top might need to deal with power dynamics, turf wars and the
need to negotiate and compromise, leaders in the middle are often crushed and torn
between the demands that come from the top and the expectations and requests
coming from their teams (Oshry and Prewitt, 2001; Langan-Fox and Cooper, 2013;
Schotter et al., 2017).

A single leader could also be subjected to conflicting messages as to which goals should
be prioritized. Matrix structures often imply that many leaders have more than one
superior, and it cannot be assumed that both will be aligned (Carter et al., 2020). What
is important at a local level might be in tension with the requirements of the
headquarters and vice-versa. Or even, the formally established goals might be in tension
with the informal messages such as degree of attention from the leader or social

recognition (Hall, Frink and Buckley, 2017).

In general, these findings inform the interpretation of the different results that a single
Enneagram type could obtain in the different indicators of leadership effectiveness.
Above all, they lead to interpreting these results not as a contradiction of the data, but

as an expression of the real complexity of a leader’s impact at different levels.

3.3.2.2.2 Effective... when?

Fischer, Dietz and Antonakis (2017) point out the importance of designing “time-
sensitive” models of leadership effectiveness. They argue that some effects of
leadership take longer to unfold and last longer. An example would be leaders investing
time and effort on people development. It takes time to reap the benefits, and it could

be detrimental to task performance in the short term (it is easier and faster for the

131



leader to just tell people what to do), but it often pays back in the long term (Fischer,
Dietz and Antonakis, 2017). Another example of the influence of time is the fact that
leaders’ behaviours would tend to affect their direct teams rather quickly, whereas

organisational-level impact take a long time to unfold.

Fischer, Dietz and Antonakis (2017) also argue that the impact of leadership may vary in
time. For example, certain personality traits may have an initial positive effect and then
fade away, or an initial negative effect and then increase over time (e.g., Discipline).
Research has shown that certain leadership strategies create a short-term reduction in

team satisfaction but a long-term increase in performance (Ancona et al. 2001).

These issues are connected to the dilemma between focusing on the short or the long
term. Short-term incentives in business organisations can promote leadership behaviour
that is overfocused on creating a short-term impact, even at the expense of the very
survival of the organisation. Recent and well-known corporate scandals such as
Volkswagen’s “diesel-gate,” or the fall of Lehman Brothers can exemplify these
behaviours (Lim, 2012; Wynter-Palmer, 2012; Abdul Karim, 2021; Edmans, Fang and
Huang, 2022; Bachmann et al., 2023). However damaging, these behaviours are often

rewarded by the system for a long time before their disastrous effects come to surface.

Another element to consider is how dynamic and changing the system is (Antonakis,
Avolio and Sivasubramaniam, 2003). The leadership behaviours associated with
effectiveness in a highly fluid system, where team composition is continuously changing
or where the business environment is volatile and unstable; are certainly very different
from the leadership behaviours required to succeed in an environment that is highly

predictable and allows for long-term planning (Yukl and Lepsinger, 2006).

These findings illustrate the importance of time as a component of the leadership
process. Although this thesis uses a concurrent design that does not allow analysing the
changing impact of the leader's personality over time, in order to interpret its findings it

is necessary to understand these thesis’ findings merely as concurrent associations.

3.3.2.2.3 Effective... in what context?
The relationship between leaders’ personality and leadership effectiveness, at these

multiple levels and multiple moments in time, will also be moderated by elements of
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the context. Zaccaro et al. (2018) mention several contextual variables that have been
addressed by leadership literature: task complexity, environmental dynamism,
information load, job demands, job autonomy, task novelty, social complexity, scope
and scale of responsibility, organisational level, follower diversity, multicultural
contexts, follower characteristics, or physical distance from team members (leading
face-to-face versus a virtual team) (p.32). For example, Crawford and Kelder (2019)
argue that charismatic leaders emerge primarily in times of crisis; and Hogan and
Sherman (2020) claim that the reason may be that they are especially effective at

aligning the collective when the stakes are high.

The type of industry and the nature of the task and goals will also determine which
leadership behaviours are most successful. Leaders who need to deal with conceptual,
creative, complex, or decision-making tasks, might need to facilitate specific dynamics
within their teams and between teams to be successful, quite different from those
needed for more straightforward, or manual tasks (Polley and McGrath, 1984). For
example, there is evidence that team performance will suffer if leaders promote a low
level of permeability with other teams, isolating it from outside contributions, but only
if the team’s task requires creativity (Dokko, Kane and Tortoriello, 2014; Carbonell and

Rodriguez Escudero, 2019).

Since this thesis is carried out on a single company operating in the aeronautical
industry, itis understood from this review that its findings are not necessarily exportable
to other types of industry. On the other hand, since the sample includes leaders from all
areas and from various countries, any significant association in the data could indicate
that specific personality types could consistently tend to produce a specific pattern of

outcomes, when leading in similar contexts.

3.3.2.2.4 A leader’s individual effectiveness

The effectiveness of leaders is not always mediated by their followers’ behaviours.
Tuncdogan, Acar and Stam (2017) argue that Leadership Behaviours such as negotiation,
decision-making, or design and implementation of work procedures, could influence
outcomes directly, independent of what followers do. Leaders can influence

organisational success through their participation in the definition of business goals or
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strategy, their contribution in the design of organisational structures, decision rights,
workflows, or reward systems; or by hiring and talent management decisions (Brass,
2001; Antonakis and House, 2014). For example, a leader that negotiates a good deal
with a supplier, would have a direct impact on the cost-efficiency of her unit and the
organisation. Hiring decisions could impact the social structure of the organisation,
either perpetuating the dominant culture or making it more flexible; they could
determine the availability of capable successors, or affect the nature of employee

relationships, among other effects (Methot, Rosado-Solomon and Allen, 2018; p.726).

This individual dimension of a leader's effectiveness would also help inform the
interpretation of discrepancies in the data. For example, certain personality traits could
positively impact leaders' financial results and not be reflected in indicators associated
with people, or they could be invisible to followers, while being highly valued by their

boss.

3.3.2.2.5 Is “objective” effectiveness objective?

As Hiller et al. (2011) point out, leadership effectiveness can be assessed using objective
measures such as company financial performance, employee turnover, sales, cost vs
productivity, etc. Although these measures provide unique information, they are also
riddled with problems that make them questionable as valid indicators of leaders’

effectiveness. For example:

e Company performance measures are influenced by factors such as the nature of
goals against which the leader is being evaluated, the scales and indicators used in
their measurement, how demanding they are, or the organisational culture in which
each leader is nested. Thus, they can hide a high level of subjectivity, which lies in
the hand of the direct supervisors or the top managerial executives in charge of

setting the standards against which leaders are measured.

e “Hard” measures such as financial performance, sales or productivity are, by
definition, more distal, and therefore, affected by many different contextual factors
that are beyond the leader’s control, such as market conditions or access to

resources (Tuncdogan, Acar and Stam, 2017; Zaccaro et al., 2018).

134



Therefore, it is difficult to compare performance measures and “hard” organisational
results between individuals, especially if they belong to different organisations, or even
to different areas within the same organisation. These facts should translate into the
existence of multiple confounding variables affecting the relationship of leaders’
personality on "objective" outcomes. Thus, it is to be expected that this relationship
appears statistically weaker than what it "really is", from a critical-realist perspective®

(Bhaskar, 1998).

3.3.2.3 Measuring Leadership Effectiveness: issues in research design

Perhaps the most pervasive problem in the measurement of Leadership Effectiveness is
common-method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003a), also called endogeneity or single-source
bias, when assessing relationships between independent and dependent variables. A
common example would be a study exploring the association between a self-assessed
personality variable and a self-rated leadership variable, as this thesis is partly doing. In
other cases, studies have used followers’ ratings of leadership style as predictors, and
followers’ rating of leadership effectiveness as outcome variables. According to
Antonakis, (2017), many meta-analyses have failed to consider and discuss the
“endogeneity-riddled data” they have used as input, leading to wrong conclusions and

poor policy (loannidis, 2016; Antonakis, 2017).

Another fundamental problem would be using exclusively “subjective” or “objective”
measures of Leadership Effectiveness, and assuming that the relationships obtained for
one are valid for the others. This review suggests that the impact of a leader’s
personality on these two sets of measures could be contradictory. For example,
personality traits that are “socially desirable” (e.g., flexibility) can be rated positively by
observers, yet they can have either positive or negative implications for “objective”
Leadership effectiveness, and, conversely, traits that are “socially undesirable,” and

rated negatively, could again have detrimental or positive implications for the leader’s

® The philosophical positioning of this thesis is discussed in chapter 5.
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objective results. Moreover, these relationships could vary depending on the presence

or absence of several contextual factors (Judge, Piccolo and Kosalka, 2009, p.863).

For these reasons, this research discriminates between measurements from various
sources, and between objective and subjective leadership outcomes. Likewise, when
discussing associations between self-assessments of personality and leadership, it will
contemplate the possible influence of single-source bias. On the other hand, given the
high number of variables involved, this design decided not to measure contextual factors
that could moderate this relationship. The research design is discussed fully in chapter

5.

3.3.3 Defining and Measuring Leadership Outcomes: Conclusion

This section reviewed the different definitions of Leadership Outcomes, making a
distinction between Emergence and Effectiveness (Mumford et al., 2008; Hu et al.,
2019), and between Subjective and Objective Effectiveness (Judge, Piccolo and Kosalka,
2009). It also discussed why defining and measuring leadership effectiveness is such a
complex matter, why “subjective” measures are riddled with issues of Interpersonal
perception, and how “objective” measures could uncover disparate and often
contradictory effects at multiple levels, time frames, or contexts (Hiller et al., 2011;

Zaccaro et al., 2018; Carter et al., 2020).

In an ideal world, this complexity should lead researchers to undertake sophisticated
measurements of various natures, combining them into careful designs using multi-
layered, multi-timed models that integrate contextual elements into a cause-effect
process. Indeed, this is what the field is trying to do, to the extent that it’s possible
(Fischer, Dietz and Antonakis, 2017; Zaccaro et al., 2018; Crawford and Kelder, 2019).
But in practice, this can be costly, time-consuming, and not always feasible, given the
multiple constraints that researchers operate under, including the access to the full-

blown data that would be needed in order to paint the full picture.

With the purpose of informing a more nuanced understanding of the relationship
between the Enneagram model of personality and leadership outcomes, this thesis will
incorporate the following suggestions and best practices found in the literature (Oh and
Berry, 2009; Hiller et al., 2011; Antonakis, 2017; Tuncdogan, Acar and Stam, 2017):
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e Using measures of Leadership Emergence and Effectiveness and clearly
identifying them as such.

e Distinguishing between Perceived (“subjective”) and “objective” measures of
Leadership Effectiveness

e Using a well validated tool to assess subjective effectiveness measures
(Perceived Leadership Outcomes)’.

e Distinguishing Perceived Leadership Outcome measures by source (superiors,
peers, followers, self) and analysing them independently.

e Incorporating “objective measures” from a heterogeneous set of performance

data obtained from company records.

3.4 Leadership, a Review of the Literature:
Conclusion

This chapter reviewed the landscape of the academic study of leadership, giving a brief
look at the main theories to conceptualize it. Then it delved into the models used by this
thesis to conceptualise and measure its first group of dependent variables, Leadership
Behaviour, describing the Full Range Leadership Theory and the Instrumental Leadership
Style. Finally, it reviewed key literature on the concept of Leadership Outcomes, to
inform the interpretation and measurement of the second and third groups of
dependent variables used in this thesis: Perceived Leadership Outcomes and Leadership

Performance Indicators.

The following chapter will review the empirical evidence of the relationship between
the Enneagram model and FFM, and between the latter and Leadership, as a foundation

to build the connection between the variables of interest. The chapter will finalise

7 The MLQ 360 is the most validated and widely used tool to measure Transformational,
Transactional and Passive leadership styles; also providing measures for three perceived
leadership outcomes: "overall leadership effectiveness", "satisfaction with the leader" and
"Extra-Effort" (willingness to make Extra Effort as a result of a Leader's actions).
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presenting the Conceptual Framework of this thesis, its purpose, objectives, research

guestions, and propositions.
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Chapter 4. The Enneagram and Leadership:
Conceptual Framework

The previous chapter presented an overview of the relevant literature to illustrate the
theory and research underlying the main variables explored by this research: the
Enneagram model of personality, Leadership Behaviour, and Leadership Outcomes. The
current chapter will provide an overview of the conceptual framework guiding this
study, and that justify the research propositions expecting an empirical association

between the Enneagram and Leadership.

The chapter is structured in three main sections: the first presents the existing empirical
evidence that relates the Enneagram to the Five-factor model or FFM, to other aspects
of personality, and to work-place outcomes. The second presents the main empirical
evidence connecting FFM with leadership behaviour and outcomes. The third will
present the conceptual framework itself, including the aims of this thesis, its research
guestions, and the research propositions on the expected relationships between the
Enneagram model and the three groups of outcome variables: Leadership Behaviours;
Perceived Leadership Outcomes and the Leadership Performance Indicators obtained

from company data.

4.1 The Enneagram and Leadership: a “bridge”
through the Five-factor model.

The Enneagram model describes nine different personality types, each with its
characteristic pattern of traits, motives, and values. The previous chapter discussed the
guality of the Enneagram model as a theory, concluding that it stands out for its high
usability and comprehensibility. Its scientific strengths and weaknesses were discussed,
pointing out that on the one hand, it allows balancing the nomothetic with the
idiographic, its theory is coherent, parsimonious, and for the most part, verifiable.
However, it has not yet gathered enough solid empirical support. And, for various
reasons discussed in the previous chapter, this process has been slow. This thesis will

help to bridge this gap.
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Nevertheless, the last 15 years have witnessed an increase in the academic study of the
Enneagram, and the empirical evidence is growing (Hook et al., 2021). The Enneagram
types have exhibited consistent and recognizable patterns of association with more
established personality models such as the Five-Factor (Newgent et al., 2001; Sutton,
2007; Stevens, 2011), as well as with measures of values and implicit motives (Sutton,
2007), all of which have been consistently related to work-related outcomes. In addition,
there is increasing empirical evidence linking the Enneagram directly to work-related
outcomes, such as work attitudes and cognitions, or competency profiles (Brown and

Bartram, 2005; Sutton, 2007; Delobbe, Halin and Prémont, 2012).

The Enneagram theory has addressed leadership in the form of detailed descriptions of
the patterns of behaviour that would be expected from each type when occupying
formal or informal leadership positions (M. J. Goldberg, 1999; Lapid-Bogda, 2004;
Chestnut, 2017). Additionally, a recent unpublished doctoral dissertation examined the
usefulness of the Enneagram in developing leadership skills in high school students in
Indonesia (Ho, 2019). However, as stated before, to the best of the researcher's
knowledge, the relationship between the Enneagram and leadership has never been

tested empirically by academic research. This thesis intends to examine this relationship.

To conceptually frame this exploration, this thesis proposes to draw a "theoretical
bridge" between the Enneagram model and Leadership, using the FFM as a “scaffold”.
Thanks to the immense popularity of the Five-factor model during the last decades, and
its ubiquitous presence in research, this thesis will be able to rely on two bodies of
empirical evidence to build this bridge: that which connects the Enneagram with the
FFM, and that which connects the FFM with the various leadership variables explored in
this study. The next section presents a brief review of the main empirical studies
connecting the Enneagram with the FFM, other personality models, and some

workplace outcomes, all of which will be used in the establishment of this bridge.

4.1.1 Empirical connections between the Enneagram Model and
the FFM

To the best of this researcher’s knowledge, seven studies so far have examined the

relationship between the Enneagram personality model and FFM: Three of them were
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published in peer reviewed journals (Newgent et al., 2004; Sutton, Allinson and Williams,
2013; Yilmaz et al., 2016), one as a book in collaboration with a university (Delobbe,
Halin and Prémont, 2012); two are unpublished doctoral dissertations (Giordano, 2008;
Stevens, 2011); and one is a whitepaper by a business company dedicated to
psychometrics (Brown and Bartram, 2005). The paragraphs below describe the general
characteristics of each of these studies, and the following sections describe the details
of their findings on the relationship between the Enneagram and the FFM, organised

according to each Enneagram type.

Sutton (2007), published in Sutton, Allinson and Williams (2013), conducted a study in
which the Enneagram types were measured as discrete variables, using a sample of 416
volunteers who had previously identified their Enneagram types during training
programmes. She analysed their response patterns in an FFM assessment, as well on
other, implicit, aspects of personality: Personal Values (Sagiv and Schwartz, 1995); and
Implicit Motives (Sokolowski et al., 2000). She found that each of the types presented a
uniqgue pattern of response, confirming most of the research propositions derived from

the theoretical description of the types.

Newgent et al. (2004) used the original version of the Riso-Hudson Enneagram Type
Indicator (Riso and Hudson, 2000a), to measure the Enneagram types as continuous
variables or dimensions, obtaining an independent score per each type-dimension for
each of their 287 respondents. They explored the correlations of these scores to the
NEO PI-R, a well-established measure of the FFM (Costa and McCrae, 1992). They found
an adequate degree of internal consistency for each scale, and mixed support for its

convergent validity in relation to the FFM (Newgent et al., 2004).

Brown and Bartram (2005) used a sample of 241 voluntary participants who had
previously identified their types through training and expert support. As Sutton, these
authors measured the types in terms of discrete variables, and explored their response
patterns in the Occupational Personality Questionnaire or OPQ32, a competency
assessment that also measures the FFM. They found a strong relationship between the

Enneagram Types and both the Five-Factors and the job competency profiles.
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Delobbe, Halin and Prémont (2012) tested their Enneagram questionnaire, the HPEI, on
700+ subjects in Belgium, France, and the Netherlands. They found evidence for its
concurrent validity, when compared with a French version of the FFM (Barbot, 2008),
and with the self-identified types of trained subjects. The authors also reported a
significant relationship between the HPEI scales and the Career Anchors model by Schein

(1996).

Yilmaz et al. (2016) tested the concurrent validity of their own personality test based on
the Enneagram, the Nine Types Temperament Model or NTTM, in relation to a FFM
inventory on a sample of 247 Turkish subjects. They run linear regressions finding

significant associations between the nine Enneagram scales and the FFM model.

Stevens (2011) applied the Wagner Enneagram Personality Style Scale or WEPSS
(Wagner, 1999) to measure the Enneagram types as continuous variables to a sample of
146 subjects. He explored the correlations of these scores to the NEO PI-R (Costa and

McCrae, 1992) finding mixed support for its convergent validity.

And finally, Giordano (2008) compared two different versions of the Riso-Hudson
Enneagram Type Indicator (Riso and Hudson, 2000a), the original that had already been
examined by Newgent et al. (2004), and a new, non-ipsative version. She examined both
Enneagram scales’ association with the NEO PI-R (Costa and McCrae, 1992) on a sample
of 530 subjects (424 females, mean age=55) finding significant patterns for each

Enneagram type.

The following sections present the main empirical findings of these studies regarding
the relationship between the Enneagram Model and FFM, and other relevant work-

related motives, values, and outcomes, organised by Enneagram Type.

4.1.1.1 FFM and Enneagram Type 1, the Reformer

Enneagram literature describes type 1 as principled, disciplined, conscientious,
responsible, logical, and self-controlled, but also perfectionistic, critical, stubborn, and
judgemental (Naranjo, 1994; Riso and Hudson, 1996; Daniels et al., 2018). Regarding
academic studies on the relationship between Type 1 and FFM, there is remarkable

alignment in finding a high level of Conscientiousness. Relationships with other factors
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appear inconsistent, suggesting the need for further investigation. The details are shown

in table 15.

Table 15: Relationship between FFM and Enneagram Type 1.

Tf/:ze: ?r;:w Agreeableness Const;:::stious- Extraversion C:ET;::; s:c';o Neuroticism
Sm;%::t al High Low
Bro;\(r)rgl;t al High
Delozb;:get al Low High
Yiimaz ecal High High High Low
Stevens 2011 Low High High
Newgg(r]\;et al High Low
Giorcli‘aHn:TIZ 008 Low High Low Low Low

Literature on the relationship between the Enneagram and work-related motives,
values, and outcomes, has found evidence that this type would have higher levels of
Internal Work Motivation and Job Involvement (Sutton, Allinson and Williams, 2013);
and an occupational competency profile oriented towards Organising and Executing,

and Applying Expertise and Technology (Brown and Bartram, 2005, p.17).

4.1.1.2 FFM and Enneagram Type 2, the Giver

Enneagram literature describes type 2 as caring, generous, helpful, supportive, and
demonstrative; but also people-pleasing, susceptible, and emotionally demanding
(Naranjo, 1994; Riso and Hudson, 1996; Daniels et al., 2018). Regarding academic
studies on its relationship with FFM, the most consistent findings point to a distinct
combination of high Extraversion (7 of 8 measures); and high Agreeableness (5 of 8
measures). No other consistent pattern emerged, suggesting the need for further

investigation. The details are shown in table 16.
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Table 16: Relationship between FFM and Enneagram Type 2.

Enneagram Conscientious- ' Openness to ..
Type 2 / FEM Agreeableness ness Extraversion Experience Neuroticism
Sutton et al . .
2013 High High
Brown et al

2005
Delobbe et al . ) .

2009 High High High

Yilmaz et al . .

2016 High High Low
Stevens 2011 High High High
Newgent et al .

2004 High
Giordano 2008 . . .

RHETI High High High
Giordano 2008 . .
Non ipRHETI High High

Regarding work-related motives, values, and outcomes, and very much aligned to
Enneagram theory, Sutton, Allinson and Williams, (2013) found Type 2 to be higher on
the implicit motives of Affiliation and Fear of Rejection; while Brown and Bartram, (2005)
found indications that type 2 would have an occupational competency profile oriented
towards Working with People (Brown and Bartram, 2005, p.17). All these characteristics

are highly consistent with the theoretical description of this Enneagram Type.

4.2.1.3 FFM and Enneagram Type 3, the Achiever

Enneagram literature describes type 3 as success-oriented, industrious, fast-paced, goal-
focused, efficient, and self-affirmative, but also workaholic, insensitive, impatient,
overconcerned for appearances, and sometimes ruthless (Naranjo, 1994; Riso and
Hudson, 1996; Wagner, 2010; Daniels et al., 2018). Regarding its empirical connections
with FFM, the most consistent findings are a high level of Conscientiousness (6 of 8
measures); high Extraversion (5 of 8 measures), and low Agreeableness (5 of 8
measures), although three of these last measures were obtained using variations of the
same instrument, the RHETI (Newgent et al., 2004; Giordano, 2008). No other consistent

pattern emerged, as shown in table 17.
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Table 17: Relationship between FFM and Enneagram Type 3.

Tf{::e: irI?FnI"VI Agreeableness Const;:(ea::ious- Extraversion (1222:; S:CZO Neuroticism
S”t;%ri:t al High High

B’°;:]’(‘J§t al High High

Delozb:oeget al Low High High Low
Yilrggizt al Low High

Stevens 2011 Low High High Low
Newig(r;;et al Low High

Giortlizall-ln:TIZOOS Low High Low
GIL";:";SEHZST(:S Low High High High

Drawing from the Enneagram Theory, Type 3 would be expected to exhibit a high
association with the “Dominance” (or “Agency”) component of Extraversion; and not
with the “Sociability” component. As mentioned before, research has suggested that
the “Dominance” component of Extraversion has a unique pattern of association to
performance that would be reinforced by Conscientiousness, in terms of a higher focus
on Task Completion and Strategic aspects of leadership, and less focus on cultivating

“friendly” relationships.

Literature has associated Type 3 to a higher level of Job self-Efficacy; and a higher drive
towards the values and implicit motives of Power and Achievement (Sutton, Allinson
and Williams, 2013); and an association to an occupational competency profile oriented
to Entrepreneurial and Commercial Thinking; Leading and Deciding,; and Interacting and

Presenting (Brown and Bartram, 2005, p.17).

4.2.1.4 FFM and Enneagram Type 4, the Romantic

Enneagram literature describes type 4 as creative, intuitive, authentic, sensitive, and
empathetic; but also melancholic, moody, individualistic, self-absorbed, and withdrawn
(Naranjo, 1994; Riso and Hudson, 1996). All the available empirical studies found
Enneagram Type 4 to be high in Neuroticism (that is, low in Emotional Stability), and

most found it low in Conscientiousness (6 of 8 measures). Although only four out of eight
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measures indicated its relationship with high Openness, three of the ones that didn’t
were obtained using variations of the same instrument (Newgent et al., 2004; Giordano,
2008). Therefore, this study will consider this relationship as significant. Indications are
found of a low Extraversion (4 of 8 measures), although two of these were obtained
from the same sample and two variations of the same instrument (Giordano, 2008),

suggesting the need for further investigation. See detail in table 18.

Table 18: Relationship between FFM and Enneagram Type 4.

Ts;ze: ir: I:TVI Agreeableness Const;ig:stious- Extraversion C:EF:‘Z::; s:cteo Neuroticism
S”t;‘;r:‘l:ta' High High
Bro;\(rjrc\];tal Low High
Delo;::;t al Low Low High High
Y”"Z‘Zzlgta' Low High High
Stevens 2011 High High
Newg;(r;;et al Low Low High
Giorcliann:TIZ 008 Low Low Low High
GLIOJS?:;FIZST(:S Low Low Low High

Regarding work-related aspects of personality, Sutton, Allinson and Williams (2013)
found that type 4 scored higher than the group on the values of self-Direction and
Stimulation; lower on the implicit motives of Power and Achievement and higher on Fear
of Rejection; as well as higher than the group on Perceived Stress. Brown and Bartram,
(2005) on the other hand, found indications of type 4 having an occupational
competency profile oriented towards Creating and Innovating, which is also highly

consistent with the theoretical description of this type (p.17).

4.1.1.5 FFM and Enneagram Type 5, the Investigator

Enneagram literature describes type 5 as analytic, focused, and perceptive observers,
original thinkers, prudent, and austere, but also socially awkward, suspicious, isolated,
and detached (Naranjo, 1994; Riso and Hudson, 1996). Academic literature was

remarkably consistent regarding a low Extraversion (7 of 8 measures); and relatively

146



consistent regarding a low Agreeableness (5 of 8 measures). No other consistent pattern

emerged, as shown in table 19.

Table 19: Relationship between FFM and Enneagram Type 5.

Enneagram Conscientious- . Openness to ..
Type 5 / FEM Agreeableness ness Extraversion Experience Neuroticism
Sutton et al Low Low
2013
Brown et al .
2005 Low High
Delobbe et al .
2009 Low Low High
Yilmaz et al
2016 Low Low Low
Stevens 2011 Low High
Newgent et al
2004 Low
Giordano 2008 Low
RHETI
Giordano 2008 . .
Non ipRHETI Low Low Low High High

Additionally, Sutton, Allinson and Williams, (2013) found that Type 5 scored lower than
the group on the value of Stimulation, lower on the implicit motive of Power, and lower
than the group on the Job Attitudes and Cognitions of Job Involvement and Self-Efficacy.
Brown and Bartram, (2005) found type 5 to be high in the occupational competency
profiles of Applying Expertise and Technology, and Creating and Innovating, both

coherent with the Enneagram Theory (p.17).

4.2.1.6 FFM and Enneagram Type 6, the Loyalist

Enneagram literature describes type 6 as committed, responsible, friendly, hardworking
team-players; but also anxious, undecisive, insecure, and sometimes, ambivalent, and
over-reactive (Naranjo, 1994; Riso and Hudson, 1996). Some Enneagram authors have
argued that Type 6 might be more difficult to discover from overt behaviours, since they
seem to be more willing to adapt to the expectations that other people have of them
(Riso and Hudson, 1996). This indication of a greater complexity could be reflected on
less clear patterns of relationships found between Type 6 and the FFM, and still, some
consistent patterns have emerged. Namely, a high level of Neuroticism (7 of 8

measures); low Extraversion (6 of 8 measures); and some indications of low Openness,
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(4 of 8 measures), although two of these were obtained from the same sample and two

variations of the same instrument (Giordano, 2008), as shown in table 20.

Table 20: Relationship between FFM and Enneagram Type 6.

TE:ZG: ?r;:w Agreeableness Const:z::ious- Extraversion (TEF;:):::& S:CLO Neuroticism
Sut;%rl;t al High
Bro;\(r)rgl;t al High
De|02b(;)§96t al Low Low High
Y””;Zigt al Low Low Low High
Stevens 2011 High Low High
Newgg;;et al Low Low High
Giorc;aHn:Tf 008 Low Low High
Gri“oor:a;;;: EOTCI'S Low Low Low High

Regarding work-related motives, values, and outcomes, literature shows that Type 6
scores higher than the group on the value of Security, and on the implicit motive of
Affiliation (Sutton, 2012). On the other hand, Type 6 was not associated with any
particular profile of occupational competency (Brown and Bartram, 2005). Instead, type
6 showed significant diversity in their highest-scoring competencies: Working with
People; Applying Expertise and Technology, and Organising and Executing; Interesting

to also note their lowest scores: Adapting and Coping; and Creating and Innovating

(p.17).

4.1.1.7 FFM and Enneagram Type 7, the Enthusiast

Enneagram literature describes type 7 as optimistic, fun-loving, spontaneous, versatile,
outgoing, and adventurous, but also as distractible, scattered, pain-avoidant, impulsive,
uncommitted, and self-serving (Naranjo, 1994; Riso and Hudson, 1996). Enneagram
Type 7 has shown remarkable consistency across academic studies regarding FFM
factors, with a profile of high Extraversion (8 of 8 measures); high Openness to
Experience (8 of 8 measures); and low Conscientiousness (7 of 8 measures). Other

findings have not been consistent across studies, as shown in table 21.
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Table 21: Relationship between FFM and Enneagram Type 7.

Ts;ze; ?r;;‘w Agreeableness Consiz::ious- Extraversion (1222:; S:CLO Neuroticism
Sut’;(())r:l:t al Low High High Low
Bro;\(r)rgl;t al Low High High

Delozb;;get al High High High Low
Y“"Z‘Zzlgt al High Low High High

Stevens 2011 Low High High

Newgggzet al Low High High

Giorc;aHn:TIZOOS Low High High Low

Literature regarding the relationship between Enneagram 7 and work-related motives,
values, and outcomes, is also informative due to its high consistency to the Enneagram
theory. Sutton, Allinson and Williams, (2013) for example, found evidence of this type
as scoring higher than the rest of the group in the values of Hedonism, Stimulation and
Self-Direction, and lower than the group on Conformity. They also found them to score
higher than the group on the intrinsic motives of Affiliation and Power. Brown and
Bartram, (2005) found indications of type 7 as having an occupational competency

profile oriented towards Interacting and Presenting (p.17).

4.1.1.8 FFM and Enneagram Type 8, the Challenger

Enneagram literature describes type 8 as self-assured, decisive, wilful, direct, action-
oriented, brave, and assertive, but also as arrogant, confrontational, reckless, excessive,
impulsive, and aggressive (Naranjo, 1994; Riso and Hudson, 1996). This type also shows
remarkable consistency across academic studies of its association with FFM, with
respect to high Extraversion (7 of 8 measures) and low Agreeableness (7 of 8 measures).
Some indications are found of low Neuroticism (4 of 8 measures), suggesting the need
for further investigation. Other findings were not consistent across studies, as shown in

table 22.
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Table 22: Relationship between FFM and Enneagram Type 8.

Enneagram Conscientious- . Openness to ..
Type 8 / FEM Agreeableness ness Extraversion Experience Neuroticism
Sutton et al .
2013 Low High
Brown et al . .
2005 High High
Delobbe et al . .
2009 Low High High Low
Yilmaz et al Low Low
2016
Stevens 2011 Low High High Low
Newgent et al .
2004 Low High Low
Giordano 2008 . .
RHETI Low High High Low
Giordano 2008 . .
Non ipRHETI Low High High

Literature regarding Type 8 and other work-related motives, values, and outcomes,
provides evidence of this type scoring higher than the rest of the group in the values of
Power and Stimulation, and lower on Conformity; and higher than the group on the
attitude of Job Involvement (Sutton, Allinson and Williams, 2013). Brown and Bartram,
(2005) found indications of type 8 having an occupational competency profile consisting
of high levels in “Adapting and Coping, Leading and Deciding, Interacting and Presenting,

Creating and Innovating, and Entrepreneurial and Commercial Thinking” (p.17).

4.1.1.9 FFM and Enneagram Type 9, the Peacemaker

Enneagram literature describes type 9 as calm, kind, receptive, empathic, supportive,
optimistic, humble, patient, and unassuming; but also complacent, procrastinating,
conformist, conflict avoidant, and passive aggressive (Naranjo, 1994; Riso and Hudson,
1996; Wagner, 2010; Daniels et al.,, 2018). Regarding their FFM pattern, the only
consistent association found by the literature is that of high Agreeableness (6 of 8
measures). Although some studies have found additional patterns, none of these are
considered consistent, suggesting the need for further investigation. See detail on table

23.
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Table 23: Relationship between FFM and Enneagram Type 9.

Enneagram Agreeableness Conscientious- Extraversion Openness to
Type 9 / FFM ness Experience

Sutton et al
2013

Brown et al
2005

Delobbe et al
2009

Yilmaz et al
2016

Neuroticism

High High Low

Low Low Low

High

High Low

Stevens 2011 High Low

Newgent et al
2004

Giordano 2008
RHETI

Giordano 2008
Non ipRHETI

High

High Low Low Low

Low Low High

Regarding work-related motives, values, and outcomes, (Sutton, Allinson and Williams,
2013) found that Type 9 scored higher than the group on the values of Tradition and
Universalism, and lower on Achievement and Self-Direction, and regarding attitudes, it
scored lower than the group on Job Self-Efficacy. Brown and Bartram, (2005) found that
Type 9 showed good potential in the occupational competency of Adapting and Coping
(p.17), which might at first sight sound counterintuitive for a type expected to resist
change, but again, this seems to be connected to Type 9’s contradictory pattern in
relation to Openness: a high level of flexibility regarding openness to concede and to
defer to other people’s preferences, coexisting with a great desire for general stability

and avoidance of uncertainty and conflict.

4.1.1.10 Empirical connections of the Enneagram Model with the FFM and
other outcomes: Conclusions

This section reviewed the empirical evidence for a consistent relationship between the
Enneagram personality model and the most established personality theory in academic
psychology, the FFM (Newgent et al., 2004; Brown and Bartram, 2005; Giordano, 2008;
Stevens, 2011; Delobbe, Halin and Prémont, 2012; Sutton, Allinson and Williams, 2013;
Yilmaz et al., 2016). This section also went over the evidence regarding the relationship
of Enneagram types to unconscious aspects of personality, such as values and

motivations (Sutton, Allinson and Williams, 2013). This evidence supports the
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theoretical claim that Enneagram types are construed from conscious and unconscious
aspects of personality. Finally, the section also reviewed the empirical association
between the Enneagram model and work-related outcomes, such as work attitudes and
cognitions, and competency profiles (Brown and Bartram, 2005; Sutton, Allinson and

Williams, 2013).

The seven studies reviewed above spread across six different tools to measure the
Enneagram model: the HPEI (Delobbe, Halin and Prémont, 2012), the NTTM (Yilmaz et
al., 2016), the WEPSS (Stevens, 2011), RHETI ipsative form (Newgent et al., 2004;
Giordano, 2008), and RHETI non-ipsative form (Giordano, 2008), and self-identification
of the type after Enneagram training (Brown and Bartram, 2005; Sutton, Allinson and

Williams, 2013).

In summary, it can be argued that although the number of studies is still relatively low,
the consistency of their findings is significant. More importantly, the most consistent
findings across studies appear highly consistent with the Enneagram theory. The specific
patterns associated with each Enneagram Type will be used to inform the interpretation
and discussion of the findings of this study (see chapter 10). More in general, this
evidence will be used for the construction of the theoretical bridge that allows joining
the independent and dependent variables of this thesis: Enneagram and Leadership,

through the FFM.

The following section will review the main findings on the relationship between the FFM
and Leadership. These will be used to build the second part of the theoretical bridge
between the Enneagram and Leadership, thus completing the rationale for the

theoretical framework of this study.

4.1.2 Empirical connections between the Five-factor model and
Leadership

Chapters 2 and 3 presented the Five-factor model of personality and the Full Range
Theory of Leadership as the most established models in their respective fields of study.
Unsurprisingly, numerous empirical studies have explored the relationship of the FFM

to the FRTL (Bono and Judge, 2004; Judge, Piccolo and Kosalka, 2009; Derue et al., 2011;
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Deinert et al., 2015), and to its main components: Transformational, Transactional and

Passive-Avoidant Leadership Styles (Avolio and Bass, 1991).

This section will review the most relevant empirical evidence connecting these two
models. It will also review the literature that connects FFM with the second model of
leadership behaviour used in this thesis, the Instrumental Leadership Style (Antonakis
and House, 2014). Finally, the empirical association between FFM factors and different
types of leadership outcome measures will be addressed (Judge, Piccolo and Kosalka,
2009). The evidence will be organised according to each of the Five-Factors, to facilitate
later discussions in relation to the Enneagram Model (For a summary of the main studies

cited in this section see Appendix C).

4.1.2.1 Extraversion and Leadership

People who score high on Extraversion are characterised as energetic, assertive, active,
communicative, and optimistic (Costa and McCrae, 1992), and thus, likely to be
perceived as “leaderlike” (Hogan, Curphy and Hogan, 1994; Judge, Piccolo and Kosalka,
2009). On the other hand, Extraversion could potentially predispose to behave in “bold,
aggressive, and grandiose ways” (Hogan and Hogan, 2001; in Judge, Piccolo and Kosalka,

2009; p.865). These descriptions seem consistent with empirical findings so far.

4.1.2.1.1 Extraversion and Leadership Behaviour

In general terms, Extraversion has been considered the “strongest and most consistent
correlate of Transformational Leadership” (Bono and Judge, 2004, p.901). This
relationship has been confirmed by several meta-analyses (Derue et al., 2011; Deinert

etal., 2015).

The correlation between Extraversion and Transactional Leadership is less clear. There
is evidence that one of its dimensions, Contingent Reward, presents a weak correlation
with Extraversion, while the others appear to be unrelated (Bono and Judge, 2004;

Derue et al., 2011)

There is some evidence of a relationship between Extraversion and Consideration

behaviours (Fleishman, 1953; Derue et al., 2011).
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On the other hand, the evidence provided by McKee et al. (2018) suggests that
Extraversion is a strong correlate of self-ratings of Transformational Leadership, but only
a moderate correlate of others’ ratings of this style. These authors also found that
Extraversion was weakly related to self-ratings in Instrumental Leadership and totally

unrelated to others' ratings for the same style.

4.1.2.1.2 Extraversion and Leadership Outcomes

Empirical evidence suggests that extroverts are more likely to emerge as leaders (Judge,
Piccolo and Kosalka, 2009; Reichard et al., 2011a), which is not surprising if their
behaviour tends to be perceived as “leaderlike” (Hogan, Curphy and Hogan, 1994; Judge,

Piccolo and Kosalka, 2009).

Regarding Leadership Effectiveness, the findings are more contradictory. On one hand,
Extraversion shows a positive effect on overall Leadership Effectiveness: (r= .31)
according to Derue et al. (2011), and (r= .24) according to Judge et al. (2002). These

results were later confirmed by Gottlieb and Ggtzsche-Astrup (2020).

On the other hand, Derue et al. (2011) found no relationship between Extraversion and
other seemingly more “objective” leadership performance data: Group Performance;

r=.00; Job Satisfaction of followers, p =.07; or Satisfaction with the Leader, r=.03.

Finally, Oh and Berry (2009) did find that Extraversion was a strong correlate of self-
ratings of contextual and task performance, and to a lesser extent, to superiors and

peers ratings of these dimensions, but no relationship to followers' perception in either.

4.1.2.1.3 Facets of Extraversion

Chapter 2 described the facets of FFM, stating that different authors distinguish a
different number and give different names to these facets. Several authors have
suggested that lower-level facets might be better predictors of specific measures of
performance than the five high-level factors (Judge et al., 2013; Gottlieb and Ggtzsche-
Astrup, 2020). In general terms, the factorial structure of Extraversion suggests at least
the existence of two distinct groups of facets, which have been labelled "Sociability" and

"Dominance" or "Assertiveness" (Morrone-Strupinsky and Depue, 2004).
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Do and Minbashian (2014) used meta-analysis to explore the association of these two
facets in relation to leadership behaviour and effectiveness and compared it to that of
the higher-order factor. They found that Assertiveness (which they called Agency) was
weakly associated with Transformational Leadership (.24) and moderately associated
with Leadership Effectiveness (.45), when controlling for Sociability; while Sociability (or
Affiliation) had no relationship with Transformational Leadership and demonstrated a
weak, negative correlation with leadership effectiveness (-.28), when controlled for

Assertiveness.

Judge et al. (2013) conducted a meta-analysis to compare the predictive validity of three
different levels of FFM "bandwidth": in relation to various measures of Job Performance
(although not specific to leadership). They found that the strongest predictors of
Relational Performance were the low-level facet of “Positive Emotions” (.28),
Extraversion as a whole (.22), and an intermediate aspect he called Enthusiasm (.20).
They also found that the strongest predictors of overall job performance were again
Positive Emotions (0.20) and Extraversion as a whole (0.20); while Task performance was

not related to Extraversion.

An earlier study by Barrick and Mount (1991) found that Potency (or Activity), a facet of
Extraversion, was a better predictor of various sales performance measures than the

parent scale.

4.1.2.2 Conscientiousness and Leadership

On a theoretical level, Conscientious individuals are characterised as disciplined,
efficient, goal-orientated, and with “a strong sense of direction” (Costa and McCrae,
1992). AsJudge et al. (2009) put it, “the very nature of Conscientiousness implies a link
with Contingent Reward leadership behaviour” (p.865), because they would be
expected to be clear in defining role expectations, and fair in assigning consequences to

performance (Bass, 1985).

Conscientious leaders have been found to exhibit tenacity and persistence in pursuit of
organisational goals (Goldberg, 1992), higher levels of integrity (Hogan and Ones, 1997),
and a tendency to foster higher levels of fairness and justice in their work environment

(Mavyer et al., 2007; Judge, Piccolo and Kosalka, 2009).
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On the flip side, Conscientious leaders would tend to be more rigid in relation to policies
and procedures, more perfectionistic, and more critical of their team's performance
(Hogan and Hogan, 2001); and have shown to be less flexible to adapt to change (le Pine,

Colquitt and Erez, 2000; Judge, Piccolo and Kosalka, 2009, p.868).

4.1.2.2.1 Conscientiousness and Leadership Behaviour:

Regarding Leadership Styles, the correlation found between Conscientiousness and
Transformational Leadership seems to be very weak: Bono and Judge (2004) found a
correlation of .13, while according to Deinert et al. (2015) it would be .17. The latter
found a slightly stronger association between this trait and TL’s subdimension of

Idealised Influence, but not with any other.

Despite what might be anticipated from theory, no significant relationship has been
found between Conscientiousness and Transactional Leadership or any of its

components (Bono and Judge, 2004).

On the other hand, in line with the theory, a negative but weak relationship between

Conscientiousness and Passive-Avoidant Leadership was found (Bono and Judge, 2004).

Regarding self-versus-others’ perceptions of behaviours, McKee et al. (2018) found that
this FFM factor was the strongest correlate of self-ratings of Transformational
Leadership, while it appeared to be totally unrelated to others’ ratings of this style, and

exactly the same pattern was found for Instrumental Leadership.

Derue et al., (2011), on the other hand, found that the impact of Consciousness on
Leadership Effectiveness was mediated by the “initiating structure” (Fleishman, 1953),
an equivalent to task-oriented leadership behaviour (Yukl, Gordon and Taber, 2002);

and, to a lesser extent, by Transformational Leadership.

It has been suggested that the relationship between Conscientiousness and Leadership
Behavioural Style might be moderated by Agreeableness, as there is evidence that
Leaders who score high on Consciousness are perceived as harsh and impersonal by
followers, but only if they also score low on Agreeableness (Witt, Andrews and Carlson,

2004). It might be assumed that a failure to control the effect of Agreeableness could
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cause apparent contradictions in the findings of studies testing the relationship between

Consciousness and Leadership Behaviour.

4.1.2.2.2 Conscientiousness and Leadership Outcomes

As expected from theory, there is an established empirical link between
Conscientiousness and various measures of job performance (Barrick and Mount, 1991;
Judge et al., 2013). A study by Judge et al. (2013) that did not specifically focus on
leadership, found that Conscientiousness moderately correlated with Relational®
Performance (.32), and weakly with overall Job Performance (.26) and Task Performance

(.25).

Regarding Leadership Emergence, Bono and Judge, (2004) found that Conscientiousness
was a moderate correlate (r=.33). Aligned with theory, conscientious individuals seem

likely to emerge as leaders within organisations (Judge, Piccolo and Kosalka, 2009).

As for leadership effectiveness, the picture seems a bit more complex. Again Bono and
Judge, (2004) found that Conscientiousness had a very weak correlation of (r=.16) (the
lowest among the Five-Factors). Contrarily, Deinert et al. (2015) found that it was the
only FFM correlate of general Leadership Performance. Finally, Derue et al. (2011) found

it to be the second strongest correlate of overall leadership effectiveness (p = 0.28).

In terms of specific measures of leadership effectiveness, once again, Derue et al. (2011)
found that Conscientiousness was the strongest correlate of Task Leadership
Effectiveness (group performance; p = 0.31), but it was unrelated to measures of
Relational Effectiveness (Follower Job Satisfaction; p = -.08; and Satisfaction with the
Leader, r=-.03). On the other hand, Gottlieb and Ggtzsche-Astrup, (2020), found that
Conscientiousness and Agreeableness of the leader were the strongest FFM correlates
of "Team Collaboration" and "Organizational Citizenship Behaviour" within the group of

followers.

& Also called “contextual” (Judge, Piccolo and Kosalka, 2009)
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Additionally, Conscientiousness in CEOs has been negatively associated with success in
initiating and managing strategic change (Herrmann and Nadkarni, 2014); and leaders
with high Conscientiousness to a tendency to be perceived as abusive supervisors by

their followers (Camps, Stouten and Euwema, 2016).

Regarding self-versus-others’ perceptions of Leadership Effectiveness, Oh and Berry
(2009) found that Conscientiousness was a strong correlate of self-ratings on both
Relational and Task Effectiveness, and moderate correlate of both when rated by
superiors. Interestingly, Consciousness was associated with peers’ ratings on Task
Effectiveness (although not Relational); and, as it happened with Extraversion,
Conscientiousness did not show any relationship with the followers' perception in either

of them.

4.1.2.2.3 Facets of Conscientiousness:
Finally, it has been suggested that the Conscientiousness facets could be more
associated with certain outcomes than the higher order factor (Gottlieb and Ggtzsche-

Astrup, 2020)

For example, Barrick and Mount (1991) found that Achievement, a facet of
Conscientiousness, was a stronger correlate of sales performance than the main scale.
Likewise, Dudley et al. (2006) found that this same facet, Achievement, fared better than

the main scale as a correlate of the general performance of managers.

On the other hand, the study by Judge et al., (2013) did not confirm these findings, since,
according to their data, the higher-order factor of Consciousness was a better predictor

than its facets regarding different performance indicators (non-leadership specific).

4.1.2.3 Agreeableness and Leadership:

The theoretical connection between Agreeableness and leadership has often been
found to be ambiguous (Judge, Piccolo and Kosalka, 2009). Agreeable leaders are
expected to be friendly, kind (Graziano and Eisenberg, 1997), inclusive, and cooperative.
They are expected to promote affiliation and to avoid conflict (Graziano, Jensen-
Campbell and Hair, 1996); to stimulate collaboration among team members (Hurtz and

Donovan, 2000); to be empathetic when giving feedback for poor performance; and to
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encourage fair and friendly work environments (Mayer, Bardes and Piccolo, 2008).
These traits translate into people-orientated behaviours, and an overall “likeability” that

is considered generally desirable for a leader (Deinert et al., 2015).

On the other hand, high levels of Agreeableness could lead to unassertive or
accommodating behaviours in an effort to avoid interpersonal conflict (Graziano and
Eisenberg, 1997), an avoidance of making unpopular decisions (Graziano, Jensen-
Campbell and Hair, 1996) an excessive compliance to the will of other people, and
overall behavioural passivity, behaviours that are generally considered to be “un-
leaderlike” (Hogan, Curphy and Hogan, 1994; Hogan and Holland, 2003; Judge, Piccolo
and Kosalka, 2009; Deinert et al., 2015).

4.1.2.3.1 Agreeableness and Leadership Behaviour:

Regarding Transformational Leadership and its subdimensions, Bono and Judge (2004)
found that Agreeableness correlated positively, but weakly, to overall TL, while it
correlated more strongly to its lower-level factors of Idealised Influence and
Inspirational Motivation taken together, and, to a slightly lesser extent, to Individualised
Consideration. The relationship between Agreeableness and Intellectual Stimulation
also turned out to be positive, but weak. Deinert et al. (2015) confirmed a weak positive
association between Agreeableness and overall Transformational Leadership, also
finding a weak positive association with its dimensions of Idealised Influence and
Inspirational Motivation. They found no association with Intellectual Stimulation and,
surprisingly, with Individualised Consideration. Derue et al. (2011) found no relationship

between this factor and Transformational Leadership.

Regarding Transactional Leadership, and its subdimensions, Bono and Judge, (2004)
found that Agreeableness is the strongest correlate of Contingent Reward, while at the
same time, it showed a weak but negative relationship with Management-by-

Exception_active.

The same authors found a weak but negative relationship between Agreeableness and

Passive-Avoidant Leadership.

These findings appear to be partially contradicted by Derue et al. (2011), who found that

the relationship between Agreeableness and leadership effectiveness was mediated by
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“Consideration” (Fleishman, 1953) and Contingent Reward behaviours, as well as by
Passive-Avoidant Leadership, which they found to have a positive relationship with

Agreeableness.

Regarding self and others' ratings of Transformational Leadership, McKee, et al. (2018)
found that Agreeableness was moderately correlated to both. On the other hand,
Agreeableness was weakly but positively related to self-ratings in two dimensions of

Instrumental Leadership: Path-goal-facilitation and Outcome-monitoring.

More surprisingly, Agreeableness was the FFM factor most correlated to others' ratings
on all four dimensions of Instrumental Leadership, suggesting that agreeable leaders
were perceived positively by others, although this study did not distinguish between
rater groups and the sample had an overrepresentation of peers and followers over

superiors.

Taking the evidence together, it seems that agreeable leaders tend to score positively
on those Leadership Behaviours associated with considering, collaborating, and enabling
the work of others, and are therefore perceived positively by those most affected by
these behaviours: followers and peers. Superiors’ ratings would be expected to be less

positive (Judge, Piccolo and Kosalka, 2009; Oh and Berry, 2009).

4.1.2.3.2 Agreeableness and Leadership Outcomes

Studies examining the connection between FFM and job performance have found that
Agreeableness was very weakly related to overall job performance (p=.17), to relational
job performance (p=.18), and to task job performance (p=.10) (Judge et al., 2013). An
earlier study found that Agreeableness correlated positively with performance in jobs
that have a focus on interpersonal relationships (Mount, Barrick and Stewart, 1998).
Other studies have additionally found a negative correlation between Agreeableness

and deviant or counterproductive work behaviours (Salgado, 2002).

Empirical studies focused on leadership so far seem to indicate that Agreeableness is

related with certain dimensions of leadership and not others.

For example, Bono and Judge (2004) found that Agreeableness had no relationship with

Leadership Emergence (r=.05).
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Regarding the General Effectiveness of Leadership, the findings seem contradictory:
Again Bono and Judge (2004) found that Agreeableness was highly correlated with
overall Leadership Effectiveness (r=.21); while (Derue et al., 2011) found no relationship

between this Factor and this outcome (p = 0.08).

Gottlieb and Gegtzsche-Astrup (2020) found that Agreeableness, along with
Conscientiousness, were the strongest FFM predictors of Leadership Relational
Performance criteria, such as "Team Collaboration" and "Organizational Citizenship

Behaviour.”

Derue et al. (2011), found that Agreeableness is the only correlate of Satisfaction with
the Leader (r=.22); and a weak correlate of Group Performance (p = 0.20), while it had

no relationship with Follower Job Satisfaction (p = 0.01).

Regarding self-versus-others’ ratings of leadership effectiveness, Oh and Berry (2009)
found that Agreeableness was a strong correlate of self-ratings of both Task and

Relational Leadership Effectiveness.

Their study also found that Agreeableness was the strongest FFM correlate of followers'
perceptions of leaders' Relational Effectiveness, although it was still a very weak
relationship (p = .12). Their study found no correlation between Agreeableness and
superior's ratings of any kind of Effectiveness, and only a very weak correlation with

Peer's ratings of leaders' Relational Effectiveness.

4.1.2.4 Openness and Leadership

People who score high in Openness to Experience are generally described as flexible,
unconventional, curious, and with a tendency to prefer autonomous work (Costa and
McCrae, 1992; Judge, Piccolo and Kosalka, 2009; Deinert et al., 2015). There is also an
increasing amount of evidence of a positive relationship of Openness with Creativity
(George and Zhou, 2001; Schilpzand, Herold and Shalley, 2011); with the ability to cope
with organisational change (Judge et al., 1999), and with a general attitude of openness

to change within organisations (Seppala et al., 2012).

On the other hand, at a theoretical level, a high level of Openness to experience is

expected to introduce too much complexity into decision making, in the attempt to

161



consider all alternatives and perspectives (Judge, Piccolo and Kosalka, 2009); and has
been found to be negatively correlated with the ability to “follow through” with

organisational commitments (Erdheim, Wang and Zickar, 2006).

4.1.2.4.1 Openness and Leadership Behaviour
It has been suggested that the importance of Openness to Experience as a predictor of
leadership could be increasing due to the dynamic and changing environment that

current organisations have to face (Deinert et al., 2015).

Bono and Judge (2004) found a moderate positive relationship between Openness and
Transformational Leadership, as well as all its sub-dimensions; while Deinert et al.,

(2015), also found that Openness was the strongest correlate of these same dimensions.

Regarding Transactional Leadership, Bono and Judge, (2004) failed to find any
relationship between Openness and this leadership style; while Derue et al., (2011)
seemed to corroborate this by finding that that the positive impact of Openness on
leadership effectiveness was negatively mediated by “Initiating Structure” (task-related

behaviours).

In the same line, Derue et al.,, (2011) found that the positive relationship between
Openness and Leadership Effectiveness was positively mediated by Passive Leadership

(Laissez-Faire).

Taken together, these findings seem to imply that a moderately positive effect of
Openness on Leadership Effectiveness would be achieved by “letting go” of control and

allowing others to exercise their own autonomy.

Regarding self-versus-others’ ratings of Leadership Behaviour, McKee et al. (2018) found
that self-rated Openness to Experience was moderately associated with self-ratings of
Transformational Leadership but weakly related to others’ ratings of this Leadership

style.

They also found that Openness to Experience was only related to self-ratings in one
dimension of Instrumental Leadership (Path-Goal-Facilitation), and a weak positive

relationship with others’ ratings of another (Environmental Monitoring).
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4.1.2.4.2 Openness and Leadership Outcomes

Exploring the connections with general job performance (not leadership specific), Judge
et al.,, (2013), found that Openness to Experience was very weakly related to task
performance (r=.12), and unrelated to overall performance (r=.08), and relational

performance (r=.03).

Regarding Leadership Emergence, Bono and Judge (2004) found that it had a r=.24

correlation with leaders’ level of Openness to Experience.

These authors also found that Openness had the same correlation of .24. with
Leadership Effectiveness. Derue et al. (2011), confirmed this finding with exactly the
same result (r=.24). A later study by Gottlieb and Ggtzsche-Astrup, (2020) found
Openness to be the strongest FFM correlate of overall Leadership Performance,

together with Extraversion.

Regarding more specific dimensions of Leadership Effectiveness, Derue et al., (2011)
found that Openness was very weakly related to Task measures such as Group
Performance (r=.13); and unrelated to Relational measures of Leadership Effectiveness

such as Job Satisfaction of followers (r=.00) and Satisfaction with the Leader (r=.03).

Regarding self-versus-others’ ratings of leadership effectiveness, Oh and Berry, (2009)
found that self-assessed Openness to Experience was, again, a strong correlate of self-
ratings on Task and Relational Managerial Performance, and interestingly, of peers’
ratings on Task Managerial Performance. Openness was also a moderate correlate of
superiors’ perceptions of both aspects of Leadership Effectiveness, and of peers’ ratings
on Relational Performance. Finally, Follower’s ratings of Task or Relational Leadership

Performance were unrelated to leaders’ Openness.

4.1.2.5 Neuroticism and Leadership

Emotional stability has often been considered necessary for effective leadership
(Northouse, 1997), since negative emotions might hinder performance when facing
crises, failures, or difficult interpersonal interactions that are inherent to the role, such

as giving or receiving feedback.
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People who are Emotionally stable (low in Neuroticism) are expected to be relaxed,
predictable in their emotional expressions, less prone to experience stress, anxiety,
anger, or other negative feelings at work (Costa and McCrae, 1992; Judge and LePine,
2007), to remain calm in moments of crisis and to recover faster from setbacks (Judge,

Piccolo and Kosalka, 2009).

At the same time, these leaders could also be perceived as insensitive, cold, and
unemotional (L. R. Goldberg, 1999), seldom instilling emotion into their relationships (L.
R. Goldberg, 1999) or not interested in relationships altogether (Judge, Piccolo and
Kosalka, 2009). This lack of emotional expression could be interpreted as a lack of
empathy or authenticity, affecting the credibility of these leaders (Judge, Piccolo and
Kosalka, 2009; Kouzes and Posner, 2014). Farmer and Aguinis (2005) found that
inexpressive leaders are perceived by their followers to be more distant, leading to

higher levels of dissatisfaction, absenteeism, and turnover.

4.1.2.5.1 Neuroticism and Leadership Behaviour
Bono and Judge famously found a negative relationship between Neuroticism and

overall Transformational Leadership, and all its subdimensions (2004).

The findings of Deinert et al., (2015) confirmed this negative relationship between
Neuroticism and overall Transformational Leadership, although they also found that it
had a positive, albeit weak, relationship with two of its sub-dimensions: Inspirational
Motivation and Intellectual Stimulation. They found no relationship between
Neuroticism and the other dimensions, Individualised Consideration and Idealised

Influence (attributed and behavioural).

Regarding Transactional Leadership, Bono and Judge, (2004) found a negative
relationship -although weak- between Neuroticism and Contingent Reward, and no
relationship with Management-by-Exception_active. Derue et al., (2011) also found a
negative relationship between Neuroticism and Contingent Reward, which would

mediate the positive effect of this personality factor on Leadership Effectiveness.

Regarding the leadership behaviours perceived by self and by others, McKee et al.,
(2017) discovered that: Neuroticism was unrelated to the Transformational Leadership

ratings of others, but that it did have a significant negative relationship with the self-
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assessments of these behaviours. Exactly the same pattern was observed in the
relationship of this trait with the Instrumental Leadership assessments (McKee et al.,

2018).

This contradictory relationship between Neuroticism and Leadership could have many
different explanations. One is the heterogeneity of the facets within this trait that
groups anxiety and vulnerability tendencies on the one hand, and anger and aggression
on the other (Allen et al., 2020). The former could be associated with lower self-esteem,
a desire to be accepted by others, greater sensitivity to contextual and interpersonal
cues, and a willingness to exhibit prosocial behaviours (Hogan and Hogan, 2001; Deinert
et al., 2015). The latter, on the other hand, could be more associated with antisocial

tendencies, aggression, and impulsiveness (Judge et al., 2009).

4.1.2.5.2 Neuroticism and Leadership Outcomes
At the individual level, and not related to leadership, Emotional Stability (low
Neuroticism) has been associated with positive outcomes such as subjective well-being

(DeNeve and Cooper, 1998).

Regarding general job performance, unrelated to leadership, Judge et al. (2013) found
that Neuroticism had a weak negative correlation with relational job performance (r= -
.16) and overall job performance (r=-.10) and that it was relatively unrelated to task job
performance (r=-.08). Emotional Stability (low Neuroticism) has also been linked to
lower turnover intention (Salgado, 2002), and higher tendency to rely on objective and
rational arguments (and less on emotions) when trying to convince others (Cable and

Judge, 2003).

In the field of leadership, Neuroticism has shown a weak negative correlation with
Leadership Emergence (r=-.24) (Judge et al., 2002; Bono and Judge, 2004) and a weak
negative correlation with the general effectiveness of leadership (r=-.22) (Judge et al.,
2002; Bono and Judge, 2004); but has shown no association with leadership variables

when evaluated through multivariate analysis

Derue et al., (2011) confirmed this weak negative correlation between Neuroticism and
overall Leadership Effectiveness (r= -0.24), but, interestingly, found no relationship

between Neuroticism and more specific indicators of effectiveness such as Group
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Performance (r=0.03); Job Satisfaction, (r=-.02); and Satisfaction with the Leader, (r= -

.08).

About the perception of Leadership Effectiveness coming from different raters, Oh and
Berry (2009) found that Emotional Stability (Neuroticism’s opposite), was also strongly
related to self-ratings on task and relational performance, and to a lesser degree, to
peers’ perceptions of both aspects. Emotional Stability was also a strong to moderate
correlate of superior’s perception of both aspects, although once again, it showed no

relation to followers’ perceptions in any of these aspects.

4.1.2.6 Combinations of Five-Factor Traits and Leadership Outcomes

Academic literature so far has found some evidence that the relationship of specific FFM
traits with performance may vary considerably depending on the presence or absence
of other traits. For example, a study by O’Neil, (2007), found evidence that distinct

combinations of FFM traits had different effects over leadership performance:

e A profile of low Conscientiousness and high Openness was associated with an
increase in Leadership Effectiveness.

e A combination of high Conscientiousness and high Extraversion predicted a steady
increase in Leadership Effectiveness over time.

e A combination of high scores on Dominance and Perfectionism (low-level facets of
Extraversion and Conscientiousness, respectively) had a negative effect on
Relational leadership effectiveness, unless accompanied with a high score on
Agreeableness.

e A combination of extremely low Extraversion and Openness, and low

Conscientiousness, was linked to a decline in leadership performance over time.

Along the same lines, a study McCormack and Mellor (2002) found that military leaders
who were high in Conscientiousness and low in Extraversion, were more likely to be
candidates for promotion and to have their performance rated as effective; apparently
contradicting the finding of the classic study by Bono and Judge (2004) regarding the

strength of Extraversion as a correlate of leadership.

Mathieu (2013) found an empirical connection between a combination of high
Extraversion, high Openness and low Agreeableness, and Narcissism, a dark triad trait
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(Paulhus and Williams, 2002). Narcissism has been associated with self-serving attitudes
in the allocation of organisational resources (Van Dijk and De Cremer, 2006), a negative
perception of their performance by others (Judge, LePine and Rich, 2006); poor
relationships, and low integrity (Blair, Hoffman and Helland, 2008). On the other hand,
narcissism in CEOs has been associated with greater courage in strategic decision-
making, even though their long-term performance was no better than that of their peers

(Chatterjee and Hambrick, 2007).

Parr et al. (2016) also examined the impact of trait combinations over leadership

effectiveness, using an assessment centre. They found that:

e A combination of high Conscientiousness, Extraversion and Agreeableness, was
associated with effectiveness on “Defining and Executing Strategy”, and on “Building
Partnerships and Communication”.

e A profile of high Conscientiousness with low Extraversion and low Agreeableness,
scored high on “Defining and Executing Strategy” but low on “Building Partnerships
and Communication”.

e A profile of high Extraversion, high Openness, and low Conscientiousness performed

highest on “Building Partnerships and Communication”.

Different combinations of traits might be more successful in certain aspects of a
leadership task and less in others. For example, a study on CEO personality traits
associated with initiating and managing strategic change, found that leaders high in
Extraversion and Openness tended to be more successful in initiating them, while those
high in Agreeableness and low in Neuroticism tended to be more successful in their

implementation (Herrmann and Nadkarni, 2014)

Also, as mentioned before, Witt et al. (2004) found that leaders who are highly
Conscientious but low on Agreeableness, may be harsh and indifferent when delivering

critical feedback to their teams (in Judge, Piccolo and Kosalka, 2009; p.868).

4.1.2.7 Empirical connections between the Five-factor model and
Leadership: Conclusion

This section has discussed the empirical findings on the relationship between FFM and

leadership, including the main findings regarding the relationship between the Five-
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Factor personality model and the leadership behaviours referenced in this study:
Transformational, Transactional, Passive and Instrumental Leadership; as well as the
relationship between FFM and Leadership Outcomes related to Leadership Emergence

and Effectiveness.

In summary, it can be said that FFM traits and their facets have shown to have significant
association patterns regarding Leadership Behaviour and Outcomes. More specifically,
the empirical findings on the effect of different combinations of FFM traits on leadership
illustrate that this influence is not isolated, but depends on the interaction of each trait
with the other traits present in the person as a whole. This evidence tends to confirm
one of the basic postulates of the Enneagram and other type personality models: that
the impact of personality is determined by the characteristics of the person as a whole,
not by their isolated traits. Finally, the empirical evidence reviewed above will serve to
inform the discussion of the association of each Enneagram type with leadership,

understanding each type as a unique combination of traits.

4.1.3 The Enneagram and Leadership: Conclusion

Section 4.2.1 of this chapter reviewed empirical findings on the relationship between
the Enneagram Personality Model and FFM, as well as other work-related aspects and
outcomes of personality. Section 4.2.2 reviewed the empirical evidence regarding the

effect of FFM traits, facets, and combination of traits on Leadership.

This evidence, taken together, allow the construction of a theoretical and empirical
bridge between the Enneagram personality model and Leadership through FFM. This is
the basis on which the Conceptual Framework presented in the next section is built. The
evidence reviewed earlier, connecting the Enneagram to other aspects of personality

and workplace outcomes, further reinforces this relationship.

An underlying purpose of this study to discover whether there is any "transitivity"
between the associations of FFM traits with Leadership, and Enneagram Types who are
associated with those traits. For example, Extraversion is the FFM trait most consistently
associated with effective leadership, whereas Neuroticism has been consistently
associated with ineffective leadership. To what extent will these patterns be inherited -
or not - by Enneagram Types high in Extraversion or Neuroticism? These potential
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associations will be addressed in the final discussion, and will be used to contrast,

interpret, and comment on the findings of this study.

The following section of this chapter will present a general description of the conceptual
framework that guides this study, its objectives, its research questions, and the research
propositions about the expected relationships between its independent and dependent

variables.

4.2 Conceptual Framework

This section presents the conceptual framework guiding this study, the aims, its research
guestions, and the research propositions developed to explore these questions. In short,
the conceptual framework anticipates a relationship between the Enneagram
personality model and three sets of outcome variables: Leadership Behaviours (also
called styles), understood as the leaders’ prototypical ways of acting and reacting when
dealing with the challenges they face in the context of their leadership; Perceived
Leadership Outcomes; understood as the appraisal of the quality of their leadership in
the eyes of themselves and those around them; and Leadership Performance Indicators,
understood as numerical measures of the results obtained by these leaders in the
organisations to which they belong. The first two sets of variables are obtained from the
MLQ 360 survey. The latter from performance KPIs obtained directly from company
data, which include measures of financial performance, potential for promotion, results
from employee climate surveys, and measurements of task and people-related work

competencies.

4.2.1 Research Aims and Objectives
This thesis aims to examine the relationship of Enneagram Personality Types to

Leadership Behaviours and Leadership Outcomes.
For this purpose, three research objectives have been defined:

1. To examine the relationship between the Enneagram Types and Leadership
Behaviours, from the perspective of superiors, peers, followers, and leaders

themselves.
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2.

3.

To examine the relationship between the Enneagram Types and Perceived
Leadership Outcomes, from the perspective of superiors, peers, followers,

and leaders themselves.

To examine the relationship between the Enneagram Types and Leadership

Performance Indicators obtained from company data.

4.2.2 Research Questions

Five research questions have been raised in relation to these objectives:

1.

To what extent is the Enneagram model related to different patterns of
Leadership Behaviour and Leadership Outcomes, when these are perceived

by the leaders themselves, their superiors, peers, and followers?

To what extent is the Enneagram personality model related to Leadership
Behaviours described by the Transformational, Transactional, Passive (Bass
and Avolio, 1990) and Instrumental Leadership models (Antonakis and
House, 2014), when these are perceived by leaders themselves, their

superiors, their peers, and their followers?

To what extent is the Enneagram model related to Perceived Leadership
Outcomes, when these are rated by leaders themselves, their superiors, their

peers, and their followers?

To what extent is the Enneagram model related to Leadership Performance

Indicators related to Leadership Emergence, Task or People Effectiveness?

And overall, to what extent is the Enneagram model related to Leadership

Behaviour and Leadership Outcomes?

4.2.3 Research Propositions

The research propositions guiding this thesis are presented below. It is important to

remember at this point that the Enneagram Personality Model describes nine types as

discrete categories with fuzzy borders. However, this thesis has measured the types as

if they were continuous variables, using scales to measure the "strength" of each type

in each individual. This way of measuring the Enneagram Model has been by several
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other research projects before (Newgent et al., 2004; Giordano, 2008; Delobbe et al., 2009;
Stevens, 2011; Yilmaz et al., 2016), and its rationale and implications will be discussed

further in chapter 5.

Therefore, although the research questions are formulated in terms of Enneagram types
to align with the model, the research propositions are expressed in terms of “type
scores”, referring to the nine numerical scales used to measure the Enneagram types.
These propositions are presented below, organised according to the three sets of

dependent variables addressed by this thesis.

4.2.3.1 Research Propositions on Leadership Behaviour:
e RP1:The Leadership Behaviour of a group of leaders will be perceived differently
depending on who evaluates it: the leaders themselves, their superiors, peers,

or followers.

e RP2: Leaders’ self-assessed Enneagram-type scores will be significantly

associated with self-ratings of their Leadership Behaviour.

e RP3: Leaders’ self-assessed Enneagram-type scores will be significantly

associated with superiors’ ratings of their Leadership Behaviour.

e RP4: Leaders’ self-assessed Enneagram-type scores will be significantly

associated with peers’ ratings of their Leadership Behaviour.

e RP5: Leaders’ self-assessed Enneagram-type scores will be significantly

associated with followers’ ratings of their Leadership Behaviour.

4.2.3.2 Research Propositions on Perceived Leadership Outcomes:
e RP6: The Perceived Leadership Outcomes of a group of leaders will differ
depending on who rates them: the leaders themselves, superiors, peers, or

followers.

e RP7: Leaders’ self-assessed Enneagram-type scores will be significantly

associated with self-ratings of their Leadership Outcomes.

e RP8: Leaders’ self-assessed Enneagram-type scores will be significantly

associated with superiors’ ratings of their Leadership Outcomes.
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e RP9: Leaders’ self-assessed Enneagram-type scores will be significantly

associated with peers’ ratings of their Leadership Outcomes.

e RP10: Leaders’ self-assessed Enneagram-type scores will be significantly

associated with followers’ ratings of their Leadership Outcomes.

4.2.4.3 Research Propositions on Leadership Performance Indicators:
e RP11: Leaders’ self-assessed Enneagram-type scores will be significantly
associated with the Performance Indicators they obtain in the exercise of their

role.

These research propositions will be contrasted through multiple regression analyses, to
examine the relationships between each of the nine scales representing the Enneagram
types, and the different dependent variables. Thereafter, the presentation of the
findings and their discussion will sometimes use the conventional word "Type" to refer
to these type scores, as a way of alluding to the Enneagram literature. The overarching

conceptual framework is summarised in Figure 3.

Figure 3: Conceptual framework of this study.
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4.3 The Enneagram and Leadership, Conceptual
Framework: Conclusion

This chapter has laid the conceptual framework on which this research is founded,
establishing a theoretical and empirical bridge between the Enneagram and Leadership.
This has been achieved, firstly, by reviewing the empirical findings relating the
Enneagram and the Five-factor models of personality. Second, it reviewed literature on
the relationship between FFM traits and leadership, particularly leadership behaviours
included in the FRTL and IL models, as well as several leadership outcomes. It was then
established that there are solid reasons to expect a significant relationship between the

independent and dependent variables of this study.

The chapter then went on to state this research’s aims and objectives. Namely, to
address the relationship between the Enneagram model and three sets of Leadership
variables: Behaviours, Perceived Outcomes, and Leadership Performance Indicators
obtained from company data. It then presented the research questions and propositions
guiding this enquiry. The following chapter will explain the philosophical positioning of

this study, as well as the research methods used to examine these relationships.
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Chapter 5. Research Methodology

The preceding chapter presented the conceptual framework on which this research is
founded, laying out the aims of this thesis, its research questions and propositions. In
sum, it was stated that the aim of this thesis was to identify how the Enneagram
Personality Types are related to Leadership Behaviour and Leadership Outcomes. To this
end, three research objectives were defined. Namely, to examine the relationship
between the Enneagram personality Model and three sets of outcome variables:
Leadership Behaviours, Perceived Leadership Outcomes and the Performance Indicators

obtained from company data.

This thesis set out to address these objectives, first, by examining the patterns of
association between the Enneagram personality model and two well-established models
of Leadership Behaviour, the Full Range Theory of Leadership (Avolio and Bass, 2004)
and the Instrumental Leadership model (Antonakis and House, 2014); as well as
examining how these patterns vary depending on who rates these behaviours: leaders
themselves, their superiors, peers, or followers. Second, it went on to explore the
associations between the Enneagram personality model and three widely used
measures of Perceived Leadership Outcomes (Avolio and Bass, 2004); and again, how
these vary depending on who rates them: leaders themselves, superiors, peers, or
followers. And third, by examining the association of this personality model to a set of
Performance Indicators related to Leadership Emergence and Effectiveness, obtained

from company records.

This chapter explains the research methodology employed to examine these
relationships, beginning with the research paradigms and philosophical approach within
which this study is framed. It then moves on to provide details of the research design,
the sampling strategy, the measurement instruments, and the procedures for data
collection, data treatment and analysis. The chapter ends with a description of the
precautions taken to comply with the ethical standards and data protection of this

study’s participants.
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5.1 Research Philosophy

There is a broad, on-going discussion between different traditions regarding how to
make sense and how to approach investigation in social sciences. This debate can be
represented as a continuum that runs between two extreme conceptions and
philosophical assumptions underlying distinct perspectives on human nature, and
consequently, on the ontology, epistemology, and methodology that can best approach

social science and research.
These conceptions were summarised by Burrell and Morgan (1979) in the diagram
presented in figure 4.

Figure 4: The Subjective-Objective Dimension in Analysing Assumptions about the Nature of Social Science (borrowed
from Mukhuty, 2013).

Subjectivist approach Objectivist approach
to Social Science to Social Science
Nominalism } ONTOLOGY { Realism
Anti-positivism } EPISTEMOLOGY { Positivism
Voluntarism } HUMAN NATURE [ Determinism
Ideographic } METHODOLOGY { Nomothetic

5.1.1 Ontology of this Research

The ontological stance of the present research study can be described as “subtle”
realism because it conceives the “objective reality” of social phenomena, somewhat
independent of the perception of observers, although deeply affected and mutually

interacting with that perception (Robson and McCartan, 2016).

This ontological conception has been labelled as Critical Realism (Bhaskar, 1998; Blaikie,
2007). Critical Realism asserts the “reality” of social structures, as being both prior and
a result of individual activity and consciousness at the same time, in a mid-point
between agency and determinism, where individuals may tend to maintain the social
structures they are born into, but can also choose to transform them (Blaikie, 2007).

175



This philosophical stance distinguishes three domains in reality: the real, composed of
underlying structures and mechanisms; the actual, the events that occur as a result; and
the empirical, those manifestations that we consciously observe. The causal powers of
mechanisms and structures exist at the “real” or “deeper level” of reality, while they are
not necessarily expressed, since social activity happens within open and complex
systems, where many causal powers may come into action at the same time, affecting
each other, and potentially counteracting or enhancing each other’s effects (Blaikie,

2007).

From Bhaskar’s (1998) perspective, these relevant forces underlying social life cannot
be observed or measured directly, and thus, the social scientist will have to “imagine”
hypothetical models to explain the observed “regularities”. Those models will then have
to be tested against evidence (Blaikie, 2007). In this context, the aim of social science is
to provide the best possible picture of the mechanisms and structures at work, to
explain the observed “regularities” and the “causal powers” that connect them, through

theories or models that might be situationally restricted (Menon, 2015).

In line with a Critical Realist view, this research study approaches the construct of
“personality” as an underlying “structure” or “mechanism”, that is expected to associate

to different “patterns” or “regularities” in leaders’ behaviours and outcomes.

5.1.2 Epistemology of this Research:

Critical Realism proposes that science must strive to capture a “reality” beyond
individual subjectivity, although it recognises that our perception of reality is
determined by our historical, political, and social context (Blaikie, 2007). Thus, it is based
in the belief that the “external world is independent of the mind as well as lodged on

the mind” (Creswell, 2014, p.11).

It works under the assumption that only imperfect knowledge is possible in Social
Sciences (Blaikie, 2007); and yet, does not abandon the possibility of adopting a
Nomothetic methodology and quantitative research design, characteristic to Positivism.
On the other hand, this research also considers the complexity of social phenomena
(Chalmers, 1999), and the contribution of various sources of subjectivity in the data
collected. As such, Critical realism lies between the positivist’'s detachment and
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“objectivity”; and the constructivist’'s acknowledgement of being part of the social

reality that is studied (Evered, Louis and Louis, 1981; Mingers, 2006).

This philosophical stance has informed the present research by adopting a positivist
epistemology, nomothetic methodology, and quantitative research design; and at the
same time, the collection of data from multiple sources, due to the recognition of the

inevitable subjectivity present in each of these measurements.

5.1.3 Nature of this Research

Scientific research can be classified into three main types: exploratory, descriptive, and
explanatory (Punch, 2009; Casula, Rangarajan and Shields, 2021). The three can be
understood as a continuum, in which the study of any field of knowledge would begin
with an open exploration of whatever is found; thus, laying the foundation for a
description of the phenomena, which, in turn, becomes the basis for subsequent

explanations.

Exploratory research focuses on new and unstudied subjects, and according to
(Stebbins, 2001) it should be qualitative, based on inductive research methods such as
the grounded theory introduced by Glaser and Strauss, (2017), and never use
confirmatory mechanisms such as hypotheses. Descriptive research, for its part, would
seek to provide an accurate picture of a phenomenon, by describing a process, a
mechanism, or a relationship between variables (Punch, 2009). Explanatory or Causal
research, on the other hand, aims to discover causality and to explain relationships
between variables (Robson and McCartan, 2016), aiming to answer the questions of

“why” something happens, or “what is likely” to happen (Hines, 2009).

According to the previous definition, the present study is understood as Descriptive
research, since it seeks to describe the relationships between sets of independent and
dependent variables, based on previous evidence found in the literature regarding

relevant relationships between related variables (Punch, 2009).
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5.2 Research Methods

Research methods are the strategies used in the generation and processing of data to
answer specific research questions (Oppenheim, 1992). They include the definition of
measurement instruments, the strategies to obtain and select the sample, the
procedure to collect the data, and the techniques to treat and analyse these data
(Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2019). The current section provides a general description
of the research methods employed by this study, and of how these methods were

applied.

Research methods can be divided into three broadly categories: qualitative,
quantitative, or mixed (Teddlie and Tashakkori, 2009). While qualitative methods focus
on observing and interpreting social phenomena and the subjective experience of
individuals, quantitative methods use numerical measures that can be used for
statistical analysis. In social sciences this is usually achieved by the administration of

questionnaires (Teddlie and Tashakkori, 2009).

This is the case of this study, that has opted for a nomothetic methodology and a
quantitative research design (Creswell, 2014), coherent with its philosophical
positioning within a critical realist ontology and a positivistic epistemology. As Collis and
Hussey (2003) have pointed out, the positivist paradigm is best served with a
quantitative design, since it focuses on the generation of valid data, appropriate for

statistical analysis (Collis and Hussey, 2003).

In terms of the use of time, research designs can be fundamentally divided between
longitudinal and cross-sectional or concurrent. The former are characterised by the
collection of data of the same population at different moments in time. The latter collect

data at a specific moment in time (Creswell, 2014).

Descriptive research typically uses concurrent research designs, as this thesis has done.
This type of design has some additional advantages when used in the context of business
organisations, since longitudinal studies may be affected by practical problems such as
participants’ attrition due to worker turnover, or a possible loss of access to the
organisation due to a change in organisational gatekeepers (Robson and McCartan,

2016). On the other hand, concurrent studies, due to their design, are not considered a
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robust way to analyse causality or predictive relationships between variables (Cox, 1992;

Field, 2013; Bordacconi and Larsen, 2014).

The following sections of this chapter will describe the methodology used to examine
the relationship between the variables of interest, including the strategies and

procedures used for the sampling, measurement, data collection and data analysis.

5.2.1 Sampling

5.2.1.1 Sampling strategy

A sample is a subset of a population, which, if studied, allows the researcher to draw
conclusions that can be generalised to that population (Sekaran and Bougie, 2016).
There are two basic groups of sampling strategies: Probabilistic, which is based on
chance, e.g.: simple random, stratified random or systematic sampling; and non-
probabilistic, which is based on researcher's decisions guided by theory, or criteria such
as accessibility or availability of a population, e.g.: purposive sampling, convenience

sampling, or quota sampling (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2019).

The target population of this study was initially defined as a group of leaders from
business organisations. Given the difficulty of finding a group of leaders from business
organisations who were willing to give their time to fulfil the requirements of a research
investigation, this project opted for a convenience sampling strategy (Teddlie and
Tashakkori, 2009; Robson and McCartan, 2016), which in this case implied working with

those organisations that were willing to participate.

Another important design element is the selection of an appropriate sample size
(Sekaran and Bougie, 2016). This should be guided by factors such as representativeness,
but also practical considerations such as cost and time-effectiveness, as well as
feasibility (Robson and McCartan, 2016). Probabilistic, which is based on chance, e.g.:
simple random, stratified random or systematic sampling; and non-probabilistic, which
is based on researcher's decisions guided by theory, or criteria such as accessibility or
availability of a population, e.g.: purposive sampling, convenience sampling, or quota

sampling
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In this case, given that the research questions required the application of a 360-degree
evaluation for each study subject, it was defined that the sample of leaders would not
be less than 100 to be statistically valid, nor would it exceed 150 individuals to be
feasible. Initially, the idea was to compose this sample of leaders from different

organisations.

5.2.1.2 Gaining access to a Sample.

One of the greatest challenges of doing research in the “real world”, and particularly
within fast paced business organisations, is to gain access to a relevant sample of
individuals who are willing to participate from a study (Robson and McCartan, 2016). In
the case of this thesis, a facilitating factor was that the researcher had previous
experience as an HR executive. Her contacts developed from her previous professional

life enabled her to reach the top levels of different business organisations.

Initial contact was established with four organisations through an email directed to the
head of HR. These emails included a brief introduction to the project and conditions of
the research to be carried out. These organisations did not respond or responded

negatively.

The fifth company contacted agreed to have a personal meeting between the CHRO and
the researcher, so that the latter could provide more details of the project. This meeting
was held in person, at the company's headquarters in Santiago (Chile), taking advantage
of a personal visit to that city by the researcher. During the meeting with the CHRO, the
researcher presented the objectives of the study, the optimal profile of the participants
required, the instruments that would be applied, and the ethical standards to be
followed (guaranteeing the confidentiality of the data obtained from the participants).
As a result of the meeting, the CHRO agreed to carry out the study under two conditions:
to receive a full, high-level report at the end of the study; and not having the name of

the company disclosed.

After that meeting, the investigator made the decision to focus the investigation solely
on this company. The factors considered were: The company was sufficiently large
(42,000 employees, 1000 of which were mid-and high-ranking managers, when the

study started); multinational (with branches in six Latin American countries, commercial
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operations in the United States and Europe), and with a leadership composition that was
heterogeneous in terms of nationality, age, and gender. On the other hand, the fact
that the entire sample came from a single organisation would considerably simplify the
logistics, the alignment of communications and the comparability of the performance
indicators to be collected. The organisation stood as one of the most important Latin

American airlines at the time of the data collection®.

5.2.1.3 Sample Selection

In agreement with HR, it was defined that the sample for this study would be made up
of the total population of leaders belonging to the six highest hierarchical tiers of the
organisation: C-Level, Vice Presidents, Senior Directors, Directors, Country Managers
and Senior Managers. All of them would be invited to participate and the final sample
would be composed of those who voluntarily agreed to participate in the study. This
inclusion criterion would ensure a sufficient number of participants, while avoiding non-
random selection criteria by HR, such as excluding those with lower performance. Only
those leaders that had less than 3 months in their current position were excluded from
the sample, since raters would not have had enough time to observe their behaviours

or their outcomes.

The HR department carried out a first sample selection process considering these
inclusion and exclusion criteria, identifying a total population of 144 people who held
senior management positions in the countries where the company operates: Brazil,
Chile, Peru, Argentina, Colombia, Ecuador, Spain, United States, Germany, ltaly, and

France.

Likewise, it was defined that all superiors, peers and followers of these leaders would
be invited to participate as raters in their 360-surveys, in order to prevent leaders or HR
from selecting evaluators based on some biased criteria. Therefore, the only bias

present in the selection of the sample of both leaders and the 360-degree raters was

% Part of the research agreement was not to disclose the name of the company.
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their willingness to voluntarily participate in the study. The demographic characteristics

of the leaders and their raters are described in chapter 6.

5.2.2 Measurement Instruments

This study required instruments to measure the independent variable (Enneagram
personality model) and to assess three groups of dependent variables: Leadership
Behaviours, Perceived Leadership Outcomes, and Leadership Performance Indicators.
The aim of the project was to use the most objective tools possible to give the study
greater robustness, considering that it would be exploring a personality model whose

validation in the academic field is still in its infancy.

5.2.2.1 Measuring the Enneagram Personality Model

To the best of this researchers’ knowledge, only five Enneagram questionnaires have
been validated by academic studies. These were described in chapter 2, section 2.3.5 of
this thesis: the WEPSS (Wagner and Ronald E. Walker, 1983); the NTTM (Yilmaz et al.,
2014; Yilmaz et al., 2016b); the RHETI in its ipsative, and non-ipsative versions (Riso and
Hudson, 2000a; Newgent et al., 2004; Giordano, 2008), and the HPEI (Delobbe et al.,
2009; Delobbe, Halin and Prémont, 2012). This study chose HPEI because it has reported
strong validity and reliability measures, because it already had a version in Spanish and
Portuguese, and because its author provided the licences, manuals and normative data

free of charge.

The Halin Premont Enneagram Inventory or HPEI (Delobbe, Halin and Prémont, 2012) is
a self-applied questionnaire based on the Enneagram Model. The original version of this
questionnaire was developed in French, and it was initially presented by its authors at
the 14th Congress of the European Association of Work and Organisational Psychology
in 2009, in Santiago de Compostela, Spain (Delobbe, Halin, Prémont, et al., 2009). The
guestionnaire is made up of 52 items that are answered with a 5-point Likert scale, and
which are scored by giving 0 points to the two lowest categories, and then 1, 2 and 3
points respectively to the highest categories. The results are expressed in terms of
numerical scores for each of the nine components of the model. Appendix D presents

details of the instructions, evaluation categories, sample items and indications to score.
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Only a sample items from the questionnaire can be reproduced for reasons of the

agreement established with the authors.

In 2012, its authors published new data for the validation of this tool, reporting
Cronbach's Alpha ranging between 0.71 and 0.84, depending on the scale (Delobbe,
Halin and Prémont, 2012). Since its publication, the authors have developed versions in
multiple languages. In terms of its concurrent validity, the authors of the HPEI have
reported a significant association of the HPEl’s scales with individuals’ self-identified
type, with the Five-factor model, with the Schwartz’s Values Scales (2021), with the
Positive-Affect-Negative-Affect Scale (Watson, Clark and Tellegen, 1988), and with
Schein’s (1996) Career Anchors (Delobbe et al., 2009; Delobbe, Halin and Prémont,

2012). Section 2.4.5.2.3 of this thesis presents a detail of these studies’ results.

It is important to notice that the Enneagram Model is theoretically proposed as a set of
types or categorical variables, while the instrument used herein to measure the model
is made up of scales that provide a numerical value for each "type" and for each subject.
The resulting score indicates the degree of presence or the "strength" of the patterns

descriptive of each type within each individual.

This way of measuring types has been adopted by previous Enneagram researchers
(Newgent et al., 2004a; Giordano, 2008; Yilmaz, Gencer, et al., 2016) as it allows for the
use of multiple regression, and is shared by the other questionnaires mentioned above.
And while not theoretically accurate, this way of measuring the model aligns with the
"fuzzy" quality of these types (see Chapter 2), as people are given scores for the different

types.

To simplify the discussion, the nine measures obtained from the application of this
instrument will be referred to as Enneagram 1 or Type 1, Enneagram 2 or Type 2, etc.,
adding a conceptual label as an aide-memoire. The labels adopted are drawn from
Palmer (1995); and from Riso and Hudson (1996) and have been selected because of
their representativeness of the type's workplace behaviour. The types, names, and some

of their key features are summarised in table 24.
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Table 24: Summary of traits of the Enneagram Types.

Enneagram Type: Name (label): Summarised description:
1 The Reformer Principled, disciplined, judgemental
2 The Giver Caring, sociable, emotionally-demanding.
3 The Achiever Driven, efficient, competitive.
4 The Romantic Creative, sensitive, moody.
5 The Investigator Perceptive, analytical, socially-awkward
6 The Loyalist Committed, hard-working, anxious.
7 The Enthusiast Innovative, outgoing, impulsive.
8 The Challenger Self-assured, decisive, confrontational.
9 The Peacemaker Patient, unassuming, conformist.

5.2.2.2 Measuring Leadership Behaviours

Also looking for the greater robustness, the instrument of choice to measure the first
two groups of dependent variables, Leadership Behaviours and Perceived Leadership
Outcomes, was the most widely validated and used by the scientific community: the
MLQ, based on the Full Range Leadership model (Bass and Avolio, 1990). The model was
enriched with an additional dimension, Instrumental Leadership, recently proposed by

(Antonakis and House, 2014) to increase the robustness of the model.

5.2.2.2.1 Transformational, Transactional and Passive Leadership

The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ), 5X short is a 360-degree survey
developed by Avolio and Bass (1991) to assess the dimensions of the Full Range Theory
of Leadership: Transformational, Transactional and Passive Leadership. This instrument
contains 45 items in total, all of them answered with a five-point Likert scale (0 = Not at
all to 4 = Frequently, if not always). Thirty-six of these items measure the nine
behavioural dimensions that together comprise the three leadership styles defined by
the model. These styles conform the higher-order factors, which are, in turn, divided
into nine separate subdimensions or behaviours. The subdimensions of
Transformational Leadership are: Idealised Influence_attributed (IIA), Idealised
Influence_behaviour (lIB), Individualised Consideration (IC), Inspirational Motivation
(IM), and Intellectual Stimulation (IS). Those of Transactional Leadership are: Contingent

Reward (CR), Management-by-Exception_active (MBEA), and Management-by-
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Exception_passive (MBEP). Passive Leadership is defined only in terms of one
behaviour, Passive-avoidant or Laissez-faire (LF). It is important to remember that,
following the recommendations of Antonakis, Avolio and Sivasubramaniam (2003), this
thesis will focus the analysis and discussion on these lower-order factors or behaviours.

Appendix F provides sample items and response categories for the MLQ.

The reliability measures of the MLQ reported by Avolio and Bass (1991) are: For a
composite measure that puts together Idealised Influence (A and B) and Inspirational
Motivation (.92; .92); for Intellectual Stimulation (.83; .78); for Individualised
Consideration (.79; .78); for Contingent Reward (.80; .74); for Management-by-
Exception_active (.63; .64); and for Passive-Avoidant leadership (:84; .86), where the
first values show the internal reliabilities of the original set of samples (N=1,394) and
the second values from the replication set of samples (N=1,498). Later replications have

confirmed high levels of reliability (Avolio and Bass, 2004. P.64)

5.2.2.2.2 Instrumental Leadership

Antonakis and House (2014) developed the construct of Instrumental Leadership to
measure key leadership behaviours that they found to be missing from the Full-Range
Leadership Model (see Chapter 2). They grouped these behaviours into a dimension
they called Instrumental Leadership, developing a questionnaire to measure them.
Although the questionnaire has not been given a formal name in the literature, this
thesis has referred to it as the ILQ, as a parallel to the MLQ. The ILQ consists of eight
items that are answered with a five-point Likert scale (0 = Not at all to 4 = Frequently, if
not always). The items are grouped into four dimensions: Environmental monitoring,
Strategy formulation, Path—goal facilitation, and Outcome monitoring (Antonakis and
House, 2014, p.749). These dimensions’ reported reliability (Cronbach a) were 0.86,
0.84, 0.77 and 0.86 respectively (Antonakis and House, 2014, p.755).

The ILQ has been positively associated with employee performance (Chammas and
Hernandez, 2019), and negatively associated with followers’ stress (Rowold, Diebig and
Heinitz, 2017). This thesis used the global measure, Instrumental Leadership, as an
additional Leadership Behaviour to include in the model, and adapted the items to

measure this construct originally designed by Antonakis and House (2014) to a 360
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format, to align it with the MLQ methodology. Appendix F provides sample items and

response categories used for the ILQ.

5.2.2.3 Measuring Perceived Leadership Outcomes

Chapter 2 discussed the differences between "subjective” and “objective" measures of
leadership outcomes, each with their advantages and limitations: the former usually
entail problems of interpersonal perception, while the latter tend to suffer from
contradictions and measurement problems. This thesis has followed suggestions of best
practice (Hiller et al., 2011) by using both, to compare and contrast results, and to

mitigate their respective limitations.

The measures of "Perceived Leadership Outcomes" used for this thesis were obtained
from the second section of the MLQ. This section aims to measure the raters' perception
of leaders in three dimensions: Overall Effectiveness (EFF), Satisfaction with the Leader
(SAT), and Extra Effort (EE), with 4, 2, and 3 items respectively. The reliability reported
by the authors for these measures ranges from .82 to .84 (Avolio and Bass, 2004, p.78).

Appendix F provides sample items and response categories for this section of the MLQ.

5.2.2.4 Measuring Leadership Performance Indicators

For the last group of dependent variables, the aim was to obtain "objective"
performance data, at least at the degree of objectivity that performance is evaluated in
organisations. The main purpose was to obtain real performance indicators, as
heterogeneous as possible, to assess different dimensions of the results these leaders
obtain through their leadership. The other objective was to obtain indicators of two

important leadership outcomes according to theory: Emergence and Effectiveness.

The company’s HR department provided a database with the results of their formal
performance appraisal processes of 2018 and 2019, including repeated measures for
seven KPIs®. It should be noted that, even though these indicators have been classified

as “objective”, all of them are more or less based on discretional decisions and

10 Key Performance Indicators
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interpersonal perceptions. For example, the indicator of Financial Performance is based
on the degree to which a leader has achieved a certain set of financial objectives, but
the prior establishment of those objectives, and the degree to which they consider the
real opportunities and constraints of the environment, is entirely at the discretion of the
leaders' superiors. Appendix D provides a detailed list of measures provided by the
company. For the purpose of this research, these measures were grouped into three

clusters that are described below:

5.2.2.4.1 |Indicator of Leadership Emergence:

1) Potential for Promotion (PfP): collects the average scores for “promotability”
assigned to participants by an internal scoring committee composed of their
superior, their superior’s boss and their superior’s peers. The annual scores for 2018
and 2019 have been measured in a scale of 1 to 7 (1 = low potential, should be laid-
off; 7 = high potential and ready for promotion), and have been averaged to obtain

a single score per participant.

5.2.2.4.2 Indicators of Task Effectiveness:

2) Financial Performance (Task Outcome-Financial Performance or TOFP): collects the
average financial performance attributed to the leader in the years 2018 and 2019.
Each year, the financial performance of this company’s professionals is evaluated by
their direct superiors, assigning them a score on a Likert scale of 1 to 5 (1 = low

performance; 5 = high performance), to make them comparable with each other.

3) Task Competencies (TCA): collects the average performance rating received by the
leaders in the competencies of Analysis, Efficiency and Tolerance to Pressure in the

years 2018 and 2019, The annual scores are assessed on a scale of 1to 5 (1 = low

11 Every year, employees of this company go through a performance appraisal process in which
their performance is evaluated by their direct superiors, and that includes a competency
assessment. Each competency is assessed by a Likert-type scale from 1 to 5 (1 = low
performance; 5 = high performance).
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4)

performance; 5 = high performance). The six measures have been averaged to obtain

a single measure for Task Competencies.

Compliance Competencies (CC): it collects the average performance rating assigned
to the leaders by their superiors, regarding the competencies of Safety, and
Alignment, in the years 2018 and 2019. The annual scores are assessed on a scale of
1to 5 (1 = low performance; 5 = high performance). The four measures have been

averaged to obtain a single measure for Compliance Competencies.

5.2.2.4.3 Indicators of People Effectiveness:

5)

6)

7)

People Competencies (PC): it collects the leaders’ average performance rating given
by their superiors in the competencies of Communication, Customer Orientation and
Teamwork, in the years 2018 and 2019. The annual scores are assessed on a scale
of 1to 5 (1 = low performance; 5 = high performance). The six measures have been

averaged to obtain a single measure for People Competencies.

Employee Survey (People’s Opinion or PO): collects the average of the perceptions
that the employees of the entire area under the leaders’ direct and indirect
supervision have regarding the dimensions of “direction, accountability,
coordination and control, external orientation, leadership, innovation and learning,
capabilities, motivation, and culture and climate”*? collected in an employee survey
in the years 2018 and 2019. The annual scores of the two measures were obtained
on a scale of 0 to 100% that reflects the percentage of positive evaluations. These

two measures have been averaged to obtain a single measure for Employee Survey.

Team Survey (People’s Opinion-followers Pulse or POFP): collects the average of the
perceptions that the direct team has of the leader's actions, collected in a brief
survey referring to leadership practices that is applied twice a year, in 2018 and

2019. The scores of the four semi-annual measures were obtained on a scale of 0 to

12 Organizational Health Index (OHI) by McKinsey & Company, 2023).
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100%, reflecting the percentage of positive evaluations; and have been averaged to

obtain a single measure for Team Survey.

The measurement instruments used in this thesis are summarised in table 25.

Table 25: Summary of measurement tools included in this study.

TYPE OF MEASUREMENT | REPORTED
VARIABLE VARIABLE DIMENSIONS Abbrev. | |\NSTRUMENT RELIABILITY SOURCE
Independent Eg??;?;ﬁ'{; Enneagram Types (Scales) Enneagram HPEI rg;;?ﬁ;??ﬂ‘:ﬂ Self-
Variables Model 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9 1,2,3.. 0.71 and 0.a4 | 2ssessed
Idealized Influence (Att) 1A
Idealized Influence (Beh) 113}
Inspirational motivation 1M
Intellectual stimulation IS
. Cronbach a
Leadership | . ividqualized consideration Ic MLQ360 | ranging from
Behaviours 0.63 t0 .97
Contingent Reward CR Ratings by:
Self,
Mgmt-by-Except (Active) MBEA Superiors
: Peers
Mgmt-by-Except (Passive MBEP ’
s v Pt ( ) Followers
Laissez-Faire LF
Leadership . Cronbach a
Dependent | Behaviours Instrumental Leadership IL ILQ rnal;%nﬁ t1]°rI08|;r1
Variables )
Overall Effectiveness EFF
Perceived Cronbach a
Leadership Satisfaction with Leader SAT MLQ 360 ranging from
Qutcomes 0.82to0.84
Extra Effort EE
Potential for Promotion PfP
Financial Performance TOFP
Leadership Task Competencies TCA Company’s
Performance Compliance Competencies cc formal NFA Company
Indicat Performance Data
ndicators Peaple Competencies PC Appraisal
People's Opinion (Area) PO
Peaple's Opinion Followers(Team) POFP

5.2.2.5 Licenses and versions in languages

Permissions to use HPEl and ILQ were provided by their respective authors free of charge
and in writing. The license to use the MLQ was purchased at a discounted price for
researchers. A copy of the licenses and permits to use these instruments are provided

in Appendix G.

The MLQ and the HPEI already had versions in English, Spanish and Portuguese. The ILQ
was only available in English, so versions in Spanish and Portuguese had to be generated.

The eight items of the ILQ were translated into Spanish and Portuguese by native
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speakers of these languages who were acquainted with organisational terminology,
were back translated into English with the support of a professional Spanish-English

translator 13.

5.2.3 Data Collection in Compliance with Ethical Standards

5.2.3.1 Data Collection Strategies

This study used two main strategies for data collection: applying the questionnaires
described above through an online platform to obtain primary data, and obtaining
secondary data from company records. These are common strategies used in
quantitative designs (Creswell, 2014; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2019) as they allow

a significant amount of standardized data to be collected from a large population.

It should be noted that online data collection is becoming a common tool in research,
being an efficient and convenient alternative that allows its use in remote places, makes
it easier for subjects to decide when and where they want to respond for their
convenience or for confidentiality reasons, and minimises the risks of data entry errors

that can occur in manual surveys (Mertler, 2002).

Given the multi-national nature of this study, this alternative was the most convenient
and efficient choice. It should also be noted that many surveys and internal evaluations
of this company are usually carried out online, so the respondents were familiar with
the general procedure. In the case of this study, the platform of choice was Online
Surveys by Jisc, with a license provided by MMU. This platform is easy to use, it’'s GDPR
compliant and certified to ISO 27001 standard. Data can be downloaded in Excel sheets,
ready to upload in SPSS Statistics 26. Additionally, the online platform allowed
respondents to freely decide whether to respond or not, without external pressure of

any kind.

13 Juan Faz, from IAEA.
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5.2.3.2 Data Collection process

5.2.3.2.1 Coordination and Logistics

After the meeting with the CHRO described earlier, the researcher was contacted by the
Director of Organizational Development of the company, to discuss further details. A
meeting with the Director of OD was held by videoconference, to explain once again the
characteristics and ethical framework of the study, and to agree on the most appropriate
ways to access potential participants and their raters. The Director of OD designated a
member of his team as responsible for the logistics of the project on the company’s side.
This contact person arranged a series of virtual meetings between the researcher and
the HR business’ partners and OD specialists from the different countries and functional
areas that would be included in the study, to explain the objectives and ethical standards
of the study, and to agree on the best dates for data collection, considering the
operating restrictions existing in each division and location. It was agreed to collect the
data in three 'waves', over a period of 4 months. In parallel, the HR team provided a
demographic database and the contact information for all the potential participants and

of their 360-degree raters.

5.2.3.2.2 Preparing the Instruments

Before the beginning of the data collection period, the questionnaires in English, Spanish
and Portuguese were uploaded to the Online Surveys platform, and the correct
functioning of the questionnaires was tested by members of the company’s HR team.
Several iterations occurred until the questionnaires were ready to be accessed by
participants and raters, starting from the launch-date and throughout the data

collection period.

5.2.3.2.3 Communicating with Participants in Compliance with Ethical
Standards

The researcher prepared several documents to communicate the study, its purpose, and
its voluntary nature. These documents are included in Appendix F. Upon obtaining the
approval of the procedure and the documents by the MMU Ethics Committee, the
researcher shared them with the Company's HR team, to proceed with the information

process.
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Two weeks before data collection began, the company’s HR department sent emails,
inviting potential subjects and 360-degree raters to participate in the study, and
informing them of its characteristics. These emails explained the purpose of the study
and the voluntary nature of their participation. Additionally, they attached a Q&A with
in-depth information explaining how the data would be used, how confidentiality would
be protected, and how to contact the researcher and study oversight team. The
document made explicit that there would be no consequences for leaders or raters who
chose not to participate, and that they could choose to withdraw their data at any time,
without the need to provide a justification. In exchange for their participation, potential
subjects were offered the opportunity to receive feedback on their assessment results
directly from the researcher. Potential raters were told that if they chose to participate,
they would be contributing to the betterment of the company’s leadership practices, as
well as the purposes of this research. It should be noted that many of the raters were

study subjects themselves.

5.2.3.2.4 Collecting the Data

The questionnaires were administered through the online platform, accessible to the
participants and raters at their own convenience. As mentioned, the online data-
collection helped ensure the confidentiality of the respondents. With the authorization
of the MMU Ethics Committee, it was assumed that the mere action of answering the
guestionnaire on the Online Surveys Platform was indicative of the informed consent of

participants, given the voluntary nature of their participation.

Three waves of data-collection were carried out between December 2019 and March
2020. Each wave was initiated by an email inviting leaders and their raters to participate
in the process, containing a link to the questionnaires, and a reminder of the voluntary
nature of the study. Throughout the data-collection period, up to four automatic
reminders were sent to all subjects or raters who had not completed the assessments.
These emails again communicated that there would be no consequences for the leaders
or raters who chose not to participate, and included a link to the questionnaires.
Potential subjects or raters who chose not to answer were not identified or tracked

down in any way.
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After the data-collection process, the names and personal identification of the
participants and raters were removed from the records, so the data would not be
identifiable to anyone inside or outside the company, beyond the researcher and the

supervision team.

The data-collection process was aborted on March 13, 2020, one week before the
official deadline, due to the outbreak of the coronavirus pandemic, and the sudden
impact it had on the company's business. This meant that some potential participants

and raters who until that day had not responded to their evaluations were lost.

In April 2020, the human resources department provided the researcher with company
data from the participants' performance evaluations consisting of various measures

from the previous two years.

5.2.3.2.5 Relationship with the Company after Data Collection

In the months after data collection, the researcher gave individualized feedback to
several participants by videoconference. Participants who wished to receive these
comments were able to do so until the end of 2022. No information has been or will be
disclosed to the company or any third party, that might lead to the identification of the

answers of any individual participant or rater.

5.2.4 Data Analysis

This section introduces the techniques used for data analysis, and the rationale that
justifies them. The following chapter will make a more detailed description of the
procedure followed in the application of these methods, as well as the results that were

produced.

The choice of data analysis techniques was guided first of all by the nature and
philosophical positioning of this study (Pallant, 2016). As mentioned before, this study
opted for a nomothetic methodology and a quantitative research design (Creswell,
2014), consistent with its philosophical positioning within a critical realist ontology, its
positivist epistemology, and its descriptive nature. All the variables contemplated in this
study were quantitative, of a continuous nature, measured at interval level through

validated instruments built from items scored with Likert scales.
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This study opted for the use of Multiple Linear Regressions to examine the relationship
between numerous independent and dependent variables. Multiple linear regression is
a robust statistic procedure that linearly combines multiple independent variables to
examine the extent to which each of them is related to a dependent variable (Field,
2013), since it allows to isolate the effect of cross-contamination due to the correlation

between the independent variables (Field, 2013; Tabachnick and Fidell, 2013).

Other more sophisticated multivariate analysis techniques such as Factor analysis or
Structural equation modelling were discarded, since this thesis assumed the Enneagram
model as a given, without aspiring to question its structure or discover possible latent

variables in the model.

Pearson's correlation coefficients were only calculated as part of the preliminary
analyses, to obtain a simple first look at the relationships between all pairs of variables
under study and the sign of these relationships. They were not used to interpret results,
since they do not make it possible to isolate the effect of the cross-correlation between

the independent variables (Field, 2013).

In short, Multiple Linear Regressions were chosen to answer the research questions and
to discover if the Enneagram model in general, and its nine types (scales) in particular,

are associated with the different leadership variables under study.

On the other hand, since the theory states that the different Enneagram types have no
hierarchy, Multiple Regressions were applied using the choice of Forced Entry, which
means entering all the independent variables simultaneously in the model; unlike
Hierarchical, which presupposes an order between the scales, or Stepwise, which

prioritizes a mathematical and a-theoretical criterion (Field, 2013; pgs.321-322).

In addition, this study used some secondary methods recommended by Field (2013) to:
e Detect outliers as part of initial data cleaning (Mahalanobis test)
e Check the reliability of the scales applied (Cronbach's alpha)

e Check the assumptions to run linear regressions: normality of distribution using
Q-Q graphs, and collinearity problems using Variance Inflation Factor (VIF), prior

to Regressions
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e Analyse whether the different rater groups presented distinct rating patterns,

and therefore it was justified to treat them as different (ANOVA)

Table 26 presents a summary of main data analysis techniques used to examine this

study’s research propositions:

Table 26: Summary of Main Data Analysis Techniques used to examine the Research Propositions.
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5.3 Research Methodology: Conclusions

This chapter presented the research methodology of this study, including a discussion
of its philosophical stance, and description of its research design and methods. The
chapter included a description of the sampling strategies, the measurement
instruments, the data collection procedures and how they complied with ethical
standards, as well as the statistical techniques employed in the analysis of data. The
following chapter will describe the process followed for the treatment of the data and

the results of the preliminary analyses performed.
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Chapter 6. Data Treatment and Descriptives

The previous chapter described the research methodology adopted by this study to

explore its research questions and propositions.

This chapter describes the procedure followed and the results obtained from the
preliminary analyses practiced on the data. The first section describes the data
processing procedure, including the steps taken to prepare the databases, identify and
deal with missing data, errors, and outliers, calculate the aggregate scores for the
different scales and subscales, verify the assumptions and to evaluate normality. The
second section presents the evaluation of the reliability of the scales, and the descriptive
statistics of the different variables involved. Verification of independence between
groups of evaluators is also included in the case of variables obtained from a 360-degree
survey, and a brief description of the procedure followed to obtain them. The final
section of this chapter presents the correlation coefficients between the independent

variables and the different sets of outcome variables for each group of raters.

Chapters 7, 8 and 9 will present the results of the multiple regression analyses, which
will lead to the examination of the research propositions, following the

recommendations of Field, (2013); and Pallant, (2016).

6.1 Data Treatment and preliminary analyses

6.1.1 Data Cleaning

6.1.1.1 Preparation of database

The questionnaires were downloaded from the online surveys’ platform and a safety
copy, duly encrypted, was kept aside as a backup. The databases were consolidated in a
single Excel document, which was then uploaded into SPSS version 27. The databases
were then coded and processed in preparation for the analysis, following the indications

of (Pallant, 2016).
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6.1.1.2 Treatment of missing data

6.1.1.2.1 For the Enneagram personality Scales:

Some missing values were detected on the Enneagram scales, in other words, the
Leaders participating in the study left some questions unanswered in their personality
self-assessment. Since the measurement of personality is performed at intra-individual
level, it was decided to replace those missing values with that subject’s average score in
the other items composing that scale. Scales were calculated when a minimum of 50%
of the items for that scale had been answered. This method of computing missing values
by replacing them with the mean of the available scores for that variable and that
respondent is common practice in personality research (Van Ginkel et al., 2010) and
recommended by Hare (2003); and Bracken and Howell (2004). By applying this

procedure it was possible to preserve the sample size.

6.1.1.2.2 For Leadership Behaviours and Perceived Leadership Outcomes
(MLQ and ILQ 360-degree surveys)

The calculation of the values per Leadership Scale in the MLQ was carried out without
considering the blank items, as recommended by its correction standards (Avolio and
Bass, 2004). This method of handling missing data is equivalent to the one applied above
(Van Ginkel et al., 2010). Therefore, aggregate scores were calculated per item per rater
category. After applying this procedure, missing values were greatly reduced. E.g., an
average of .01 per case in the ratings by followers, and of .32 missing values per case in

the ratings by Self.

6.1.1.2.3 For Leadership Performance Indicators:

Finally, missing values were also detected in the indicators of leadership performance
provided by the company. Considering that all these variables were calculated as
average score of a minimum of 2 and a maximum of 6 single measures depending on
the variable, it was decided that the same method could be applied. Therefore, the
missing values for any given variable were replaced with the mean score for that variable
and that respondent, setting a minimum of at least 50% of the single measure to be

populated in order to calculate the mean.
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6.1.1.3 Aggregate scores for Scales and Subscales

Once checked for missing data, and having decided on their treatment, the aggregate
scores for each scale and subscale were calculated in SPSS, following the indications of
Pallant (2016), and the authors of the scales employed (Avolio and Bass, 2004; Delobbe,
Halin and Prémont, 2012).

6.1.1.4 Treatment of errors and outliers
The Mahalanobis distance was calculated for all cases to assess multivariate outliers

(Field, 2013). The procedure followed with each set of variables is described below.

6.1.1.4.1 For Leadership Behaviours and Perceived Leadership Outcomes
(MLQ and ILQ 360-degree)

No multivariate outlier was detected with the Mahalanobis distance (p < .001) for the
evaluations of Leadership Behaviours. On the other hand, some multivariate outliers
were located in the assessment of Perceived Leadership Outcomes: two cases in the
ratings by followers, one case in the ratings by peers, and one in those by superiors. As
multivariate outliers can cause problems for some statistical tests (Field, 2013;
Tabachnick and Fidell, 2013), and these cases only represented 0.3% of the total number

of ratings, these records were eliminated.

6.1.1.4.2 For the Leadership Performance Indicators:
One multivariate outlier was detected and eliminated from the performance variables

provided by the company, once again, representing less than 1% of the total sample.

6.1.1.4.3 For the Enneagram Scale:

The analysis of outliers was carried out by inspecting boxplots in SPSS following
recommendations by Field (2013). Two cases with univariate outliers were detected. It
was observed that these cases presented outliers in two and three of the Enneagram
scales respectively, but did not present outliers in the Leadership Behaviours scales. A
gualitative inspection of these outliers was performed at the level of the questionnaire
responses, and the outliers were found to be plausible according to the theoretical
description of the Enneagram model. Specifically, it was observed that all the unusual

values corresponded to behaviours prototypically described as "confrontational". These
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are characteristic of the Enneagram Type 8, The Challenger, and uncharacteristic of
other personality types (Riso and Hudson, 1996). Therefore, it was considered that the
transformation of these variables to reduce the impact of these outliers could have
affected valid measures of this type of personality. Consequently, it was decided not to

transform them, both for quantitative and qualitative reasons (Field, 2013).

6.1.1.5 Assumptions-checking and Normality Assessment

Normality of the distribution is an important assumption for almost any multivariate
analysis that uses continuous variables (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2013). The normality of
the distributions was analysed using Q-Q graphs for each variable (Field, 2013). Some
dimensions of Leadership Behaviour showed a slight deviation from normality in the
case of Self-ratings and followers ratings. However, according to Tabachnick and Fidell,
(2013, p.79-80), when the sample is large enough (100+ cases in the case of positive
kurtosis, 200+ in the case of negative), even a statistically significant skewness does not

make a significant difference in the analysis.

6.1.2 Reliability of the Scales
The reliability of the scales was explored, for which the Cronbach's alpha of all the
instruments was calculated, and the descriptive statistics of the variables (means,

standard deviations, minimum and maximum scores) were calculated.

6.1.2.1 Reliability of the Enneagram personality scale

Overall, it is observed that the instrument used to measure the Enneagram personality
model presented an average internal consistency of .67, reaching acceptable reliability
levels (>.70) only in the scales that measure Enneagram 2, 5 and 7; questionable
reliability levels on scales measuring Enneagram 1, 3, 4, 6, 9 (>.60); and poor reliability
in the case of the scale that measures Enneagram 8 (>.50), according to the cut-off points
proposed by Field (2013). Based on these results, it was decided to carry out a more

detailed analysis to make a decision on how to proceed.

The two lowest reliability indices were obtained for the Enneagram_8 and Enneagram_6
scales, with alphas of .50 and .61 respectively. On a closer look at the internal

consistency of these scales, it was found that item 4 of Enneagram_6 scale (“l often feel
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torn between 'having complete trust in someone' and 'having doubts about their true

m

intentions'); and item 5 of Enneagram_8 scale (“I am who | am. | instinctively know
what I want and | go for it directly and wholeheartedly") provided very low homogeneity
indices (.136 and .102 respectively), so it was considered convenient to eliminate them.
This increased the alpha of the Enneagram_6 scale from .61 to .66 and the alpha of the

Enneagram_8 scale from .50 to .55.

Enneagram 8 scale, still presenting a poor reliability index, was further analysed. A
gualitative review of the four remaining items was carried out, concluding that they each
represented different but constitutive aspects of the theoretical description of
Enneagram 8. The case was discussed with the supervisory team. After careful
consideration, it was decided to retain the scale with its remaining items, four in total,
despite its poor reliability (Field, 2013). The basis for this decision was, firstly, that
Cronbach's alpha is sensitive to the number of items, being easier to obtain a high alpha
when the number of items is high, and more difficult when the number is small (Cortina,
1993). It was considered therefore that the low overall number of items could be
influencing this result. Secondly, it was regarded as important to maintain the
theoretical integrity of the Enneagram model, so the elimination of this scale was not
contemplated as an option, and four items was considered to be a minimum. These
Alpha values are also very far from the ones reported by its authors, between .71 and
.84 depending on the scale (Delobbe, Halin and Prémont, 2012). These alpha values
suggest that the questionnaire may need further refinement and that it should be

subjected to critical examination by other teams of researchers.

This deficiency in the instrument will be kept in mind in the interpretation and discussion
of this study’s results. In particular, the results obtained for Enneagram 8 imply that they
must be interpreted with caution. This will be discussed further in the Conclusions and

suggestions for future research (chapter 12).

Table 27 shows the final values of the Cronbach's alpha coefficients obtained for the
Enneagram personality scale in the study sample, these values ranging between .55 and

.78, for the nine Enneagram Scales.
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Table 27: Cronbach’s Alpha for Enneagram personality Subscales, per rater group.

N a (95% Cl)
Enneagram_1 133 .66 (.56, .74)
Enneagram_2 133 .78 (.72, .84)
Enneagram_3 133 .65 (.56, .74)
Enneagram_4 133 .66 (.56, .75)
Enneagram_5 133 .71 (.63, .78)
Enneagram_6 133 .66 (.56, .75)
Enneagram_7 133 .71 (.62, .78)
Enneagram_8 133 .55 (.41, .66)
Enneagram_9 133 .67 (.57, .75)

Note. Cl = confidence interval.

6.1.2.2 Reliability of the MLQ and ILQ 360-degree leadership scales
Table 28 shows the coefficients of the scales measuring Leadership Behaviours and
Perceived Leadership Outcomes obtained from the 360-degree survey, considered

separately for each of the four rater groups in the study.

Regarding Leadership Behaviours, most of Cronbach's alphas were above .70, and even

several of them oscillated around .90 levels.

On the other hand, the self-assessed Leadership Behaviour scales yielded poor alpha
values (>.50) in three cases (ldealised Influence_attributed; Contingent Reward and
Laissez-Faire Leadership); and questionable alpha values (>.60) in one (ldealised
Influence_behaviour). When assessed by superiors, the scales measuring Leadership
Behaviours yielded questionable alpha values (>.60) in four of the ten measures:
(Idealised Influence_attributed; Contingent Reward; Management-by-
Exception_passive, and Laissez-Faire Leadership). Most alpha values in the case of peers
and followers yielded alpha values above .80, some above .70 and only one questionable

alpha (>.60) when followers evaluated Management-by-Exception_passive.
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Overall, the values of internal consistency that were obtained in the self-evaluation were
slightly lower than those obtained when leaders were evaluated by others, being the

perceptions of the followers those that provided higher levels of reliability.

Regarding the coefficients of the scales measuring Perceived Leadership Outcomes,
Cronbach's alphas have ranged between .70 and .92. The values of internal consistency
obtained in the self-evaluation and in the evaluation of the superiors were slightly lower
than those obtained in the evaluation of peers and followers. The Cronbach’s a
coefficient for the subscale Satisfaction with the Leader (SAT) was not calculated since

it was only composed of two items.

Table 28 shows the coefficients of the scales measuring Leadership Behaviours and
Perceived Leadership Outcomes obtained from the 360-degree survey, considered

separately for each of the four groups of raters in the study.

Table 28: Cronbach’s Alpha for Leadership Subscales (MLQ and ILQ) per rater group.

Self Superiors Peers Followers
N a(95%cCl) N a(95%Cl) N a(95%Cl) N a(95%Cl)

Leadership Behaviours

Transformational

11{A) 121 .51(.34,.64) 108 .68(.57,.77) 130 .82(.76,.86) 133 .82(.76,.86)
11(B) 129 .61(.48,.71) 110 .70(.60,.78) 131 .76(.68,.82) 133 .79(.73,.84)
IC 130 .71(.62,.78) 98 .70(.59,.79) 127 .80(.74,.85) 133 .87 (.83,.90)
IM 129 .75(.67,.82) 114 .91(.87,.93) 132 .86(.81,.89) 133 .93(.91,.95)
IS 128 .73(.64,.80) 115 .86(.82,.90) 132 .91(.88,.93) 133 .91(.88,.93)
Transactional
CR 128 .49(.33,.62) 102 .67(.55,.76) 130 .77(.69,.83) 133 .87(.83,.91)
MBEA 130 .82(.76,.87) 110 .83(.78,.88) 130 .83(.77,.87) 133 .77(.69,.83)
MBEP 123 .70(.60,.78) 108 .63(.51,.74) 129 .76(.69,.82) 133 .67(.56,.75)
Passive (LF) 127 .54 (.40,.66) 112 .61(.47,.71) 132 .77(.70,.83) 133 .76 (.68, .82)
Instrumental 129 .80 (.75,.85) 97 .84(.79,.88) 129 .89(.86,.92) 132 .93 (.91,.95)

Perceived Leadership Outcomes
EFF 126 .70(.60,.78) 107 .77(.69,.84) 131 .89 (.85,.92) 131 .88(.84,.91)

EE 129 .82(.76,.87) 94 .87(.82,.91) 131 .91(.88,.93) 131 .92(.90,.94)

Note. Cl = confidence interval; II{A) = Idealized Influence (Attributes); 1I(B) = Idealized Influence (Behaviours); IC =
Individual Consideration; IM = Inspirational Motivation; IS = Intellectual Stimulation; CR = Contingent Reward; MBEA =
Mgmt. by Exception Active; MBEP = Mgmt. by Exception Passive; LF = Laissez-Faire; EFF = Effectiveness; EE = Extra Effort.
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6.2 Descriptive Analysis

6.2.1 Characteristics of the Sample

6.2.1.1 General Description

In agreement with the VP of human resources (CHRO) of the entity, it was defined that
the sample would be made up of all the professionals belonging to the first hierarchical
levels of the organisation: C-Level, Vice Presidents, Senior Directors, Directors, and
Senior Managers, in all the countries where the company operates: Brazil, Chile, Peru,

Argentina, Colombia, Ecuador, Spain, United States, Germany, Italy and France.

The inclusion criterion was belonging to one of these levels, and the exclusion criterion

was having less than 3 months of seniority in said position.

The HR department of the company identified a total population of 144 executives

fulfilling these criteria, who were defined as the initial sample of the study.

6.2.1.2 Response Rate
Of the total number of senior leaders preselected to participate, 11 participants were
lost because they did not respond to the personality test, leaving the final sample made

up of 133 subjects (92.4% of those contacted).

Participants’ Leadership Behaviour and Perceived Leadership Outcomes was evaluated
by multiple raters, including the leaders’ superiors, their peers, and their followers, as

well as the leaders themselves.

Evaluation forms were sent to the total universe of potential raters, to mitigate the
impact of rater attrition, and to control the possibility of participants selecting only
“favourable” raters (Teddlie and Tashakkori, 2009). A total of 2121 evaluation forms
were sent to these raters, from which 1655 completed questionnaires were obtained,

representing a response rate of 78% of the total'®. Specifically, the totals obtained were:

14 This company has a long tradition and well-established discipline of conducting surveys and
online appraisals, usually obtaining response rates between 70 and 85%.
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130 Self-ratings of the participants, 129 ratings by their superiors (with an average of
1.11 evaluations for each participant®®), 730 evaluations by peers (with an average of
5.53 evaluations for each participant) and 666 evaluations by the followers (with an

average of 5.01 evaluations for each participant).

Consequently, the subsamples for each rater group were configured as follows: 130
subjects in the self-assessment group (97.7% of the participants), 116 subjects in the
group evaluated by superiors (87.2% of the participants), 132 subjects in the group
evaluated by peers (99.2% of the participants); and 133 subjects in the group evaluated

by their followers (100% of the participants).

6.2.1.3 Demographics
The subjects of this study were a group of 133 senior leaders from a single business
organisation, with an average age of 46.31 years (SD = 7.17). 78.2% of them were men

(104) and 21.8% women (29).

As for their nationality, 28.6% were Chileans, 17.3% Brazilians, 14.3% Argentines, 9%
Colombians, 7.5% Peruvians, 9.8% from other Latin American countries, 5.3% from the

USA and 8.2% from Europe.

Regarding their hierarchical level, 14.3% were CEO, VPs and Country Chairs, 44.4% were

Senior Directors, 19.5% Directors, 16.5% Senior Managers, and 5.3% Managers.

As for its functional area, 33.1% belonged to Commercial departments, 15.8% to
Operations, 10.5% to HR, 9.8% to Finance, 9.8% to Customer Service, 6.7% to IT and

14.3% to other areas.

Regarding the location of their job, 42.1% worked in Chile, 15.1% in Brazil, 7.5% in
Colombia, 7.5% in Peru, 6% in Argentina, 10.5% in other Latin American countries, 6% in

the USA, 4.5% in Europe and 0.8% in Australia.

15 In matrix structures, some participants have more than one superior.
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Participants had an average of 11.83 years of tenure in the company (SD = 6.62).
Regarding the size of the areas supervised by participants, and thus indicative of their
level of influence over company's employees, 33.1% of the study participants had direct
supervision over a team five followers or less, 48.1% supervised teams of 5-9 and 18.8%

supervised direct teams of 10 professionals or more.

Regarding the size of the areas for which they were ultimately responsible, including
employees reporting directly and indirectly to them, 26.3% of the participants
supervised areas with 20 or fewer employees, 32.3% supervised areas with 20 to 100
employees, 21.8% did it from 101 to 500 employees and 19.6% were responsible for 500

employees or more.

In terms of the number of individuals who acted as raters, a total of 668 employees of
the company completed questionnaires. Of these, 72% performed a single evaluation,
14.1% from 2 to 5, 10.6% from 6 to 10 and 3.3% between 11 and 20. Regarding the
hierarchical position that the raters had with respect to their ratees, 32 evaluated in the
role of superiors, 162 in the role of peers, 636 in the role of followers and 130 acted as
self-raters. Table 29 shows the data on the main characteristics of the four groups of

raters:
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Table 29: Sociodemographic and organisational characteristics of the raters, by rater group.

Self Superiors Peers Followers
N % N % N % N %
Gender Male 101 7717 29 90.6 120 74.1 398 62.6
Female 29 22.3 3 9.4 42 259 238 37.4
Position  Analyst - - - - 5 31 240 37.7
Senior Manager 26 20.0 2 6.3 37 22.8 145 22.8
Director 23 17.7 5 15.6 40 24.7 96 15.1
Manager 7 5.4 - - 11 6.8 91 14.3
Senior Director 58 44.6 8 25.0 53 32.7 55 8.7
CEO&VP 16 12.3 17 53.1 16 9.9 9 1.4
Area Commercial 44 33.8 16 50.0 49 30.2 176 27.7
Operations 21 16.2 6.3 25 15.5 125 19.7

2
Customer Serv. 13 10.0 4 12.5 17 10.5 80 12.6
HR 13 10.0 1 31 14 8.6 70 11.0
Finance 12 9.2 3 9.4 24 14.8 60 9.4
Other 27 20.8 6 18.7 33 20.4 125 19.6
Location  Chile 54 41.5 20 62.5 72 447 217 34.2

Brazil 19 14.6 3 9.4 26 16.2 129 20.3
Pera 10 7.7 1 31 9 5.6 63 9.9
Colombia 10 7.7 1 3.1 15 9.3 47 7.4
USA 8 6.2 3 9.4 12 7.4 39 6.1
Ecuador 6 4.6 1 3.1 5 31 39 6.1
Argentina 8 6.2 2 6.3 8 5.0 33 5.2
Europe 6 4.6 1 3.1 6 3.7 32 5.2
Others 9 6.9 - - 8 5.0 36 5.6
Age M (DT) 46.23 (7.19) 46.31 (6.08) 44.69 (7.49) 40.40 (7.86)

Regarding the language in which the participants completed the questionnaires, 80.6%
completed them in Spanish, 16.4% in Portuguese, and 3% in English. In the case of the

raters, 74.4% responded in Spanish, 24% in Portuguese and 1.6% in English.
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6.2.2 Descriptive Statistics of Independent and Dependent
Variables

An initial exploration of the data was performed by calculating the Descriptive statistics
for all the variables under study, including N, Mean, Standard deviation, and Minimum

and Maximum values in each case.

In the case of the variables that were measured using a 360-degree survey, Leadership
Behaviours and Perceived Leadership Outcomes, an ANOVA of repeated measures was
carried out, to analyse whether there were differences in the assessments of the four
rater groups (self, superior, peers and followers). In cases where the Mauchly sphericity
assumption has not been met, the results have been adjusted with the sphericity

estimate that provides the highest observed power (Field, 2013).

6.2.2.1 Descriptive statistics of the Enneagram Personality Scales

To understand the following scores, it is important to keep in mind that they were
calculated based on the answers given by each participant for each of the Enneagram
Scales (1 to 9) of the HPEI questionnaire. In other words, each individual presented
scores for each of the nine scales of the Enneagram (see justification in Chapter 5,
Methodology, Instruments). The descriptive statistics of the nine Enneagram Scales
according to the Enneagram questionnaire answered by the leaders participating from

the study are presented in Table 30.
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Table 30: Descriptive statistics for the Enneagram personality subscales.

N M SD Min Max
Enneagram_1 133 3.92 0.50 2.33 5.00
Enneagram_2 133 3.39 0.66 1.20 5.00
Enneagram_3 133 3.70 0.52 2.33 4.83
Enneagram_4 133 2.41 0.66 1.00 3.80
Enneagram_5 133 3.06 0.53 1.25 4.38
Enneagram_6 133 3.50 0.63 1.25 4.75
Enneagram_7 133 3.74 0.51 2.00 4.83
Enneagram_8 133 3.62 0.61 1.75 5.00
Enneagram_9 133 3.54 0.51 1.50 4.83

Note. M = Mean; SD = Standard deviation; Min = Minimum; Max = Maximum.

The highest score has been obtained in Enneagram_1, representing The Reformer
personality type, with an average of 3.92 and the lowest in Enneagram_4, The Romantic
personality type, with 2.41 points. This suggests that the most prevalent personality type
in the sample would be Enneagram 1 (The Reformer) and the rarest, Enneagram 4 (The

Romantic).

On the other hand, it must be considered that the measurements of the Enneagram
model considered for the analyses for the different rater groups have slight variations,
since not all the individuals in the sample who self-assessed their personality obtained
evaluations from every rater group. Table 31 collects these slight variations, showing the
descriptive statistics of the Enneagram model that will finally be used for the analysis

regarding the ratings of Self, superiors, peers, and followers respectively:
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Table 31: Means and standard deviations for the Enneagram personality subscales, per rater group

Self Superiors Peers Followers

N M SD N M SD N M SD N M SD
Enneagram_1 130 392 0.50 116 3.90 048 132 392 0.50 133 392 0.50
Enneagram_2 130 341 0.63 116 3.41 0.66 132 3.40 0.66 133 339 0.66
Enneagram_3 130 3.69 0.52 116 3.68 0.52 132 3.71 0.52 133 3.70 0.52
Enneagram_4 130 2.43 0.65 116 241 0.65 132 2.42 0.66 133 241 0.66
Enneagram_5 130 3.07 0.51 116 3.06 0.54 132 3.07 0.53 133 3.06 0.53
Enneagram_6 130 3.51 0.59 116 3.50 0.64 132 3.49 0.63 133 3.50 0.63
Enneagram_7 130 3.74 0.51 116 3.73 051 132 3.74 0,51 133 3.74 0.51
Enneagram_8 130 3.61 0.61 116 3.62 0.63 132 3.62 0.62 133 3.62 0.61

Enneagram_9 130 3.55 0.48 116 3.51 051 132 353 0,51 133 354 0.51
Note. M = Mean; SD = Standard deviation.

Finally, it is interesting to observe how the Enneagram scales were distributed in terms
of the highest score per individual subject. Although the methodology of this study does
not allow to consider this as a valid indicator of the discrete Enneagram Type of each
leader, this measure can be used to inform the analysis and discussion of results. These

data are presented in Appendix E.

6.2.2.2 Descriptive statistics of Leadership Behaviours

Table 32 shows the descriptive statistics of the assessment of the Leadership Behaviours
according to each of the rater groups. When leaders evaluated themselves, the highest
score was assigned to the Inspirational Motivation (IM) dimension of Transformational

Leadership.

When leaders are valued by their superiors, the highest score is assigned to the Idealised
Influence_attributed (lIA) dimension of Transformational Leadership, and to the
Contingent Reward (CR) dimension of Transactional Leadership. When leaders are rated
by their peers, the highest score is given to Contingent Reward (CR). And when they are
rated by their followers, the highest score is obtained by Idealised Influence_attributed
(HA). In the four groups of ratings, the lowest score is obtained by the Passive-avoidant

style.

To understand these scores, it is important to note that for Passive (LF) and

Management-by-Exception_passive, low scores are desirable, as they are considered

210



indicative of the "absence" of leadership. Although the latter is classified as
Transactional Behaviour in the model, it tends to behave statistically like Passive
Leadership, and the same authors state that its grouping with Passive Leadership is
useful (Avolio and Bass, 2004, p.3). As this thesis has followed the suggestion of
Antonakis et al. (2003), to use all these dimensions as independent behaviours, it has
not been necessary to go deeper into the discussion on how to group them into higher-
order factors. All other behaviours in this model are considered indicative of "positive"

leadership and therefore high scores are desirable.

Table 32: Descriptive statistics for Leadership Behaviours (MLQ and ILQ) per rater group.

Self Superiors
N M SD Min  Max N M SD Min  Max

Transformational

1(A) 130 4.5 045 2.75 500 115 410 051 275 5.00
11(B) 130 4.23 052 250 5.00 115 376 062 200 500
IC 130 425 051 3.00 500 113 395 058 275 5.00
IM 130 438 049 325 500 115 376 072 1.00 5.00
IS 130 423 049 275 500 116 379 072 200 5.00
Transactional
CR 130 434 043 300 500 115 410 046 250 5.00
MBEA 130 341 0.87 100 500 116 336 085 1.00 5.00
MBEP 129 1.65 064 1.00 450 115 1.89 0.66 1.00 4.50
Passive (LF) 130 1.23 037 1.00 3.00 115 142 048 1.00 3.00
Instrumental 130 4.26 044 325 500 115 391 054 250 5.00
Peers Followers

N M SD Min  Max N M SD Min  Max

Transformational

H(A) 132 388 052 243 475 133 424 050 258 5.00
11(B) 132 375 045 244 475 133 405 049 242 4383
IC 132 364 052 183 500 133 394 054 238 5.00
IM 132 378 047 250 475 133 422 054 256 5.00
IS 132 369 050 217 500 133 412 050 242 492
Transactional
CR 132 391 040 267 488 133 415 048 267 492
MBEA 131 341 049 200 442 133 339 051 175 475
MBEP 132 184 049 1.00 400 133 167 043 100 3.00
Passive (LF) 132 149 037 100 333 133 138 035 1.00 2.67
Instrumental 132 374 043 248 500 132 412 047 275 492

Nate. M = Mean; 5D = Standard deviation; Min = Minimum; Max = Maximum; lI[A) = Idealized Influence (Attributes); 11(B)
Idealized Influence (Behaviours); IC = Individual Consideration; IM = Inspirational Motivation; IS = Intellectual Stimulation;
CR = Contingent Reward; MBEA = Mgmt. by Exception Active; MBEP = Mgmt. by Exception Passive; LF = Laissez-Faire.
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6.2.2.3 Descriptive statistics of Perceived Leadership Outcomes

Table 33 shows the descriptive statistics of the 360 ratings in the three dimensions of
Perceived Leadership Outcomes, separated by rater group. In all four evaluations, the
highest score is obtained in Effectiveness and the lowest in Extra Effort (High scores are

indicative of higher perceived performance).

Table 33: Descriptive statistics for Perceived Leadership Outcomes Subscales (MLQ) per rater group.

Self Superiors
N M SD Min  Max N M SD Min  Max

EFF 130 4.27 044 267 500 114 412 055 275 5.00

EE 130 4.19 057 267 500 106 3.86 0.72 2.00 5.00
SAT 130 4.27 047 3.00 5.00 115 406 0.69 2.00 5.00
Peers Followers

N M sD Min  Max N M SD Min  Max
EFF 131 391 049 242 500 131 437 042 250 5.00
EE 131 3.48 068 150 500 131 4.10 057 222 5.00
SAT 131 3.82 059 217 500 131 4.16 056 217 5.00

Note. M = Mean; SD = Standard deviation; Min = Minimum; Max = Maximum; EFF = Effectiveness;
EE = Extra Effort; SAT = Satisfaction.

6.2.2.4 Descriptive statistics of Leadership Performance Indicators

Finally, Table 34 collects the descriptive statistics regarding the leadership performance
indicators provided by the company. Out of these, and considering the different
measurement scales, the highest score is obtained in the indicator that collects the
Opinion of the leader’s direct team (86.75) regarding the leader’s practices, and the

lowest score in the indicator is the one reflecting Potential for Promotion (4.03), in each
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case, considering the different scales of measurement?®. (High scores are indicative of

higher performance).

Table 34: Descriptive statistics for the Leadership Performance Indicators (LPI).

=+

N M SD Min Max
PfP 129 403 1.32 1.00 7.00
TOFP 124 3.44 0.32 2.75 428
TCA 124 3.48 0.37 2.33 4.67
CcC 124 3.43 0.36 2.75 4.50
PC 124 3.29 0.28 2.63 4.00
PO 114 70.17 813 49.00 89.00
POFP 110 86.75 9.62 61.75 99.67

Note. M = Mean; SD = Standard deviation; Min = Minimum; Max = Maximui;
PfP = Potential for Promotion; TOFP = Financial performance; TCA = Task
Competencies; CC = Compliance Competencies; PC = People Competencies; PO =
Opinion of Employees of the area; POFP = Opinion of direct team.

6.3 Correlations between the Variables

This section presents the Pearson correlation coefficients between the different
variables considered in this study. The information has been organized according to
those correlations that are most relevant for the purpose of this thesis, that is, those
found between the independent variables and the different sets of leadership

outcomes.

The correlation between measurements within the same group of variables, that is,
between the different Enneagram Scales, between Leadership Behaviours, between

Perceived Leadership Outcomes and between Leadership Performance Indicators, is

16 Four indicators are measured in a Likert Scale from 1 to 5: Financial performance (TOFP); Task
Competencies (TCA); Compliance Competencies (CC) and People Competencies (PC). Two
indicators that are based on Employee Surveys and measured in percentages of positive
perceptions: the Opinion of the Direct Team (POFP) and the Opinion of the Employees of the Area
as a whole (PO). Potential for Promotion is measured on a Likert scale from 1 to 7.
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also presented in each of the following sections, since each of the analyses is made up
of slightly different samples depending on the composition of each rater group. The
correlations obtained between all these variables will be summarised and discussed

preliminarily at the end of this section.

6.3.1 Enneagram Scales and Leadership Behaviours: Correlations
between the Variables

6.3.1.1 Correlations between Self-rated Enneagram Scales and Self-ratings
of Leadership Behaviours

Table 35 shows the correlation coefficients of the variables of the Enneagram
personality Model and the Leadership Behaviours. It is observed that the leader’s self-
ratings in the five dimensions of Transformational Leadership (IIA. 1IB, IC, IM and IS), the
three dimensions of Transactional Leadership (CR, MBEA and MBEP) and Instrumental
Leadership, correlated positively and significantly with eight of the nine Enneagrams
scales in the model (p < .05); whereas the correlation of Passive Leadership style (LF)

with the Enneagram_1 is negative and significant (p < .05).
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Table 35: Pearson correlations of Self-rated Enneagram personality type scores with Leadership behaviours according
to the self-perception of the leaders.
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6.3.1.2 Correlations between Self-rated Enneagram Scales and superiors
ratings of Leadership Behaviours

The results of the correlation coefficients of the Enneagram Scales with the Leadership
Behaviours evaluated by superiors collected in Table 36 indicate that only two of these
behaviours show the presence of any correlation: Idealised Influence_behaviour shows
a weak positive correlation with Enneagram_3, the Achiever (r =.274; p =.003); and
Passive-Avoidant Leadership has a weak positive correlation with Enneagram_4, the
Romantic (r = .230; p=.013) and weak negative correlation with Enneagram_6, the
Loyalist (r=-.197; p =.035). None of the other Leadership Behaviours analysed from the
perspective of superiors correlate significantly with any of the Enneagram scores that

leaders attribute to themselves.

Table 36 also shows the correlations between the self-assessed Enneagram Scales who
were effectively evaluated by superiors, that is, all the leaders who were considered for
this analysis. As the table shows, approximately half of the coefficients present a
significant positive correlation between them, ranging from mild to moderate (From

206 to .479).

Regarding the correlations between Leadership Behaviours as evaluated by superiors, it
was detected that they show several strong correlations both within and between

higher order dimensions:

e All the subdimensions within Transformational Leadership show a positive
correlation, from moderate to strong, with one another (from .447 to .671); with
Contingent Reward (from .452 to .639); and with Instrumental Leadership (from
521 to .697).

e In addition, Contingent Reward shows a positive and strong correlation to
instrumental leadership (.668); a negative and moderate correlation with
Passive-Avoidant Leadership (-.318) and Management by Exception_passive (-
.381); and no significant correlation to Management-by-Exception_active.

e Management-by-Exception_active leadership style shows a positive but weak
correlation Idealised Influence_attributed (.265).

e Management-by-Exception_passive shows a negative correlation, from weak to

moderate, with all the Transformational Leadership Behaviours (from -.185 to -
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.388); with Contingent Reward (-.381); and with Instrumental Leadership (-.355);
and a positive and strong correlation with Passive-Avoidant Leadership (.552).

Finally, Passive-Avoidant Leadership shows negative correlations: moderate in
the case of Idealised Influence_attributed (-.414), Individualized Consideration (-
.302); Contingent Reward (-.318) and Instrumental Leadership (-.322); and weak

in the case of Intellectual Stimulation (-.227).
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Table 36: Pearson correlations of Self-rated Enneagram personality type scores with superiors’ ratings of Leadership
Behaviours.
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6.3.1.3 Correlations between Self-rated Enneagram Scales and peers’
ratings of Leadership Behaviours

The results of the correlation coefficients of the Enneagram personality scales with the
Leadership Behaviours evaluated by peers are shown in Table 37. The only significant
relationships found in this analysis were: a weak positive correlation between
Enneagram_2, the Helper, and Individualized Consideration (r = .172; p = .049); and a
weak and positive correlation between Enneagram_4, the Romantic and Management-
by-Exception_active leadership style (r = .175; p =.045). No other Enneagram Scaled
presented significant correlations to any other leadership style based on the peer

perspective.

As for the correlations between the self-assessed Enneagram Scales who were
effectively evaluated by peers, that is, all the leaders who were considered for this
analysis, the correlations are very similar to the ones presented before, since the
samples of leaders considered for each analysis are almost identical. In this case, just
over half of the coefficients are significant, showing positive correlations that go from

mild to moderate (ranging between .176 and .503).

Regarding the correlation between the different Leadership Behaviours as perceived by

peers, it was detected that:

e All the Behaviours within Transformational Leadership show positive
correlations both with each other (between .521 and .826); with Contingent
Reward (from .548 to .771); and with Instrumental Leadership (between .450
and .779). All these correlations are strong, except Inspirational Motivation with
Instrumental Leadership, which is moderate (.450); reflecting that these
coefficients, in general, tend to be higher than those observed for the self-
assessment and the superiors’ assessment of leadership behaviour.

e Contingent Reward is correlated with all other Leadership Behaviours except for
Management-by-Exception_active. Once again, the correlation coefficients are
higher than those found for the Self and the superiors’ assessment, being
positive and strong with Instrumental Leadership (.759) and the different

dimensions of Transformational Leadership (from .548 to .776); and negative and
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strong with Passive-Avoidant Leadership (-.569) and Management by
Exception_passive (-.529).

Management-by-Exception_active only shows a moderate negative correlation
with Management by Exception_passive (-.318), and a weak negative correlation
with Passive-Avoidant Leadership (-.290).

Management by Exception_passive shows higher correlation values than in
previous evaluations: presenting negative correlations, from moderate to strong,
with the different dimensions of Transformational Leadership (from -.319 to --
610); with Contingent Reward (-.529), and with Instrumental Leadership (-.487),
and positive and strong in the case of Passive-Avoidant Leadership style (.746).
And finally, Passive-Avoidant Leadership shows significant negative correlations,
from moderate to strong with almost all other Leadership Behaviours (from -.304
to -.679), except for the already mentioned weak negative correlation with
Management-by-Exception_active; and the strong positive correlation with

Management-by-Exception_passive.
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Table 37: Pearson correlations of Self-rated Enneagram personality type scores with peers’ ratings of Leadership
Behaviours.
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6.3.1.4 Correlations between Self-rated Enneagram Scales and followers’
ratings of Leadership Behaviours

Table 38 shows the correlation coefficients of the Enneagram personality scales with the

Leadership Behaviours evaluated by followers.

These results indicate that only three of the Leadership Behaviours show a relationship
to an Enneagram variable: a weak positive correlation between Enneagram_5, the
Researcher, and Idealised Influence_behaviour (r = .188; p = .030); a weak positive
correlation between Enneagram_2, the Helper (r = .175; p =.044); and a weak negative
correlation between Enneagram_8, the Challenger and Intellectual stimulation (r = -

.242; p =.005).

The other Leadership Behaviours according to the perception of the followers, do not
correlate significantly with any of the other Enneagram personality scales that managers

attribute to themselves.

As for the correlations between the leaders’ self-assessed Enneagram variables who
were effectively evaluated by followers, that is, all the leaders who were considered for
this analysis, it is observed that many of them are significant and positive, showing weak

to moderate correlations (ranging from .177 to .499).

Regarding the correlations between Leadership Behaviours according to followers’

perspective, it was found that:

e All the dimensions within Transformational Leadership obtain strong positive
correlations with each other (from .675 to .834), with Contingent Reward (from
.756 to .857), and with instrumental leadership (.739 to .865), with the values of
these coefficients being the highest among all rater groups.

e Contingent Reward Leadership is significantly related to all the other Behaviours
except for Management-by-Exception_active. The coefficients are strong and
positive in the case of Instrumental Leadership (.892) and the Transformational
Behaviours (from .756 to .857); negative and strong with Passive-Avoidant
Leadership (-.542); and negative and moderate with Management by
Exception_passive (-.485). The values of these coefficients are higher than those

of Self and of superiors’ evaluations.
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Management-by-Exception_active only shows significant correlations, both
positive and weak, with ldealised Influence_behaviour (.206) and Individualized
Consideration (.173).

Management by Exception_passive shows a negative correlation from moderate
to strong with the different dimensions of Transformational (from -.421 to -.505),
Contingent Reward (-.485) and Instrumental Leadership Behaviours (-.552); and
a positive and strong relationship with Passive-avoidant style (.585).
Passive-Avoidant Leadership correlates significantly with all other Leadership
Behaviours except for Management-by-Exception_active. The correlations are
negative with almost all the Behaviours with moderate to strong coefficients (-
.375 to -.596), and positive and strong for the already reported relationship with

Management by Exception_passive style.
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Table 38: Pearson correlations of Self-rated Enneagram personality type scores with followers’ ratings of Leadership
Behaviours.
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6.3.2 Enneagram Scales and Perceived Leadership Outcomes:
Correlations between the Variables

This section presents the Pearson Correlation coefficients between the Enneagram

Scales and the Perceived Leadership Outcomes organised by rater groups.

6.3.2.1 Correlations between Self-rated Enneagram Scales and Self-Rated
Perceived Leadership Outcomes

Table 39 shows the correlation coefficients of the variables of the Enneagram
personality Model and the Perceived Leadership Outcomes measured by the MLQ 360.
It is observed that the three dimensions of Leadership Outcomes: Effectiveness, Extra
Effort and Satisfaction with Leadership, showed a weak but positive correlation with

three of the Enneagrams bases in the model (p < .05).

As for the correlation of the different dimensions of Perceived Leadership Outcomes

between them, it is observed that these are positive and strong (between .536 and .673)
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Table 39: Pearson correlations of Self-rated Enneagram personality type scores with Self-rated Perceived Leadership
Outcomes.
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6.3.2.2 Correlations between Self-rated Enneagram Scales and Superior’s
ratings of Perceived Leadership Outcomes

Table 40 shows the correlation coefficients of the self-assessed Enneagram personality
variables, with those of Perceived Leadership Outcomes, as rated by superiors. The
table shows a weak negative correlation of Enneagram_5, The Investigator, to Perceived
Leadership Outcomes (r = -.207; p = .027) and Extra Effort (r = -.200; p =.040). It also
shows positive and strong correlations between the three dimensions of Perceived

Leadership Outcomes, as rated by superiors (between .497 and .719).
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Table 40: Pearson correlations of Self-rated Enneagram personality type scores with superiors’ ratings of Perceived
Leadership Outcomes.
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6.3.2.3 Correlations between Self-rated Enneagram Scales and peers
ratings of Perceived Leadership Outcomes

Table 41 presents the correlation coefficients of the self-assessed Enneagram
personality variables, with those of Perceived Leadership Outcomes, as rated by peers.
The table shows that no significant correlation has been obtained between these

variables.

The correlations between the dimensions of Perceived Leadership Outcomes as rated
by peers are positive and strong (between .747 and .801). In fact, they are so strong,

that they would appear to be measuring the same phenomenon.
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Table 41: Pearson correlations of Self-rated Enneagram personality type scores with peers’ ratings of Perceived
Leadership Outcomes.
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6.3.2.4 Correlations between Self-rated Enneagram Scales and Follower’s
ratings of Perceived Leadership Outcomes

Table 42 the correlation coefficients of the Enneagram personality scales with Perceived
Leadership Outcomes, as valued by the followers. The only outcome dimension that
shows a significant correlation with the leaders’ personality is Satisfaction with the
Leader, which presents a weak negative correlation with Enneagram_1, the Reformer (r

=-.185; p =.035), and with Enneagram_8, the Challenger (r =-.175 p = .046).

As observed in the case of peers, the correlations between the different Perceived
Leadership Outcomes are positive and very strong (between .748 and .787), again

suggesting that followers might be evaluating based on a global perception.
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Table 42: Pearson correlations of Self-rated Enneagram personality type scores with followers’ ratings of Perceived
Leadership Outcomes.
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6.3.3 Enneagram Scales and Leadership Performance Indicators:
Correlations between the Variables

This section presents the Pearson Correlation coefficients between the independent
variables (Enneagram scales) and the Leadership Performance Indicators provided by
the company. Table 43 shows the correlation coefficients of the Enneagram personality
scales with several indicators provided by the company, referred to the individual

performance of each leader in a variety of areas.

Results indicate that two Task-Effectiveness indicators: Financial Performance (TOPF)
and Task Competencies (TCA); and two People-Effectiveness Indicators: Opinion of
direct Team (POFP) and People Competences (PC) correlated significantly with
Enneagrams personality scales: Enneagram_2: the Helper showed a weak negative
correlation with Financial performance (TOFP) (r = -.180; p =.045); and with Task
competences (r = -.204; p = .023); and Enneagram_7: the Enthusiast showed a weak
negative correlation with ‘Opinion of the direct team’ (r =-.227; p =.018). On the other
hand, Enneagram_3: the Achiever, showed a weak positive correlation with People

competences (r =.188; p =.037).

Regarding the correlations between the Enneagram personality scales for the base from
which the performance indicators were provided, most of the coefficients are
significant, showing positive correlations of mild to moderate (ranging from .186 to

.509).

Regarding the correlations between the Leadership Performance Indicators provided by
the company, all the coefficients that have been found to be significant, are positive;

particularly:

e Of Potential for Promotion with Financial performance (.371), Task
competencies (.496) and People competencies (.421).

e Of Financial performance with Task competencies (.425) and People
competencies (.311).

e Of Task competencies with Compliance competencies (.398) and People
competencies (.314).

e Of Compliance competencies with People competencies (.311).
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e Of Opinion of Employees in Area with Opinion of Direct Team (.320).
Some positive but weak correlations were also found:

e Of Potential for Promotion with Compliance competencies (.198) and ‘Opinion

of employees in area’ (.212).

234



Table 43: Pearson correlations of Self-rated Enneagram personality type scores with Leadership Performance
Indicators.
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6.3.4 Correlations between the Variables: Summary and
Conclusions

The following table provides a summary of the correlation coefficients between the
Enneagram personality scales and the different measures of Leadership Behaviours, as
evaluated by Self, superiors, peers, and followers. To synthesise the information in a
single view, only the dimensions that present a significant level of correlation have been
included, represented by their abbreviation, indicating their level of significance (* p <

.05; ** p <.01), and indicating their direction with a (+) or a (-) sign.

Table 44: Summary of Pearson correlations of Self-rated Enneagram personality type scores with Leadership
Behaviours, according to the different rater groups.

SUMMARY OF CORRELATIONS OF ENNEAGRAM SCALES WITH LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOURS
SELF SUPERIORS PEERS FOLLOWERS

(#) IM**, IL**, IS*, CR*, MBEA*

Enneagram_1 () LE* — — —

Enneagram_2 (+) MBEA* _ (+) 1c* (+)1c*
Enneagram_3 * 'M“'(_I)I?;l o It (+) u** _ _
Enneagram_4 _ (+) LF* (+) MBEA* _
Enneagram_5 (+) MBEP** _ _ (+) np*
Enneagram_6 (+) MBEA**, IS* (-) LF* — —
Enneagram_7 (+) UB**, IS**, LIA*, IM*, IL* _ _ _
Enneagram_8 (+) IB*, MBEA* _ _ (<) 15**
Enneagram_9 (+) IC**, IM**, IL**, IS* — —_ —

Note. (+) = Positive correlation; (-) Negative Correlation; II(A) = Idealised Influence (Attributes); II(B) = Idealised

Influence_behaviour; IC = Individualised Consideration; IM = Inspirational Motivation; IS = Intellectual Stimulation; CR

= Contingent Reward; MBEA = Mgmt. by Exception Active; MBEP = Mgmt. by Exception Passive; LF = Laissez-Faire.
*p<.05; **p<.01.

The following table provides a summary of the correlation coefficients between the
Enneagram personality scales and the different dimensions of Perceived Leadership
Outcomes, as evaluated by Self, superiors, peers, and followers. To provide a
summarised view with all the information, only the dimensions that present a significant
level of correlation have been included, represented by their abbreviation, indicating
their level of significance (* p < .05; ** p <.01), and indicating their direction by means
of a (+) or a (-) sign.
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Table 45: Summary of Pearson correlations of Self-rated Enneagram personality type scores with Perceived Leadership
Outcomes, according to the different rater groups.

Summary of
Findings

Enneagram_1
Enneagram_2
Enneagram_3
Enneagram_4
Enneagram_5
Enneagram_6
Enneagram_7
Enneagram_8

Enneagram_9

SUMMARY OF CORRELATIONS OF ENNEAGRAM SCALES WITH PERCEIVED LEADERSHIP OUTCOMES

Self Super

(+) EE**; SAT*

(+) EFF**; EE**; SAT*

(-) EFF*

(+) EFF*; EE**

(+) EFF**; SAT**

iors

3 EE*

Peers

Followers

(-) sAT*

(-) sAT*

Note. (+) = Positive correlation; (-) Negative Correlation; EFF = Effectiveness; EE = Extra Effort; SAT = Satisfaction.
*p<.05 **p<.01.

The following table provides a summary of the correlation coefficients between the

Enneagram personality scales and the Leadership Performance Indicators, grouped into

three different clusters: Emergence, Task Effectiveness and People Effectiveness. To

provide a summarised view with all the information, only the dimensions that present a

significant level of correlation have been included, represented by their abbreviation,

indicating their level of significance (* p <.05; ** p <.01), and indicating their direction

by means of a (+) or a (-) sign.
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Table 46: Summary of Pearson correlations of Self-rated Enneagram personality type scores with Leadership
Performance Indicators, grouped per category.

SUMMARY OF CORRELATIONS OF ENNEAGRAM SCALES WITH LEADERSHIP PERFORMANCE
Summary of INDICATORS

Findings Emergence Indicators Task Eff-ectlveness People Effectlveness
Indicators Indicators

Enneagram_1

Enneagram_2 (-) TOFP*; TCA* _
Enneagram_3 (+) PC*
Enneagram_4

Enneagram_5

Enneagram_6

Enneagram_7 (-) POFP*
Enneagram_8

Enneagram_9

Note. PfP = Potential for Promotion; TOFP = Financial Performance; TCA = Task Competencies (Efficiency, Analysis,
Dealing with Pressure); CC = Compliance Competencies (Safety, Alignment); PC = People Competences
(Communication, Teamwork, People Development, Customer Care); PO = Opinion of employees in area’ (people
survey on whole area); POFP = Opinion of direct team (semi-annual pulse on leadership practices).

*p<.05; ** p<.01..

The main conclusion that can be drawn from the previous analysis is that the total
number of significant correlations between independent and dependent variables is
very low, considering the large number of variables involved. Even in the case of
correlations of the self-rated Enneagram scales with the self-rated Leadership
Behaviours, the number of significant relationships between independent and
dependent variables is only 10 (of a total of 90 possible correlations). However, even in
this case, none of the significant correlations found was strong (>.50), only a few were
moderate (>.30), and most were weak (>.10), according to the cut-off points proposed
by Cohen (1988). In sum, the results of the analysis of the correlations between
independent and dependent variables anticipate that a low association will be found

through the multiple regressions.

This contrasts with the large number of moderate and strong correlations found
between measures within the same set of variables: between the Enneagram scales,

between Leadership Behaviours; between Perceived Leadership Outcomes and
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between Leadership Performance Indicators. In the case of the Enneagram
measurement, the high correlation found between its different scales, together with the
low reliability measures reported by this study for these scales, suggest that the
instrument used to measure the independent variables does not adequately
discriminate between the different types of personality described by the Enneagram
personality model. That is, some measurement problems are already evident that will
likely affect subsequent analyses. This will be considered and discussed when
interpreting the results of this study. Having said this, it is also necessary to comment
that the analyses prior to the multiple regression verified that the minimum
assumptions to execute it were met, such as the absence of multicollinearity, as will be

reported in the next chapter.

6.4 Ex Post Analysis: Checking for Common Method
Variance

It was considered necessary to check whether the relationships between self-rated
Enneagram and self-rated Leadership Behaviour could be potentially affected by
Common Method Variance or CMV (Podsakoff et al., 2003b). CMV is a methodological
problem that can occur when the variance in observed variables is influenced by
measurement artifacts, yielding an artificial correlation that does not reflect the true
underlying constructs. One of the cases in which CMV is typically observed is when the
various constructs are assessed through self-report surveys (George and Mallery, 2009).
Another possible cause of CMV is item similarity (Podsakoff et al., 2003b), as can happen
when the constructs being examined are both operationalised in terms of behaviours,

such as Personality and Leadership Behaviour.

To check for the presence of Common Method Variance, Harman's single factor test was
performed (Harman, 1967). This is one of the most used tests to diagnose CMV
(Krishnaveni and Deepa, 2013; Fuller et al., 2016). The test was run on SPSS following
the steps suggested by Analysis INN (2020) with all the self-assessed variables of the
study, the Enneagram scales and the self-rated Leadership Behaviours, since they are

the most potentially affected by CMV. The analysis found that the total variance
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extracted by a single factor ranged between 10.00% (for Management-by-
Exception_passive) and 11.16% (for Inspirational Motivation), well below the 50% cut-
off point proposed by Harman (1967). The detail of these results can be found in

Appendix H.

Although many authors have criticized the Harman one-factor test for Common Method
Variance (Podsakoff and Organ, 1986; Malhotra, Kim and Patil, 2006), a study by Fuller
et al. (2016) empirically demonstrated that the Harman test only fails to detect CMV
when it is elevated at levels higher than 70%. So, based on this analysis, it can be
reasonably assumed that CMV was not a major problem affecting the results of this

study.

6.5 Data Treatment and Descriptives: Conclusion

The current chapter described the procedure followed and the results obtained from
the preliminary analyses practiced on the data. More specifically, it presented the
procedure followed for data treatment, the evaluation of the validity and reliability of
the scales, the calculation of the descriptive statistics of the variables involved, and the
correlation coefficients between the independent variables and the different sets of

outcome variables, always separately for each rater group.

The next chapter will present the results of the multiple regression analyses and the
examination of the research propositions regarding the relationship of the Enneagram
Personality Model to Leadership Behaviours, as perceived by the different rater groups.
The following two chapters will do the same regarding the other two sets of dependent

variables: Perceived Leadership Outcomes and Leadership Performance Indicators.
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Chapter 7. Results: The Enneagram Model
and Leadership Behaviour

The purpose of this thesis is to address the relationship between the Enneagram model
and Leadership. In order to do so, it has established three research objectives, each
addressing the relationship between the Enneagram and three distinct sets of
leadership outcome variables: (1) Leadership Behaviours, (2) Perceived Leadership

Outcomes, and (3) Leadership Performance Indicators provided by the company.

To facilitate the navigation and understanding of the information, the results of this
investigation will be presented in three different chapters, organised according to its

three Research Obijectives.
The current chapter will present the results regarding Research Objective 1:

To examine the relationship between the Enneagram Types and Leadership Behaviours,

from the perspective of superiors, peers, followers, and leaders themselves.

And its related Research Propositions:

e RP1:The Leadership Behaviour of a group of leaders will be perceived differently
depending on who evaluates it: the leaders themselves, their superiors, peers,

or followers.

e RP2: Leaders’ self-assessed Enneagram-type scores will be significantly

associated with self-ratings of their Leadership Behaviour.

e RP3: Leaders’ self-assessed Enneagram-type scores will be significantly

associated with superiors’ ratings of their Leadership Behaviour.

e RP4: Leaders’ self-assessed Enneagram-type scores will be significantly

associated with peers’ ratings of their Leadership Behaviour.

e RP5: Leaders’ self-assessed Enneagram-type scores will be significantly

associated with followers’ ratings of their Leadership Behaviour.

These are represented in Figure 5.
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Figure 5: Conceptual Framework of the relationship between the Enneagram and Leadership Behaviours.

Results relevant to this Research Objective will be presented in the following order: First,
Research Proposition 1 will be examined through an ANOVA of repeated measures to
establish the independence between rater groups (self, superiors, peers, followers) in

the case of the variables measured with a 360.

Second, it will examine the results of the Multiple Linear Regressions performed to
explore the association between the Enneagram Model and Perceived Leadership
Outcomes, separately for each of the rater groups, establishing in each case whether or
not the findings support the validity of Research Propositions 2-5. The chapter will end
with a summary of the results, highlighting the main findings about the relationship
between the Enneagram Model and Leadership Behaviours. The next two chapters will

replicate this structure, in relation to Research Objectives 2 and 3.

The connections and contradictions of these findings with existing literature, as well as

their implications for theory and practice will be discussed in Chapters 10 and 11.

It should be remembered at this point that this presentation of results will use,
interchangeably, the terms "Enneagram Type Score", "Enneagram Type" or simply,
"Enneagram", followed by a number from 1 to 9, to refer to the nine independent
variables measures in this study. In all cases, these terms will refer to numerical variables
resulting from the application of nine scales that make up the HPEI, an instrument
designed by Delobbe, Halin and Prémont (2012) to measure Enneagram types as if they
were continuous variables (see detail in Chapter 5). Scores for each "type" are calculated
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based on each participant's responses on each Enneagram subscale. In other words,

each participant in the study obtained scores for each of the nine Enneagram types.

7.1 Leadership Behaviour: Analysing Independence
between Rater Groups

This section presents the key findings of the ANOVA of repeated measures to establish
the independence between rater groups (self, superiors, peers, followers) in the case of
the variables measured with a 360-degree survey, and discusses the implications of

these findings regarding Research Proposition No. 1.
Research Proposition 1 stated that:

The Leadership Behaviour of a group of leaders will be perceived differently
depending on who evaluates it: the leaders themselves, their superiors, peers,

or followers.

Accordingly, it has been checked whether the scores that participants obtain in each of
the Leadership Behaviours (or subscales of the Leadership Behavioural Styles) differ

depending on the rater group.

The results for the subscales of Transformational Leadership indicate that the scores
vary significantly in the dimensions of: Idealised Influence_attributed (F(3, 336) =
17.901, p <.001, n? =. 138); Idealised Influence_behaviour (F(3, 336) =32. 707, p <.001,
n? = . 226); Individualised Consideration (F(3, 330) = 35.019, p < .001, n? = . 241);
Inspirational Motivation F(2.74, 307.03) = 45.983, p < .001, n? = . 291); and Intellectual
Stimulation F(2.72, 306.85) = 36.957, p < .001, n? = . 246).

The results for the subscales of Transactional Leadership indicate that the scores vary
significantly in the dimensions of: Contingent Reward (F(3, 336) = 24.202, p < .001, n? =
. 178); and Management-by-Exception_passive F(2.76, 309.37) = 5.355, p = .002, n? = .
046).

In Passive-Avoidant Leadership (F(3, 336) =9.578, p <.001, n? = . 079) and Instrumental
Leadership (F(3, 336) = 37.155, p < .001, n? = . 249) the means obtained by the

participants also vary significantly.
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In general, it is observed that there was a large difference between rater groups in the

case of behaviours associated with Transformational Leadership, also large in the

behaviours of Contingent Reward and Instrumental Leadership, and from insignificant

to medium in both Management by Exception_ passive and active and in Passive-

Avoidant Leadership. Table 47 summarises these findings, and the detail and sign of

these differences is presented below.

Table 47: Means, standard deviations and one-way ANOVAs for the subscales of the Leadership Behaviours (MLQ and

ILQ) per rater group.
Self Superiors Peers Followers
N M SD N M SD N M 5D N M SD P
Transformational
1I(A) 113 4.13 046 113 4.09 0.52 113 3.86 0.50 113 4.28 0.46 <.001*
11(B) 113 4.23 0.50 113 3.75 0.63 113 3.72 0.43 113 4.06 0.49 <.001*
IC 111 4.26 0.53 111 3.93 0.58 111 3.61 0.48 111 3.96 0.53 <.001*
IM 113 4.37 0.48 113 3.76 0.72 113 3.76 0.44 113 4.24 0.51 <.001*
IS 114 4.21 0.49 114 3.78 0.72 114 3.62 0.47 114 4.14 0.49 <.001*
Transactional
CR 113 4.34 0.43 113 4.09 0.47 113 3.89 0.40 113 4.16 0.48 <.001*
MBEA 113 3.49 0.84 113 3.36 0.86 113 346 0.47 113 3.39 0.50 .392
MBEP 113 1.65 0.64 113 1.88 0.66 113 1.83 0.49 113 1.69 0.43 .002%*
Passive (LF) 113 1.25 0.38 113 1.41 0.48 113 1.50 0.38 113 1.40 0.36 <.001*
Instrumental 113 4.24 043 113 390 0.54 113 3.69 0.41 113 4.13 0.46 <.001*

Note. M = Mean; SD = Standard deviation; Ii(A) = Idealized Influence (Attributes); 1i(B) = Idealized Influence
(Behaviours); IC = Individual Consideration; IM = Inspirational Motivation; IS = Intellectual Stimulation;, CR =

Contingent Reward, MBEA = Mgmt.. by Exception Active; MBEP = Mgmt. by Exception Passive; LF = Laissez-Faire.

*p<.05

When comparing between pairs of rater groups, it is found that:

Within Transformational Leadership:

- ldealised Influence_attributed obtains a higher assessment by followers (4.28)

than by peers (3.86) (p < .001); and that of superiors (4.09) (p = .007); a higher

self-rating (4.13) that the rating assigned by the peers (3.86) (p = .001); and a

higher rating by superiors (4.09) than that of peers (3.86) (p = .001).

- Idealised Influence_behaviour, shows a higher self-assessment (4.23) than the

rating made by peers (3.72) (p < .001), superiors (3.75) (p < .001) and followers

(4.06) (p =.031); and a higher rating of followers (4.06) than that of peers (3.72)

(p <.001) and superiors (3.75) (p < .001).
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- Individualised Consideration shows a higher leader’s self-assessment (4.26) than
the evaluation made by peers (3.61) (p < .001), superiors (3.93) (p < .001) and
followers (3.96) (p < .001); a higher rating of followers (3.96) than that of peers
(3.61) (p <.001); and a higher rating of superiors (3.93) than that of peers (3.61)
(p < .001).

- Inspirational Motivation shows a higher self-assessment (4.37) than the
assessment made by superiors (3.76) (p < .001) and peers (3.76) (p < .001); and
a higher rating of followers (4.24) than that of superiors (3.76) (p < .001) and
peers (3.76) (p < .001).

- The Intellectual Stimulation factor shows a higher self-assessment (4.21) than
the evaluation of peers (3.62) (p < .001) and superiors (3.78) (p < .001); and a
higher evaluation of followers (4.14) than that of peers (3.62) (p < .001) and
superiors (3.78) (p < .001).

Within Transactional Leadership:

- Contingent Reward shows a higher self-rating (4.34) than the rating by peers
(3.89) (p < .001), superiors (4.09) (p < .001) and followers (4.16) (p = .013); a
higher followers’ rating (4.16) than that by peers (3.89) (p < .001); and a higher
rating by superiors (4.09) than that of peers (3.89) (p < .001).

- Management-by-Exception_passive has a lower self-rating (1.65), than the rating
made by the superiors (1.88) (p = .047); and a lower rating of followers (1.69)
than that of superiors (1.88) (p = .014) and peers (1.83) (p = .027).

In Passive-Avoidant Leadership:

- The self-assessment of leaders (1.25) is lower than the assessment by peers
(1.50) (p < .001), superiors (1.41) (p = .020) and followers (1.40) (p = .014).

- It should be remembered that, as many authors point out, lower scores are
desirable in the case of Management-by-Exception_passive and Passive-
Avoidant Leadership, and they are often grouped together (Antonakis, Avolio
and Sivasubramaniam, 2003, p.266; Avolio and Bass, 2004, p.3). Thus, the
general trend continues that leaders' perceptions of their own leadership

behaviour are more positive than the perceptions of others.
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In Instrumental Leadership:

- The self-assessment of leaders (4.24) is higher than the assessment made by
peers (3.69) (p < .001) and superiors (3.90) (p < .001); the rating of followers
(4.13) is higher than that of peers (3.69) (p < .001) and superiors (3.90) (p =.002);
and the rating of superiors (3.90) is higher than that of peers (3.69) (p < .001).

In summary, the results of the successive one-way ANOVA analyses, confirm that the
different rater groups exhibit significantly different patterns of ratings of in all

Leadership Behaviours except MBEA.
Therefore, RP 1 is supported.

This result also justifies the need of performing a separate analysis per rater group when
evaluating the association between the Leaders’ Enneagram type and the ratings of
Leadership Behaviour. The results of these analyses are presented in the sections that

follow.

7.2 The Enneagram Model and Self-Ratings of
Leadership Behaviour

7.2.1 Detail of Findings

This section presents the main findings of the multiple linear regressions performed to
examine the relationship between the Enneagram personality Model, self-assessed by a
group of leaders, and their self-rated Leadership Behaviours. The validity of Research
Proposition 2 will be examined in relation to these results, followed by a summary of

the key findings.
Research Proposition 2 proposed that:

Leaders’ self-assessed Enneagram-type scores will be significantly associated

with self-ratings of their Leadership Behaviour.

Table 48 shows the results of multiple linear regression analyses of self-rated
Transformational Leadership styles, with respect to the subscales of the Enneagram
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personality model. For Idealised Influence_attributed dimension of this leadership style,
Enneagram 9, The Peacemaker, obtains a significant yet small beta value of B = .245,
with no other Enneagram types presenting statistically significant coefficients. The value
of the adjusted coefficient of determination (R?%agjusted) revealed that the model explains

the 7.4% of the variance in this leadership behaviour.

For the dimension of Idealised Influence _behaviour, The Enthusiast, or Enneagram 7,
obtains a significant and moderate beta value of § =.379, followed by the weak values
of Enneagram 9, The Peacemaker (B =.201) and Enneagram 8, the challenger (B =.187).
The complete model explains the 13.7% of variance in this dimension of

Transformational Leadership.

In the case of Individualised Consideration, Enneagram 9, The Peacemaker, obtains a
significant and moderate beta value of (B = .334; and the model explains 7.1% of the

variance in this dimension.

For the dimension of Inspirational motivation, once again Enneagram 9, The
Peacemaker, obtains a significant and moderate beta value of B = .344, followed by
Enneagram 1, The Reformer with a weak value of f =.212. The model explains 17.6% of

the variance in this dimension.

Finally, in the case of Intellectual Stimulation, Enneagram 7, The Enthusiast, obtains a
significant and moderate beta value of (B = .320), followed by the weak and negative
value of Enneagram 2, the Giver (B = -.238) and a positive value of Enneagram 9, The
Peacemaker (B =.224). The model accounts for 14.8% of the variance in this leadership

substyle.

There are no collinearity problems since the values of the variance inflation factor VIF
are lower than 10 and tolerance statistics are higher than 0.10. In all models, the Durbin-
Watson indicator was close to 2 thus fulfilling the assumption of independence of

residuals.
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Table 48: Multiple regression analysis of self-assessed Enneagram type scores and self-assessed Leadership
Behaviours comprised by the Transformational Leadership Style.
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Multiple linear regression analyses of Transactional Leadership styles with respect to the

subscales of the Enneagram personality model are presented in Table 29.

In the case of Contingent Reward Leadership behaviour, this model only explains 5.6%
of the variance, and is not statistically significant (F(9, 120) = 1.848; p = .066). None of

the coefficients shown by the independent variables is significant either.

In the case of Management-by-Exception_active, Enneagram 6, The Loyalist obtains a
significant and moderate beta value of B = .368, followed by the weak value of
Enneagram 8, The Challenger (B = .198); and the model explains 14.6% of the variance

of this dependent variable.

For Management-by-Exception_passive, the model explains 5.4% of the variance and
again, has not achieved statistical significance (F(9, 119) = 1.805; p = .074). Regarding
the coefficients of the different independent variables, the only one that has achieved
statistical significance has been Enneagram 5, The Investigator with a weak value of B =

.290.

According to VIF values (< a 1.65) and tolerance statistics (between .60 and .83) no
problem of collinearity is observed; and, according to the Durbin-Watson statistic

(between 1.80 and 2.08) the assumption of independence of residuals is fulfilled.
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Table 49: Multiple regression analysis of self-assessed Enneagram type scores and self-assessed Leadership
Behaviours comprised by the Transactional Leadership Style.

+

Variables B B t p T VIF Maodel
Constant 2.695 5.204 .000**
Enneagram 1 072  .084 769 444 614 1.629 R2- 122
Enneagram 2 -.055 -.082 -.809 420 718 1.393
Enneagram 3 11 136 1.301 196 667 1.499 R - 056
Enneagram 4 -120 -.184 -1.771 .079 .681 1.468 galusted
CR Enneagram5 141 169 1.694 .093 736 1.358 | F(9, 120) = 1.848;
Enneagram 6 062 .086 .912 364 823 1.215 p=.066
Enneagram 7 089 106 1.044 .299 .716 1.397
Enneagram 8 017  .024 243 .808 .756 1.322 D-W=1.986
Enneagram 9 08 0 L1210 1.202 232 717 1.394
Constant -.165 -.164 .870
Enneagram 1 -077 -.044 -422 674 614 1.629 g2
Enneagram 2 143 104 1.080 .282 .718 1.393 =-205
Enneagram 3 05 063 633 528  .667 1.499 R - 146
Enneagram 4 -061 -046 -466 .642 .681 1.468 cojusted
MBEA Enneagram 5 099 .058 611 542 736 1.358 | F(9, 120) = 3.443;
Enneagram 6 540 368 4.102 .000** .823 1.215 p=.001**
Enneagram 7 -120 -.070 -724 470 716 1.397
Enneagram 8 282  .198 2.113 .037* 756 1.322 D-W = 2.080
Enneagram 9 106 .058  .606 546 717 1.394
Constant 813 1.039 301
Enneagram 1 -120 -.089 -.807 421 609 1.643 R2 =
Enneagram 2 47 0 146 1.441 152 720 1.388 =-120
Enneagram 3 045  .036  .346 730 668 1.496 R _ 054
Enneagram 4 040 -041 -388 .699 .674 1.483 aolusted =
MBEP Enneagram 5 365 .290 2.867 .005%* 724 1.381 | F(9, 119)=1.805;
Enneagram 6 008 .007 .078 938 827 1.209 p=.074
Enneagram 7 -190 -.150 -1.478 .142 719 1.391
Enneagram 8 148 141 1.418 159 748 1.338 D-W = 1.655
Enneagram 9 -066 -.050 -487 .627 717 1.395

Note. CR = Contingent Reward; MBEA = Mgmt by Exception Active; MBEP = Magmt by Exception Passive; T=
Tolerance; VIF = Variance inflation factor; D-W = Durbin-Watson; *p <.05, **p <.01.

The multiple linear regression analysis of Passive-Avoidant Leadership style with respect
to the type scores for the Enneagram personality model is presented in Table 50. The
model explains 5.3% of variance but has not been found significant (F(9, 120) = 1.808; p
=.073); likewise, none of the coefficients of the independent variables have not been
significant except for the negative contribution of the Enneagram 1, The Reformer (B =

-.228).

No collinearity problems are observed according to the values of VIF (< a 1.63) and the
tolerance statistics (between .60 and .83); and the assumption of independence of

residuals is fulfilled according to the value of Durbin-Watson of 1.806.
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Table 50: Multiple regression analysis of self-assessed Enneagram type scores and self-assessed Laissez-Faire (or
Passive) Leadership Behaviour.

Variables B 8 t P T VIF Model

Constant 1.924 4,337  .000**

Enneagram 1 -168  -.228 -2.084 .039* .614 1.629 R? = 119

Enneagram 2 .063 109 1.074 .285 718 1.393 ’

Enneagram 3 .040 .057 .545 .587 .667 1.499 .

Enneagram 4 085 151 1.459 .147 681 1.468 Redjusted =.053
Passive (LF) Enneagram 5 .088 123 1.232 221 736 1.358 | F(9, 120) = 1.808;

Enneagram 6 .029 .148 .503 .616 .823 1.215 p=.073

Enneagram 7 -.049 -.068 -.670 .504 716 1.397

Enneagram 8 -090 -.150 -1.522 .131 .756 1.322 D-W = 1.806

Enneagram 9 -132 -.173 -1.713 .089 717 1.394

Note. LF = Laissez-Faire; T = Tolerance; VIF = Variance inflation factor; D-W = Durbin-Watson; *p < .05, **p < .01.

Finally, the multiple linear regression analysis of Instrumental Leadership style according
to the self-assessment of the leaders in relation to the Enneagram personality subscales
is included in the table 51. With regards to the individual scales, the only significant
coefficients were obtained by Enneagram 9, The Peacemaker, with a moderate beta
value of B =.358, followed by the negative and weak value of Enneagram 2, the Giver (B
=-.247) and the positive and weak of Enneagram 7, The Enthusiast (f = .203). Overall,

the model explains 16.8% of the variance of Instrumental Leadership.

There are no collinearity problems according to VIF (< a 1.63) and the tolerance values
(between .61 and .83), and once again, the assumption of independence of residuals is

accomplished, with a Durbin-Watson value of 2.328.

Table 51: Multiple regression analysis of self-assessed Enneagram type scores and self-assessed Instrumental
Leadership Behaviour.

Variables B B t p T VIF Model

Constant 1.807 3.619 .000*

Enneagram 1 125 141 1373 172 614 1.629 2= 226

Enneagram 2 -171  -.247 -2.608 .010* .718 1.393 ’

Enneagram 3 .073 .088 .890 375  .667 1.499 5

Enneagram 4 -075 -111 -1.141 256 .681 1.468 R adustea =168
Instrumental Enneagram 5 .058 .067 .721 472 736 1.358 | F(9, 120) = 3.899;

Enneagram 6 .047 .064 722 472 .823 1.215 p<.001**

Enneagram 7 177 203 2.143  .034* 716 1.397

Enneagram 8 .080 111 1.204 231 756 1.322 D-W =2.328

Enneagram 9 327 .358 3.777 .000** 717 1.394

Note. T = Tolerance; VIF = Variance inflation factor; D-W = Durbin-Watson,; *p <.05, **p < .01.
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7.2.2 The Enneagram Model and Self-Ratings of Leadership
Behaviour: Summary

Overall, the Enneagram model as a whole explained between 5.3% and 17.6% of the
total variance in self-rated Leadership Behaviours. Most of these percentages were
statistically significant, with the exception of Laissez-Faire, and Management-by-
Exception_passive. Interestingly, the two behaviours whose variance could not be
explained by the model are those in which low scores (rather than high) are considered
desirable!’, since Laissez-Faire is defined as absence of leadership, and Management-
by-Exception_passive refers to leaders who only intervene when things have already
gone wrong (Avolio and Bass, 2004). All socially desirable leadership behaviours were

significantly explained by the model, when self-assessed by the leaders.

Regarding the results found for the individual scales of the Enneagram, the total number
of significant associations between the nine subscales and the ten self-rated Leadership
Behaviours was very low: only 17 in total (out of a possible total of 90), of which, six

were moderate and 11 weak.

On the other hand, seven of the nine Enneagram subscales had a significant association
to at least one self-rated Leadership Behaviour. The highest number of significant
associations was shown by Type 9, the Peacemaker, with six associations; followed by
Type 7, the Enthusiast, with three associations. Types 1, the Reformer, 2, the Giver, and
8, the Challenger, showed two significant associations each. The other types yielded
only one significant association (Types 5, the Investigator and 6, the Loyalist), or none

(Types 3, the Achiever and 4, the Romantic).

Taking all this evidence together, RP 2 is partially supported.

7 In line with this and following the trends of the normative data for the MLQ, the mean scores
for the Leadership Behaviours with low desirability are always lower than 1.9, and the mean
scores for the scales with high desirability are higher than 3.6, regardless of the rater group (see
Chapter 6).
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This means that it can be claimed that these results provide mixed support to the
proposition that Leaders’ self-assessed Enneagram-type scores will be significantly

associated with their self-ratings of their Leadership Behaviour.

The figures below present a summary of the significant relationships between the
Enneagram scales and the Leadership Behaviours. Only the significant relationships are
displayed, indicating their degree of significance, *p<.05 or **p<.01. These findings are
discussed in Chapters 10 and 11, delving into their possible explanation and their

connections to Literature.

Figure 6: Findings on the relationship between Enneagram type 1 (The Reformer) and self-rated Leadership
Behaviours.
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Figure 7: Findings on the relationship between Enneagram type 2 (The Giver) and self-rated Leadership Behaviours.

Figure 8: Findings on the relationship between Enneagram type 5 (The Investigator) and self-rated Leadership
Behaviours.
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Figure 9: Findings on the relationship between Enneagram type 6 (The Loyalist) and self-rated Leadership Behaviours.

Figure 10: Findings on the relationship between Enneagram type 7 (The Enthusiast) and self-rated Leadership
Behaviours.
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Figure 11: Findings on the relationship between Enneagram type 8 (The Challenger) and self-rated Leadership
Behaviours.

Figure 12: Findings on the relationship between Enneagram type 9 (The Peacemaker) and self-rated Leadership
Behaviours.
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7.3 The Enneagram Model and Superiors’ Ratings of
Leadership Behaviour

7.3.1 Detail of Findings

This section presents the main findings of multiple linear regressions exploring the
relationship between the self-assessed Enneagram personality types of a group of
leaders and their Leadership Behaviours, as rated by their superiors. Once again, it is
necessary to keep in mind that the Enneagram types were measured using numerical
scales. The validity of Research Proposition 3 will be examined in relation to these

results, followed by a summary of the key findings.
Research Proposition 3 stated that:

Leaders’ self-assessed Enneagram-type scores will be significantly associated

with superiors’ ratings of their Leadership Behaviour.

Table 52 shows the results of multiple linear regression analyses of Transformational

Leadership styles rated by superiors, in relation to the Enneagram type scores.

For the Transformational dimensions of Idealised Influence_attributed; Individualised
Consideration, Inspirational Motivation and Intellectual Stimulation, the models do not
explain the variances and none of the individual analyses has been shown to be
significant (F(9, 105) = .849; p = .573) (F(9, 103) = .663; p = .740) (F(9, 105) = .954; p =
.483) (F(9, 106) = .714; p = .695). Moreover, all the coefficients of the independent

variables in these four leadership behaviours are also not significant.

In the case of Idealised Influence_behaviour, although the model explains 2.1% of
variance, it has not been significant (F(9, 105) = 1.267; p = .264); and the coefficients of
the independent variables were also not significant except for the one corresponding to

Enneagram 3, The Achiever (B = .338).

The values of VIF (< a .71) and tolerance (between .58 and .76) indicate the absence of
collinearity problems; and in all models the Durbin-Watson statistic close to 2 points

shows that the assumption of independence of residuals is met.
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Table 52: Multiple regression analysis of self-assessed Enneagram type scores and superiors’ ratings on Leadership
Behaviours comprised by the Transformational Leadership Style.

Variables B B t P T VIF Model
Constant 4.804 7.107 .000**
Enneagram1 -.065 -.061 -.496 621 -587  1.703 R2= 068
Enneagram 2 -.012 -.015 -.130 .897 .633 1.580
Enneagram 3 .034 .035 304 762 687 1.456 2 _
Enneagram4 -031 -039 -329 743 627 1504 | N eduted=-012
(a) Enneagram 5 -.187 -.196 -1.636 .105 .616 1.624 | F(9, 105) = .849; p=
Enneagram 6 .027 .034 316 752 754 1.327 573
Enneagram 7 .011 .011 .095 924 723 1.383
Enneagram 8 -.128 -.156 -1.346 181 .657 1.521 D-W = 1.865
Enneagram9 .124 124 1.054 .294 .644 1.554
Constant 3.062 3.798 .000**
Enneagram 1 -.160 -.123 -1.017 311 .588 1.700 RZ = 098
Enneagram 2 -.045 -.047 -.410 .683 .646 1.548
Enneagram 3  .405 .338 3.019 .003** .685 1.460 2 _
Enneagram4 .084  .088 .750  .455  .623  1.605 R adjusted =021
() Enneagram 5 .021 .018 .155 877 617 1.622 F(9, 105) = 1.267;
Enneagram 6 .004 .004 .037 .970 750  1.333 p=.264
Enneagram 7 .002 .002 .016 .987 721 1.387
Enneagram 8 -.049 -.050 -.436 .664 .661 1.513 D-W = 1.996
Enneagram 9 -.036 -.030 -.256 .798 .642 1.558
Constant 4.552 5.898 .000**
Enneagram1 -.170 -.142  -1.135 .259 .585 1.709 R2= 055
Enneagram 2 -.098 -.112 -.937 351 646 1.547
Enneagram 3 .188 .170 1.469 .145 .686 1.458 2 _
R adjusted = -.028
Enneagram 4 -.044 -050 -.411 .682 .615 1.625
IC Enneagram5 -.061 -.058 -.472 .638 .616 1.623 | F(9, 103) = .663; p=
Enneagram 6 -.002 -.002 -.018 986 748 1.336 .740
Enneagram 7 .008 .007 .064 949 709 1.411
Enneagram 8 -.056 -.061 -.512 .610 .644 1.553 D-W =1.755
Enneagram 9 .049 .043 .362 718 .637 1.570
Constant 4.049 4.316 .000**
Enneagram 1 -.168 -.113 -.920 .360 .588 1.700 RZ= 076
Enneagram 2 -.083 -.076 -.649 .518 .646 1.548
Enneagram 3  .274 .199 1.756 .082 .685 1.460 2 _
Enneagram4 -025 -022 -189 851 623 1.605 | | edusted=-004
IM Enneagram 5 .010 007 .060 952 617 1.622 | F(9, 105) = .954; p=
Enneagram 6 -.063 -056 -.518 .606 .750 1.333 483
Enneagram 7 .161 .115 1.042 .300 721 1.387
Enneagram 8 -.198 -.174 -1.505 .135 .661 1.513 D-W =2.212
Enneagram 9 .002 .001 .010 .992 .642 1.558
Constant 5.606 5.906 .000**
Enneagram 1 -.189 -.125 -1.022  .309 .589 1.696 RZ= 057
Enneagram 2 -.066 -.060 -.512 .610 .645 1.551
Enneagram 3 .030 .022 .190 .850 .686  1.458 2 _
R adjusted — -.023
Enneagram 4 .088 .080 .669 .505 .623 1.606
IS Enneagram5 -.182 -.136  -1.135 .259 617 1.620 | F(9, 106) = .714; p=
Enneagram 6 .074 066 605 .546 754 1.325 .695
Enneagram 7 .016 .012 .105 916 720 1.389
Enneagram 8 -.144 -.125  -1.078 .284 .661 1.514 D-W = 1.857
Enneagram 9 -.120 -.086 -.727 .469 .642 1.557

Note. lI{A) = Idealized Influence (Attributes); II(B) = Idealized Influence (Behaviours); IC = Individual Consideration; If

= Inspirational Motivation; IS = Intellectual Stimulation; T = Tolerance; VIF = Variance inflation factor; D-W = Durbin-
Watson; *p < .05, **p <.01.
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Table 53 shows multiple linear regression analyses of Transactional Leadership
behaviours with respect to Enneagram type scores. For Contingent Reward leadership
behaviour, the model accounts for 1.8% of the variance but has been non-significant.
(F(9, 105) = 1.232; p = .283); the coefficients of the independent variables are not

significant except that of Enneagram 4, The Romantic (B = .244).

In the case of Management-by-Exception_active, the model explains 1.5% of the
variance and has been non-significant (F(9, 106) = 1.194; p = .307); and all the

coefficients of the independent variables are not significant.

In the case of Management-by-Exception_passive, the model explains 0.8% of the
variance and has not been significant (F(9, 105) = 1.100; p = .369); while the coefficients
of the independent variables have not been significant for any of the Enneagram type

scores in relation to this behavioural style.

There are no collinearity problems according to IVF values (< to 1.71) and tolerance
statistics (between .58 and .76) and in all models the Durbin-Watson statistic was close

to 2.
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Table 53: Multiple regression analysis of self-assessed Enneagram type scores and superiors’ ratings on Leadership
Behaviours comprised by the Transactional Leadership Style.

Variables B 8 t P T VIF Model
Constant 4.495 7.494 .000%*

Enneagram 1 -.086 -.089 -738 .462 588  1.700 R2 = 096
Enneagram 2 .028 .040 .348 729 646  1.548

Enneagram 3 128 144 1.282 203 .685  1.460 R, = 018
Enneagram 4 173 244 2.075 .040* 623 1.605 odlusted = -

CR Enneagram 5 -.201 -.235 -1.8987 .050 617  1.622 | F(9, 105) = 1.232;
Enneagram 6 .094 130 1.213 .228 .750 1.333 p=.283
Enneagram 7 -.046 -.051 -.464 .643 721 1.387
Enneagram 8 -099 -134 -1.173 .243 .661 1.513 D-W = 2.006
Enneagram 9 -066 -.073 -634 .528 642  1.558
Constant 5.305 4.814 .000**

Enneagram 1 -.234 -132 -1.094 .277 .589 1.696 R = 092
Enneagram 2 .073 .056 485 629 645  1.551
Enneagram 3 .200 122 1.091  .278  .686 1.458 5 _
Enneagram 4 177 -135 -1.152 252 623 1606 | | eduted=-015
MBEA Enneagram 5 247 156 1.328 .187  .617 1.620 | F(9, 106)=1.194;
Enneagram 6 -.093 -070 -654 515 .754 1.325 p=.307
Enneagram 7 -200 -121 -1.105 .272 720  1.389
Enneagram 8 -038 -.028 -246 806 .661 1.514 D-W=1.973
Enneagram 9 -.326 -196 -1.694 .093 .642  1.557
Constant 1.764 2.069 .041*
Enneagram 1 -225 -165 -1.359 177 .588 1.700 R? = 086
Enneagram 2 -.047 -.047 -406 .686  .646 1.548
Enneagram 3 274 217 1.8928 .057 .685 1.460 2
R?adjusted = .008
Enneagram 4 -029 -.029 -243 .808 .623 1.605
MBEP Enneagram 5 196 162 1.363 176  .617 1.622 | F(9,105)=1.100;
Enneagram 6 -102 -100 -927 .356 .750 1.333 p=.369
Enneagram 7 -051 -.040 -366 .715 721 1.387
Enneagram 8 141 135 1.179 241 .661 1.513 D-W=2.230
Enneagram 9 -095 -.074 -640 .524 642  1.558

Note. CR = Contingent Reward; MBEA = Mgmt by Exception Active; MBEP = Mgmt by Exception Passive; T=
Tolerance; VIF = Variance inflation factor; D-W = Durbin-Watson; *p <.05, **p <.01.

Table 54 shows the multiple linear regression analysis of Passive-Avoidant Leadership

style with respect to the Enneagram type scores. The model explains 6.3% of the

variance but has not been significant (F(9, 105) = 1.850; p = .068); in addition, the

coefficients of the independent variables have not been significant except for the

negative and weak beta value of Enneagram 6, The Loyalist (B = -.220). There are no

collinearity problems according to VIF values (< to 1.71) and tolerance statistics

(between .58 and 76), and the assumption of independence of residuals is fulfilled with

a Durbin-Watson statistic value of 2,322.
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Table 54: Multiple regression analysis of self-assessed Enneagram type scores and superiors’ ratings on Laissez-Faire
(or Passive) Leadership Behaviour.

Variables B B t p T VIF Model

Constant 1.248 2.065 .041*

Enneagram1l -.076 -.076 -.646 .519 .588 1.700

Enneagram2 -.003 -.003 -.031 .976 .646  1.548

Enneagram3 0.076 .082 752 454 .685 1.460

Enneagram 4 .128 175 1,520  .132 .623 1.605
Passive (LF) Enneagram5  .145  .164 1.419 .159  .617 1.622 | F(9,105) = 1.850;

R?=.137

Rzadjusted =.063

Enneagram 6 -.164 -.220 -2.104 .038* .750 1.333 p=.068
Enneagram 7 .067 .072 .670 .504 721 1.387
Enneagram 8 .051 .067 .598 .551 .661  1.513 D-W =2.322

Enneagram9 -.118 -.127 -1.122 .265 .642 1.558
Note. LF = Laissez-Faire; T = Tolerance; VIF = Variance inflation factor; D-W = Durbin-Watson; *p <.05, **p <.01.

Table 55 shows the multiple linear regression analysis of the Instrumental Leadership
style evaluated by superiors in relation to the Enneagram type scores. The model
explains 0.2% of the variance and has not been significant (F(9, 105) = 1.027; p = .424);

and none of the coefficients of the independent variables has been significant.

There are no problems of collinearity according to VIF values (< to 1.71) and tolerance
(between .58 and .76), and the independence of the residuals is fulfilled with a Durbin-

Watson statistic value of 1,817.

Table 55: Multiple regression analysis of self-assessed Enneagram type scores and superiors’ ratings on Instrumental
Leadership Behaviour.

Variables B B t p T VIF Model
Constant 4.399 6.246 .000**

Enneagram 1 -191 -170 -1.393 .166 .588 1.700 R? = 081
Enneagram 2 -.020 -.025 -211 .833 .646  1.548 o

Enneagram 3 .219 212 1.871  .064 .685 1.460

RZadjusted = .002
Enneagram 4 104 126 1.064 .290 .623 1.605 adjusted

Instrumental Enneagram 5 -144 -144 -1.208 .230 .617 1.622 | F(9,105)=1.027;
Enneagram 6 .032 .038 351 726 750 1.333 p=.424
Enneagram 7 .003 .003 .024 .981 721 1.387
Enneagram 8 -039 -.046 -.397 .692 .661 1.513 D-W =1.817
Enneagram 9 -079 -.075 -.644 521 .642  1.558

Note. T = Tolerance; VIF = Variance inflation factor; D-W = Durbin-Watson; *p <.05, **p <.01.

7.3.2 The Enneagram Model and Superiors’ Ratings of Leadership
Behaviour: Summary

First and foremost, the results regarding the relationships explored in this section show

a general lack of associations between the data. The Enneagram model as a whole
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explained between 0 and 6.3% of the total variance in superiors’ ratings of Leadership

Behaviours, none of them being significant.

Regarding the individual Enneagram types, only three showed a significant association,

and with only one Leadership Behaviour each.
Therefore, RP 3 is not supported.

In other words, the results of this study do not support that Leaders’ Enneagram-type
scores will be significantly associated with their superiors’ ratings of their Leadership

Behaviour.

Figure 13 presented below summarises the only significant relationships found between

the Enneagram personality type scores and Leadership Behaviours rated by superiors.

Figure 13: Findings on the relationship between the Enneagram type scores and superiors’ ratings of Leadership
Behaviour.

Regarding the patterns of each individual Enneagram type, the only three significant
associations found indicate positive perceptions (socially desirable) from the point of
view of superiors: Enneagram 3 (The Achiever), is perceived as high in Idealised
Influence_behaviour, that is, leading by creating a sense of mission in the team;

Enneagram 4 (The Romantic), is rated high in Contingent Reward, or leading by
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rewarding goal achievement; and Enneagram 6 (The Loyalist), is rated as low in Laissez-
Faire, meaning that they are perceived as never abdicating their responsibility as
leaders. The connections between these findings, lack of findings, and their relationship

to the literature, will be discussed in depth in Chapters 10 and 11.

7.4 The Enneagram Model and Peers’ Ratings of
Leadership Behaviour

7.4.1 Detail of Findings

This section presents the main findings of the multiple linear regressions exploring the
relationship between the self-assessed Enneagram personality profiles of a group of
leaders, and their Leadership Behaviours rated by their peers. The validity of Research
Proposition 4 will be examined in relation to these results, and the key findings will be
summarised at the end of this section. The discussion of these results, its connections

and possible contradictions with the literature will be addressed in Chapters 10 and 11.
Research Proposition 4 stated that:

Leaders’ self-assessed Enneagram type scores will be significantly associated

with peers’ ratings of their Leadership Behaviour.

Table 56 shows the results of multiple linear regression analyses of Transformational

Leadership styles rated by peers, in relation to the Enneagram type scores.

For Idealised Influence_attributed leadership behaviour, the model only explains 0.2%
of the variance and has not been significant (F(9, 122) = 1.023; p = .425); and none of

the coefficients of the independent variables has been significant.

For the Individualised Consideration, the model explains a little more variance, 2.7%,
but it hasn't been significant. (F(9, 122) = 1.404; p = .193); in this case, the coefficients
of the independent variables have not been significant except for the negative and weak
beta values of Enneagram 1, The Reformer (B = -.247) and the positive effect of

Enneagram 8, the challenger (B =.211).
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For Idealised Influence_behaviour and Inspirational motivation, models cannot explain
variances and the analyses have been not significant (F(9, 122) = .719; p = .690) (F(9,
122) = .282; p = .978); moreover, all the coefficients of the independent variables in

these two leadership behaviours are also not significant.

As for Intellectual stimulation, the model explains 0.7% of the variance and has not been
significant (F(9, 122) = .898; p = .530); and the coefficients of the independent variables
were also not significant except for the negative contribution Enneagram 1, The

Reformer (B =-.237).

VIF values (< to 1.69) and tolerance statistics (between .59 and .77) suggest that there
are no collinearity problems. In all models the Durbin-Watson statistic was close to 2

fulfilling the assumption of independence of residuals.
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Table 56: Multiple regression analysis of self-assessed Enneagram type scores and peers’ ratings on Leadership
Behaviours comprised by the Transformational Leadership Style.

