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ABSTRACT
This study focuses on the individual consideration
dimension of transformational leadership and presents
different expectations about leaders’ behaviour from the
perspective of the followers’ types. Data were collected
from 288 subordinates. The results agree with Myers-
Briggs Type Indicator® (MBTI®) theory and earlier 
studies. The following results appeared at the type level:
giving Trust was important to ESTJs, Support and
Empathy to ISFJs, Equitableness to ISTJs, and Vocational
Skills to ISTPs.

Note: For the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator® (MBTI®) instrument, the eight preference categories
are the following: Extraversion (E) versus Introversion (I); Sensing (S) versus Intuition (N); Thinking
(T) versus Feeling (F); Judging (J) versus Perceiving (P).

INTRODUCTION
As Avolio and Bass (1995) stated, it is through individ-
ualized consideration that a transformation is first
noticed in the leader’s behaviour and its impact on 
others. By inspiring, sharing visions, enabling, and con-
sidering followers individually, the transformational
leader motivates followers to do more than expected
(Bass, 1985). In other words, a leader’s behaviour
depends on recognizing individual differences in needs,
elevating them, and developing followers’ potential to
achieve increasingly higher levels of performance
(Avolio & Bass).
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Different types appreciate different kinds of leadership. Based on
this study, leaders should give Trust to ESTJs, Empathy to ISFJs,
Equitableness to ISTJs, and Vocational Skills to ISTPs.
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Initially, Burns (1978) defined the concepts 
of transformational and transactional leadership.
According to Bass (1985), transformational leadership
consists of ideal influence, inspiration, individual 
consideration, and intellectual stimulation, whereas
transactional leadership includes contingent reward,
management-by-exception, negative feedback, and con-
tingent aversive reinforcement. Several other researchers
have studied and defined transformational leadership as
well (Bennis & Nanus, 1985; Kouzes & Posner, 1988;
Tichy & Devanna, 1990).

Sometimes the transformational and charismatic
leadership concepts are mixed, and a
clear distinction between them is not
made.  However, according to Bass
(1985), transformational leaders are
charismatic, but charismatic leaders
are not necessarily transformational.
Charismatic leaders are individuals
with high self-esteem, skill to articu-
late, high energy and determination,
and desire for change and risk taking.
(See Javidan & Waldman, 2003, for
more definitions.) 

There are studies in the literature
about a leader’s effect on subordinates’
behaviour (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, &
Bommer, 1996), on motivation and
stress (e.g., Elangovan & Xie, 1999),
and personality and its effects on
work situations (e.g., Gardner & Martinko, 1990; Short
& Grasha, 1995; Tsuzuki & Matsui, 1998; Wofford,
Whittington, & Goodwin, 2001). Also, the leader-
follower relationship has been studied by many (e.g.,
Avolio & Howell, 1992; Phillips & Bedeian, 1994).
However, there are only a few studies of subordinates’
expectations about leaders’ behaviour (Bass & Avolio,
1989; Kouzes & Posner, 1988) and even fewer studies
of what kind of leadership behaviour different person-
ality types would like to have (Ehrhart & Klein, 2001).

When leaders know the different expectations 
of different personality types, they have a higher 
probability of considering each person individually 
and adjusting their behaviour according to the person
involved. It is important to know the followers’ points of
view of how they should be led. Knowing the different
expectations as a basis for individual consideration,
transformational leadership can be used more efficiently,
and individual consideration can be used properly.

Looking at followers’ needs in their entirety, the
majority of followers want leaders who are honest,
competent, forward-looking, and inspiring. In short,
followers want leaders who are credible and who have
a clear sense of direction (Kouzes & Posner, 1988).
When comparing the ideal image and the reality of
leadership, Bass and Avolio (1989) found that partici-
pants saw transformational leaders, particularly charis-
matics, as being closer to their image of the “ideal”
leader than the transactional leaders. Participants 
considered their ideal leader to be charismatic, as well
as individually considerate and intellectually stimulat-

ing—three constructs, if combined,
that represent transformational lead-
ership. By contrast, Ehrhart and Klein
(2001) found that if the participants
could choose from among the three
different kinds of leader (i.e., charis-
matic, relationship-oriented, or task-
oriented), half of the respondents
would choose a relationship-oriented
leader, 30% a charismatic leader, and
20% a task-oriented leader.

When studying the personality
of both leader and follower, Avolio
and Howell (1992) noted that the
personality of both leader and fol-
lower, as well as the level of congru-
ence between a leader’s and a
follower’s personality, may moderate

the satisfaction of the follower with the leader, as well
as the performance of the leader’s work unit. Swanson
and O’Saben (1993) studied differences in supervisory
needs and expectations by examining trainee experi-
ence, cognitive style, and programme membership. 
The participants were students in three programmes:
counseling psychology, clinical psychology, and coun-
selor education. Trainees’ cognitive style had the follow-
ing effects: Trainees with Thinking (T) and Perceiving
(P) preferences expressed a greater need for supervisors
who were willing to struggle and argue with them, as
well as being willing to confront them concerning more
personal aspects of the trainee’s behaviour. Trainees 
preferring the Intuitive (N) preference expressed a
greater need for gentle confrontation and direct super-
vision of therapy sessions, and a lesser need for super-
vision that provided tangible intervention in crises 
and excluded personal issues. Introverted (I) trainees
expressed a greater need for gentle confrontation and a
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lesser need for direct supervision of sessions.
This study further concentrated on followers’

expectations of their leaders by studying the expecta-
tions of different personality types. The purpose of this
study was to find out what different personality types
want from their leaders. The main question was: Do 
different personality types prefer different leadership
characteristics?

METHOD 
Participants. The data were obtained from 288 follow-
ers in a Finnish diesel-engine manufacturing company
during the years 2000–2001. The subordinates’ mean
age was 39. Almost all of them were male (99%).
Vocational school was the educational level of most of
them (76%), and most were either fitters (41%) or
machinists (23%).

Questionnaires. Participants filled out a ques-
tionnaire on expectations that contained five sets of
expectations. Each group of expectations had four 
different positive characteristics that were selected based
on earlier research on cognitive styles (Hautala, 2000)
and the theory of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator®

(MBTI®) instrument (Myers, McCaulley, Quenk, &
Hammer, 1998). 

This earlier research involved collecting the
answers of groups formed by similar cognitive styles.
Each group answered the question: “How would you
want a leader to behave toward you?”

Each person rated the characteristics in each group
from the most wanted behaviour (1) to the least wanted
behaviour (4). For example, in Group 1, the character-
istic “Clearly Set Goals” was the most wanted behaviour
from the leader, with “Visions” the next most wanted,
followed by “Freedom” and “Continuous Directing,” 
in that order. All of the characteristics of the question-
naire are seen in TABLE 1. The characteristics were not
defined to respondents, so they were selecting the order
only on the basis of the impression of the given word or 
sentence.

The Finnish research version of Form F of the
MBTI instrument was administered. The construct
validity and reliability of this form have been shown
through a several year validation process. (See Järlström,
2000.)

Procedure. The forced ranking format was used
because all characteristics were positive. The answers
were recoded in SPSS so that the most valued numbers,
1 and 2, were recoded as number 1 and the least valued
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numbers, 3 and 4, were recoded as 0. In other words,
respondents chose two characteristics they would like to
have from leaders out of four possibilities. The data were
then analyzed with the SRTT.

RESULTS
The type distribution of the participants is shown in
TABLE 2. (See page 33.) They were mainly ESTJs (24%)
and ISTJs (19%). According to cognitive styles, they
were mainly STs (60%) and SFs (27%) and least fre-
quently NTs (7%) and NFs (5%). Sensing types clearly
outnumbered Intuitive types. However, this is similar to
the general occupational distribution when compared to
steelworkers and nonspecialized and factory workers at
the operative level (Macdaid, McCaulley, & Kainz,
1986).

TABLE 3 (see page 34) shows the results of an SRTT
analysis with significant differences. In Group 1, Js, EJs,

Table 1. Characteristics of the Questionnaire.

Group 1

Clearly Set Goals
Freedom and Independence
Visions
Continuous Directing

Group 2

Clearly Defined Work Areas and Instructions
Positive and Negative Feedback
Encouraging
Justice

Group 3

Honesty 
Equitableness
Listening and Conversations
Equality, Friendship

Group 4

Giving Trust
Support and Directing
Consistency
Responsibility

Group 5

Empathy, Humanity
Vocational Skills
Resoluteness
Giving Information
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The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ
n = 54 n = 25 n = 0 n = 3
(18.8%) (8.7%) (0.0%) (1.0%)
+ + + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + + + + +
+ + + + +
+ + + +

ISTP ISFP INFP INTP
n = 26 n = 18 n = 6 n = 3
(9.0%) (6.3%) (2.1%) (1.0%)
+ + + + + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + 

ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP
n = 25 n = 14 n = 6 n = 5
(8.7%) (4.9%) (2.1%) (1.7%)
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + +
+ + + +

ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ
n = 69 n = 22 n = 3 n = 9
(24.0%) (7.7%) (1.0%) (3.1%)
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + +  
+ + + + + + + +
+ + + + +
+ + + + +
+ + + +

Dichotomous Preferences

E n = 153 (53.1%) I = n.a.
I n = 135 (46.9%) I = n.a.

S n = 253 (87.9%) I = n.a.
N n = 135 (12.2%) I = n.a.

T n = 194 (67.4%) I = n.a.
F n = 197 (32.6%) I = n.a.

J n = 185 (64.2%) I = n.a.
P n = 103 (35.8%) I = n.a.

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ n = 182 (28.5%) I = n.a.
IP n = 153 (18.4%) I = n.a.
EP n = 150 (17.4%) I = n.a.
EJ n = 103 (35.8%) I = n.a.

ST n = 174 (60.4%) I = n.a.
SF n = 179 (27.4%) I = n.a.
NF n = 115 (25.2%) I = n.a.
NT n = 120 (26.9%) I = n.a.

SJ n = 170 (59.0%) I = n.a.
SP n = 183 (28.8%) I = n.a.
NP n = 120 (26.9%) I = n.a.
NJ n = 115 (25.2%) I = n.a.

TJ n = 135 (46.9%) I = n.a.
TP n = 159 (20.5%) I = n.a.
FP n = 144 (15.3%) I = n.a.
FJ n = 150 (17.4%) I = n.a.

IN n = 112 (24.2%) I = n.a.
EN n = 123 (28.0%) I = n.a.
IS n = 123 (42.3%) I = n.a.
ES n = 130 (45.1%) I = n.a.

ET n = 108 (37.5%) I = n.a.
EF n = 145 (15.6%) I = n.a.
IF n = 149 (17.0%) I = n.a.
IT n = 186 (29.9%) I = n.a.

Tiina Hautala

Jungian Types (E) Jungian Types (I) Dominant Types
n % Index n % Index n % Index

E–TJ 78 27.0 n.a. I–TP 29 10.1 n.a. Dt. T 107 37.2 n.a.
E–FJ 25 8.7 n.a. I–FP 24 8.3 n.a. Dt. F 49 17.0 n.a.
ES–P 39 13.5 n.a. IS–J 79 27.4 n.a. Dt. S 118 41.0 n.a.
EN–P 11 3.8 n.a. IN–J 3 1.0 n.a. Dt. N 14 4.9 n.a.

Table 2. Type Distribution for the Total Sample.

N = 288 + = 1% of N
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SJs, and FJs prefer Clearly Set Goals, whereas Ps and
TPs were underrepresented in this category. Dominant
Sensing types favoured Freedom and Independence,
whereas those characteristics were least desired by 
EJs and ESFJs. Visions were least appreciated by FJs,
especially by ISFJs. Continuous Directing was least
wanted by Es and most wanted by Is and ISs.

In Group 2, people with a preference for Sensing
would like to have Clearly Defined Work Areas and
Instructions, whereas those characteristics were least
wanted by Intuitive types and EPs. Encouraging
behaviour was most preferred by ESs and least preferred
by ISs. Justice was most important to Intuitive types

and least important to Sensing types and SJs.
In Group 3, Equitableness was most wanted by

dominant Sensing types and ISTJs and least wanted by
EJs, FJs, and ESTJs. Listening and Conversations was
least important to EPs and, at type level, to ESFPs.
Equality and Friendship with the leader were most
desirable to Extraverts, Sensing types, and ESs, and least
desirable to Introverted types.

In Group 4, Giving Trust was most important to
Es, ESs, and ESTJs and least important to Is and ISs.
Support and Directing from the leader was most 
desirable to Feeling types, FJs, and ISFJs. By contrast,
Thinking types did not find it so important.

Characteristics High Low

Group 1

Clearly Set Goals J**, EJ*, SJ*, FJ* P*, TP*
Freedom and Independence Sdom* EJ*, ESFJ*
Visions — FJ*, ISFJ*
Continuous Directing I*, IS* E*

Group 2

Clearly Defined Work Areas and Instructions S* N*, EP**
Positive and Negative Feedback — —
Encouraging ES* IS*
Justice N* S*, SJ*

Group 3

Honesty — —
Equitableness Sdom*, ISTJ** EJ**, FJ*, ESTJ*
Listening and Conversations — EP*, ESFP*
Equality, Friendship E*, S*, ES** I*

Group 4

Giving Trust E*, ES**, ESTJ* I*, IS*
Support and Directing F*, FJ*, ISFJ** T*
Consistency — —
Responsibility — —

Group 5

Empathy, Humanity F*, SF*, FJ***, ISFJ** T*, ST*
Vocational Skills ISTP* —
Resoluteness — IP*
Giving Information P**, IP*, NP**, FP** J**, IJ**, SJ**, FJ*, 

Sdom*, ISFJ*

Table 3. Statistically Significant Results.

*p<.05   ** p<.01   ***p<.001
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In Group 5, Empathy and Humanity were most
wanted by Feeling types, SFs, FJs, and ISFJs and least
wanted by Thinking types and STs. Leaders’ Vocational
Skills were most wanted by ISTPs. Resoluteness from
their leaders was least wanted by IPs. Giving
Information was most wanted by Ps, IPs, NPs, and 
FPs and least wanted by Judging types, IJs, SJs, FJs,
dominant Sensing types, and ISFJs.

Altogether, the following types showed significant
differences: ESFJ was underrepresented in the desire 
for Freedom; ISFJ was underrepresented in the desire
for Vision and Information and overrepresented in
wanting Support and Empathy. In
Equitableness, ISTJ was overrepre-
sented. ESTJ was underrepresented 
in Equitableness and overrepresented
in Trust. Listening and Conversations
were not as important to ESFPs as 
to other types. A leader’s Vocational
Skills were especially important to
ISTPs.

DISCUSSION
The present study focused on follow-
ers’ expectations, by type, regarding
their leaders. The results supported
MBTI theory.

Clearly Set Goals were especially
important to Judging types (J, EJ, SJ,
and FJ) and least important to
Perceiving types (P and TP). Judging
types like a planned life, and they
decide in advance what they intend to accomplish
(Myers with Myers, 1990). Clearly Defined Areas and
Instructions were important to S types. Sensing types
rely on explicitly stated matters, and they may be
annoyed if things are left to their imaginations (Myers
with Myers).

Introverted types (I and IS) would like to have
Continuous Directing, whereas Extraverted types were
significantly underrepresented in the desire for this 
kind of behaviour. When Introverted types like to work
alone and are not necessarily actively seeking a leader’s 
attention, it may be difficult for a leader to notice the
Introvert’s need for direction. The results contrast with
Swanson and O’Saben’s (1993) study, in which the
Introverted participants expressed less need for direct
supervision. These contradictory results may be the
result of the very different work fields and different 

type distributions of the samples.
Encouraging was favoured by ESs and least desired

by ISs. Introverted types do not seem to need as much
feedback and support as Extraverted types. If Introverts
believe in what they are doing, they can work happily
for a long time without reassurance (Myers with Myers,
1990).

Differences between ISs and ESs, and between
ISTJs and ESTJs can be seen in Encouraging (high ES;
low IS), Equitableness (dominant Sensing types, ISTJ;
low EJ, FJ, ESTJ), and Giving Trust (high E, ES, ESTJ;
low I, IS). The E–I dimension seems to have a strong

impact on the Sensing preference.
Feeling types favour Support

and Directing (F, FJ, ISFJ) and
Empathy and Humanity (F, SF, FJ,
ISFJ). Feeling types are more tender-
hearted, more tactful, and more social
than Thinking types (Myers with
Myers, 1990), so it is quite natural for
them to prefer their leaders to treat
them in a similar way.

The most significant differences
were in the Giving Information char-
acteristic. As Myers with Myers
(1990) stated, Perceiving types like to
keep their options open as long as
possible, because they want to know
all about the thing that is to be
decided. This tendency was sup-
ported by this study, as Perceiving
types (P, IP, NP, and FP) were overrep-

resented in wanting information from their leaders.
No significant differences were found in the char-

acteristics of Positive and Negative Feedback, Honesty,
Consistency, and Responsibility.

PRACTICAL APPLICATIONS
This information is helpful to leaders who would like 
to develop themselves further as leaders. Individual
consideration can be used more properly when leaders
have some idea of the different needs of different types,
which can vary widely from the leaders’ own tenden-
cies. As Bass (1990) stated, the individually considerate
transformational leader should have a sense of follow-
ers’ developmental needs, and also, a leader should
know how the followers’ current wishes differ from each
other. When a leader understands something about 
different expectations of different types, it probably 
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has a strong positive impact on superior-subordinate 
relationships, which further impact positively on
followers’ commitment to an organization.

In discussions (e.g., developmental discussions
where there are only two persons, leader and follower),
these results can be used when trying to understand
each other better. For example, when a leader has a 
discussion with Feeling types, personal issues and 
support are of importance. Further, more specifically,
when the follower prefers FJ, clear goals should be
stressed, and when the follower prefers FP, the amount
of information should be emphasized. If the leader
knew these kinds of differences, he or she could take
into account the interests of each of the followers, and
the annual discussion would be more fruitful. Also, in a
manufacturing organization, for example, when giving
duties to followers, the leader could give more freedom
to some (dominant Sensing types) and more directions
to others (I, IS) to gain the same goal. In schools and
education, these results can be used in the same way:
When giving homework, for example, some types need
more specific instructions (S). When giving reasons for
the decisions, it is especially important to Intuitives that
they are fair.

Usually, leaders are TJs, and according to the results
of this paper, earlier studies (e.g., Routamaa, Honkonen,
Asikainen, & Pollari, 1997), and type theory, these
Thinking types naturally focus more on tasks than 
on people (Myers with Myers, 1990). In particular, 
TJ leaders may need to show more consideration for
Feeling types, who prefer Support and Empathy. TJ types
often make decisions quickly based on a smaller amount
of information than Perceiving types. It would be impor-
tant for TJ leaders to give enough information (more
than they would naturally think) to Perceiving types, and
so fulfill the Ps’ need for gathering information.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR
FURTHER RESEARCH
In summary, the results of this study indicated that the
followers’ expectations of their leaders differ according
to type. Such results can be helpful in a leader-follower
relationship, especially in annual review and develop-
mental discussions. Additionally, from the followers’
point of view, when they are aware of their own tenden-
cies relative to the leader, understanding their own
behaviour is easier.

The sample of this study was male-dominated, and
the manufacturing organization can be regarded as a
masculine organization. The results well supported MBTI
theory, and it can be assumed that the results would be
similar even if the study were done with a sample of
females and in a feminine organization (e.g., hospital).
However, the small number of Intuitive types could
affect these results. If there had been more Intuitives,
other characteristics of the questionnaire (e.g., Visions)
might have had more significant results as well.

Several limitations should be mentioned to help
future research in this area. The questionnaire used had
a forced ranking format, which creates some limita-
tions. The reliability cannot be tested, and the selected
categories are not necessarily the best possible. Despite
the limitations, further studies of this kind can be 
considered, because the results supported the MBTI
theory. This support was found especially in Sensing
(Clearly Defined Areas and Instructions), Feeling
(Support and Directing as well as Empathy and
Humanity), Judging (Clearly Set Goals), and Perceiving
(Giving Information). 

The leaders’ point of view would be interesting to
know. Do they try to give the same kind of leadership
that the subordinates want? For example, does the SJ
leader give Clearly Set Goals when SJ subordinates
would want such goals?
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