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ABSTRACT 

Gen Y workforce’ global growth has increased the need to effectively 

address their work-requirements. In this study, 2 factors: Leadership 

Behavior and Work Stress (Burnout) are selected to understand the basis 

of these requirements because they are highly prevalent in organizations. 

 

The aim of this study was to understand the influences on leadership 

behavior and stress, and the inter-relationship effects. In this research, the 

118 Gen Y management students’ Leadership Behavior and Work Stress 

(Burnout) were studied. 

 

Many of these business students will be future leaders in organizations, 

and knowledge of these variables and their interplay will help to guide 

company effectively in leading their workforce. Since the analysis was on 

the leader himself, it provides better understanding of the antecedents and 

consequences of the leadership behavior and work stress (Burnout) on 

individuals. Organizations must ensure that leadership behavior must not 

promote stress and that even though burnout may be endemic, its levels 

must be kept to the minimum so that leadership behavior does not get 

adversely affected. 

Key words: Leadership Behavior, Work Stress, Burnout, Gen Y, 

Management Students. 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

 

In the recent decades, all sectors of employment i.e. Government and 

Private have experienced stress at work that has led to undesirable 

consequences for the health and safety of individuals and for the health of 

their organizations. Because of this output, the trades unions and scientific 
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bodies have voiced increasing concerns about the contributing factors to 

this stress. 

 

A Centre for Creative Leadership Report has said that eighty-eight percent 

of leaders reported that work is a primary source of their stress and that 

having a leadership role increases the level of stress. They also feel their 

Work Stress has definitely increased in the past five years. According to 

them, stress has been caused mainly by job demands: job responsibilities 

and decision-making that has been got through leadership behaviors 

engaged by them to help them gain focus and perspective on various work 

challenges. Previous reports show that Leaders experience stress equally 

from their bosses, peers, and customers (The Stress of  Leadership, 2007). 

The impact of this Work Stress has created Work Stress Burnout or simply 

Burnout. But most individuals joining industry today already have pre-

formed Leadership Behaviors and Work Stress Burnout. Unfortunately, 

over 60% of leaders say their organizations do not help them in managing 

this stress (The Stress of  Leadership, 2007).  

 

Hence, Work Stress Burnout is a major challenge in Occupational Health. 

Some of these challenges have costed 500 Million Euros/ year within 

different European countries to address work stress and its accompanying 

symptoms- cardiovascular, metabolic, immune, psychological etc. 

(Psychosocial risks and workers health—OSHWiki, n.d.). Accordingly, 

stress ascribed to work leads to severe negative consequences for their 

organizations particularly with lost working days, absenteeism, and 

diminished firm performance. Hence, in the long-run, with multiple 

organizations facing the same problems, the economy will definitely get 

affected.  

 

Work stress is a serious problem for all different age groups of people on 

all hierarchical levels from the top of an organization to the bottom of it. 

Therefore, it is crucial to deepen our knowledge on the present incoming 

Gen Y’s levels of work stress. To handle Work Stress effectively, one of 

the major factors influencing it is Leadership Behavior. Every individual 

has their own Leadership Behavior but, there are certain characteristic 

Leadership Behaviors for each generation. By knowing the innate 

Leadership Behavior of Gen Y Management students and their incoming 

pre-conditioned Burnout levels will be useful because they play a crucial 

role in shaping the working conditions, attitudes and behaviors of their 
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employees (Bass et al., 2008; G. Yukl, 1989; G. A. Yukl & Gardner, 

2020). Hence this research, will help in Stress Management in 

organizations.  

 

To manage any Organizational Stress level, the leader’s stress level needs 

to be considered. An indicator of this is through the expression of their 

Leadership Behavior. Moreover, these full-range leadership behaviors 

represent the core of many leadership theories. Most previous studies have 

classified Leadership Behavior into Transformational, Transactional and 

Laissez-Faire Behaviors/ styles and have studied their implications on 

Work Stress.   Previous research has indicated transformational leadership 

style is negatively linked to symptoms and feelings of stress and also to 

burnout among subordinates. The situation is similar, although not so 

consistent, in the case of transactional leadership. In in case of the laissez-

faire style of leadership,  people show more symptoms of stress and 

burnout (Lyons & Schneider, 2009). But most of previous research have 

not focused on any specific generation.  

 

A research on Gen Y management students who are the future leaders in 

companies would provide a better insight in terms of their Leadership 

Behaviors and Burnout. Leadership Behavior factors have been considered 

instead of any specific leadership style as this is an evolving generation 

that utilizes factors from both styles depending on the need for them, but 

certain factors prevail more dominantly than the others. Hence, this 

requires investigation. 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

“Leadership is defined as the process of influencing others to understand, 

and agree about what needs to be done and how to do it, and the process of 

facilitating individual and collective efforts to accomplish shared 

objectives” (G. A. Yukl & Gardner, 2020). To be an effective leader, 

certain leadership competencies are required. Bartram (2002) defines these 

competencies as “the set of behaviors that are instrumental in the delivery 

of desired results” (White Paper—The SHL Universal Competency 

Framework, 2011). Firms are now focusing on their leadership abilities 

because their aim is to get maximum employee productivity and 

performance (Kickul & Neuman, 2000).  
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Classically, leadership styles are transformational and transactional. These 

styles have been developed through many Leadership Theories and 

Models that have been classified into various categories- 

 

1. Trait theories: This was one of the earliest viable approaches to 

systematically study leadership on the basis of personality, social 

background and physical characteristics. With this background Stogdill 

(1948) classified leader traits into Capacity, Achievement, Responsibility, 

Participation and Status (Stogdill, 1948). 

 

2. Behavior theories: This came about because of the shift in thought 

process from thinking about leadership in terms of ‘traits’, to leadership as 

a form of activity, ‘behavior’. Hence many theories are in this category- 

a. Leadership Style Theory: Identified the Autocratic and Democratic 

leadership styles (Carr, 1969; Lewin, 1947). 

a. The Ohio State Studies/ Leader Behavior Description 

Questionnaire (LBDQ): The main aim was to identify only the effective 

leadership styles which were 2 categories: Consideration ( A leader that is 

sensitive to subordinates, respects their ideas and feelings, establishes 

mutual trust, shows appreciation, listens carefully to problems and seeks 

input from subordinates about important decisions)  and Initiating (A 

leader who is task-oriented and directs subordinates’ work activities 

toward goal-achievement.). Thus, the behavioral factors in focus were 

Reconciliation, Tolerance to Uncertainty, Persuasion, Structure, Tolerance 

to Freedom, Role Assumption, Consideration, Production Emphasis, 

Predictive Accuracy and Integration (Bass et al., 2008; DuBrin, 2016; 

Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) | Fisher College of 

Business, n.d.; Northouse, 2001; Nystrom, 1978; Robbins, 2001). 

b. The University of Michigan Studies: This was done 

simultaneously as Ohio State Studies. They identified categories as Job 

Centered and Employee Centered (DuBrin, 2016). 

c. Blake and Mouton’s Leadership Grid: This was an extension of 

the Ohio State Studies. This grid provides a framework for understanding 

leadership behavior by dividing it into two attitudinal dimensions: concern 

for production (similar to initiating structure & job centered) and concern 

for people (Similar to consideration and employee centered) (“Managerial 

grid model,” 2019; Molloy, n.d.). Styles identified were Authority, 

Country Club, Impoverished, Middle-of-the-road and Team Management. 
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3. Contingency theories: Contingency leadership theory 

recommends using the leadership style that best suits the situation (Jung & 

Avolio, 1999). 

a. Fiedler’s Contingency Theory uses situational variables and 

matched leadership  according to task structure, leader-member 

relationships and position power on the basis of Least Preferred Co- 

worker (LPC) scale (Fiedler et al., 1969; Northouse, 2001; Smith & 

Hughey, 2006; G. Yukl, 1989). 

b.  House’s Path-Goal Theory uses situational variables - nature of 

the task, the work environment and subordinate characteristics. Classified 

leadership behavior as supportive, directive, participative and achievement 

oriented (Evans, 1970; Hejres et al., 2017; House, 1971). 

c. Vroom & Yetton Normative Decision Theory uses various 

aspects related to situational related decision making and according adopts 

different decision making procedures: autocratic, consultation and joint 

decision making  (Vroom & Yetton, 1981).  

d. Hersey and Blanchard’s Situational Leadership Theory to 

determine effective leadership uses subordinate readiness as the situational 

variable. This theory determines which leadership styles (telling, selling, 

participating, and delegating) matches the situation (followers’ maturity 

level to complete a specific task) so that the organization can maximize its 

performance (Hersey-blanchard-1988.pdf, n.d.) 

e. Leadership Continuum Theory and Model focuses on who 

makes the decisions, hence boss- to subordinated- centered (Tannenbaum 

& Schmidt, 1973). 

 

4. Integrative leadership theories: Weber and House’s theories 

focus on leadership charisma that influences the followers commitment 

(House, 1971; Weber et al., 2012), whereas Conger and Kanungo’s theory 

focuses on the characteristic qualities of a charismatic leader’s behavior- 

Extremity of vision, high personal risk, use of unconventional strategies, 

accurate assessment of the situation, communication of self-confidence 

and use of personal power (Conger & Kanungo, 1987). Transactional 

(contingent reward, management-by-exception) and transformational 

(charisma, inspirational, intellectual stimulation and consideration) 

leadership theory is also included under these theories along with the 

laissez-faire leadership factor (Bass et al., 2008; Northouse, 2001; G. A. 

Yukl & Gardner, 2020). 
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“Positive leadership behavior is a set of actions, taken by individuals in a 

position of power and influence, to motivate and cultivate others through 

mechanisms of empowerment, engagement, and collaborative assignment 

to meaningful work” (Jordan, 2016). Effective leadership behavior will 

contribute to employee happiness, well-being, and mindfulness that will 

benefit organizations indicated through profit, company achievement, and 

winning competitive situations in the markets. Hence, this research has 

adopted the Leadership Behavior Development Questionnaire (LBDQ) 

which has had many positive impacts in terms of leader’s knowledge 

acquisition, self-awareness, perspective  and behavior changes  (Van 

Velsor et al., 1997). 

 

“Stress is defined as the psychological response of an individual to a 

situation that exceeds the individuals’ resources” (Folkman et al., 1986). 

Stressors are usually classified as physical or psychological that lead to 

many severe health- and performance-impairing consequences. Corporate 

employees normally face impaired attention capacity, memory capacity, 

decision making, judgement and performance (Beilock & Carr, 2005; 

Buchanan, 2006; Chajut & Algom, 2003; Ganster & Rosen, 2013; 

LeBlanc, 2009; Shaham et al., 1992). According to Conservation of 

Resources Theory (COR theory) (Hobfoll, 1989) and the Job Demands-

Resources Model  (Demerouti & Rispens, 2014), stress will originate 

through a 2 stage process: firstly, an individual evaluates whether a 

situation poses a threat (challenging/harmless) to self and secondly, if the 

individual has enough resources to overcome this situation, If not enough 

resources are available to cope, stress is experienced. Initially, it will lead 

to burnout- a mental state of exhaustion (Job Burnout | Annual Review of 

Psychology, n.d.). Thus, Burnout is also called Work Stress (Lastovkova 

et al., 2018).  

 

Though the Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach & Jackson, 1981b) was 

developed to measure Burnout and was considered as the gold standard, 

there were several issues that made not viable for this research (Bakker et 

al., 2005; Schaufeli et al., 2001). Hence, the BAT has been used and its 

assessment involved - combination of a deductive and an inductive 

approach, up-to-date content, diagnostic use and has a general easy-to-use 

self-administered version. It assesses individual’s burnout levels in terms 

of 6 factors: exhaustion, mental distance, cognitive impairment, emotional 

impairment, psychological complaints and psychosomatic complaints. 
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Relationship between Leadership Behavior and Work Stress 

(Burnout) 

In the present research, the focus is on leadership behavior i.e. to 

understand that of Gen Y’s and possible outcomes of these theoretically 

connected types to work stress. The research is widely distributed over 

multiple perspectives- the relationship between leadership behavior and 

stress-related impact, the impact of demographics on these variables and 

the variable influences. This research can be described as follows: 

 

(1) Stress-related antecedents of leadership behaviors.  
Previous research has shown that in situations with high work stress, 

transformational leadership behavior is preferable because it assumes that 

the leader does not panic and instead acts as a role model. In due course, 

he is able to channel the  followers  into  efforts  to  achieve  group  goals 

(Bass et al., 2008) . A transformational leader would be able to do this 

because the situation would promote this leader’s use of charisma as 

indicated in previous research (Conger & Kanungo, 1987; Halverson et 

al., 2004). But even in times of high stress and crisis, leaders by 

themselves get affected with stress that limits their ability to perform 

effective leadership behaviors. To make matters more difficult, recent 

studies have implied that psychological resources of leaders have 

diminished and  led to a reduction of effort in leader behaviors  (Byrne et 

al., 2014; Courtright et al., 2016). This has been indicated through core 

leadership tasks involving decision-making, empathy or goal-setting, are 

incompatible with high burnout experienced by the leader (Arnold et al., 

2015). Hence, if a leader is too burnout, it could prevent him from 

administering through effective leadership behaviors and thus eventually 

culminate in poor leadership. 

 

(2) Stress-related consequences of leadership behaviors.  
Though leaders may help their followers to cope with stress, they 

themselves may be the source of stress for their followers (Bass et al., 

2008). This has been observed in the laissez-faire leader behavior, which 

fosters more occurrences of stressful and challenging situations (Skogstad 

et al., 2007).  This research on stress-related focus on leadership behavior 

is important because important research questions still remain unanswered 

(Skogstad et al., 2014). This includes that some studies could not replicate 

stable effects of leadership behaviors on correlates of followers’ work 

stress (Malloy & Penprase, 2010; Stordeur et al., 2001). Also, background 
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information of employees is an important information source for research 

that influences leader’s behavior in the presence of work stress. Because 

based on these variable levels, they will serve as key indices of 

organizational performance. 

 

(3) Differentiated measurement of Leadership Behavior and Work 

Stress.  
Background information of employees is an important information source 

for research that influences leader’s behavior in the presence of work 

stress. Because based on these variable levels, they will serve as key 

indices of organizational performance (Rizzo et al., 1970). 

 

(4) Theoretically connected mediating mechanisms.  

In general, the relation between leadership behavior and work stress may 

be linked through the presence/absence of potentially harmful/innocuous 

working conditions (Leonard, 2013). Leaders also influence the 

occurrence, perception, and interpretation of working conditions. All this 

may culminate into negative or boost positive aspects of work (Piccolo & 

Colquitt, 2006). Therefore, this research would help to test theoretically 

aspects that can influence leadership behavior and work stress. As a result, 

presenting a coherent set of mediating variables that are grounded within a 

framework to explain the role of full-range leadership behaviors and the 

mediation process by which stress-related outcomes are affected (van 

Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013). 

 

3. HYPOTHESIS OF THIS STUDY 

H01: Leadership Behavior in general has no significant 

relationship with Work Stress in general of Gen Y 

students. 

H02: Leadership Behavior factors has no significant 

relationship with Work Stress factors of Gen Y students. 

H03:  Leadership Behavior factors has no significant 

relationship with Work Stress in general of Gen Y 

students. 

H04: Leadership Behavior in general has no significant 

relationship with Work Stress factors of Gen Y students. 

H05: There is no significant difference between male and 

female Gen Y students with respect to Leadership 
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Behavior. 

H06: There is no significant difference with respect to 

Leadership Behavior between the Gen Y students on the 

basis of education. 

H07: There is no significant difference with respect to 

Leadership Behavior across different work-experience 

groups of Gen Y students. 

H08:  There is no significant difference between male and 

female Gen Y students with respect to Work Stress. 

H09:  There is no significant difference with respect to Work 

Stress between the Gen Y students on the basis of 

education. 

H010:  There is no significant difference with respect to Work 

Stress across different work-experience groups of Gen Y 

students. 

H011:  Prediction of Work Stress (Burnout) level with 

Leadership Behavior cannot be done 

H012:  Prediction of Leadership Behavior level with Work 

Stress (Burnout) cannot be done 

H013: Prediction of Leadership Behavior level with Work 

Stress (Burnout) factors cannot be done 

H014:  Prediction of Work Stress (Burnout) level with 

Leadership Behavior factor cannot be done 

 

4. METHOD 

4.1 Sample and Setting  

In this study, the population composed of students from different Business 

Management Schools in and around Mumbai. The major mode of 

sampling was convenience sampling where students undertook the tests 

for Leadership Behavior and Work Stress (Burnout). The data was 

collected by administering the questionnaire to the respondents 

individually through Google forms and hard copies. Respondents who 

were contacted through emails were asked to fill out the survey online. 

Hence, the final sample for the study was 118 students out of which 52 

respondents were males and 66 were females. Majority of the respondents 

were Non-Engineering, i.e. 88 respondents and 30 respondents were 

Engineering. Presences of Work Experience was also documented, 51 
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respondents were freshers, 25 respondents had less than 1year work 

experience and 42 respondents had 1-5years work experience.  

4.2 Measures 

Based on literature and discussions, two research instruments were used to 

carry out the survey. After access was obtained from the Ohio State 

University, the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ – XII) 

was used for measuring Leadership Behavior and the Burnout Assessment 

Tool (BAT) was used to measure Work Stress Burnout. The reliability for 

the sample was found to have an acceptable level of consistency for all 

variables as 0.749 (Table 1). The reliability for the sample was found to 

have a high level of consistency for both the instrument i.e. Cronbach 

alpha score of 0.902 for Leadership Behavior and 0.803 for Burnout. 

(Tables 2 and 3). 

The data was collected through questionnaires and it consisted of two 

sections. Section 1 i.e. Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire 

consisted of a total of 20 statements and the respondents rated the 

questions on a 5-point scale. The respondents were asked to read each 

statement and rate each statement on how closely that statement seemed to 

be like him/her (1: Never 5: Always).  In section 2, the Burnout 

Assessment Tool (BAT) was used, which consisted of 24 questions. All 

questions were true keyed. The respondents have to read each statement 

and mention whether they agree or disagree on a scale of 1 to 5 (1: Never 

5: Always).  

 

5. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

The analysis was developed to answer the flowing research questions: 

What is the relationship between Leadership Behavior of Gen Y students 

and Work Stress (Burnout)?  How do the demographic variables of 

gender, education and work experience moderate the relationship between 

Leadership Behavior and Work Stress (Burnout) of Gen Y students? What 

different measures can influence leadership behavior and burnout among 

Gen Y students?  

 

Table 4 suggests there is a strong negative association between 

Leadership Behavior and Work Stress (Burnout), hence H01 is rejected. 
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Table 5 provides an overview of the relationship between Leadership 

Behavior and Work Stress (Burnout). There is a strong Association 

between factors of Leadership Behavior and factors of Work Stress 

(Burnout). Hence H02 is rejected. Table 6 looks at the relationship 

between the different factors of Leadership Behavior and Burnout. The 

result shows there is a strong association between all 10 factors except 

Tolerance Uncertainty of Leadership Behavior and Burnout. Therefore, we 

reject null hypothesis H03 that Leadership Behavior has no significant 

relationship with the Burnout for Gen Y students. Table 7 looks at the 

relationship between the different factors of Burnout and Leadership 

Behavior. The result shows there is a strong association between all 6 

factors except Psychosomatic Complaints of Burnout and Leadership 

Behavior. Therefore, we reject null hypothesis H04 that Burnout has no 

significant relationship with the Leadership Behavior for Gen Y students.  

 

Through correlation, it was determined that, there is a significant strong 

negative correlation between Leadership Behavior and Work Stress 

Burnout. This comes as no surprise because it is linked through workplace 

presence of stressful working conditions as indicated by Leonard 

(Leonard, 2013). The reasons for these conditions are influenced by the 

leadership as derived through the leader’s behavior. Since todays’ 

generation does not adopt a fixed method of leading their followers, the 

inability to predict, interpret and perceive the implications of the adopted 

leadership causes this generation to get stressed that ultimately leads to 

burnout as described in the Conservation of Resources Theory (COR 

theory) (Hobfoll, 1989) and the Job Demands-Resources Model  

(Demerouti & Rispens, 2014). This correlation confirms that the 

leadership experienced through this generation’s leadership behavior 

culminates into negative aspects in work in other words burnout that was 

proposed by Piccolo and Colquitt (Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006).  

 

Within the Leadership Behavior, strong correlations are seen between 

Persuasion and Reconciliation, Structure and Reconciliation, Structure and 

Tolerance Uncertainty, Structure and Persuasion, Tolerance Freedom and 

Reconciliation,  Tolerance Freedom and Tolerance Uncertainty, Tolerance 

Freedom and Persuasion, Tolerance Freedom and Structure, Role 

Assumption and Reconciliation, Role Assumption and Persuasion, Role 

Assumption and Structure, Role Assumption and Tolerance Freedom, 

Consideration and Reconciliation, Consideration and Tolerance 
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Uncertainty, Consideration and Persuasion, Consideration and Structure, 

Consideration and Tolerance Freedom, Consideration and Role 

Assumption, Production-Emphasis and Reconciliation, Production-

Emphasis and Tolerance Uncertainty, Production-Emphasis and 

Persuasion, Production- Emphasis and Structure, Production-Emphasis 

and Tolerance Freedom, Production-Emphasis and Role Assumption, 

Production-Emphasis and Consideration, Predictive-Accuracy  and 

Reconciliation, Predictive-Accuracy and Tolerance Uncertainty, 

Predictive-Accuracy and Persuasion, Predictive-Accuracy and Structure, 

Predictive-Accuracy and Tolerance Freedom, Predictive-Accuracy and 

Role Assumption, Predictive-Accuracy and Consideration, Predictive-

Accuracy and Product-Emphasis, Integration and Reconciliation, 

Integration and Tolerance Uncertainty, Integration and Persuasion, 

Integration and Structure, Integration and tolerance Freedom, Integration 

and Role Assumption, Integration and Consideration, Integration and 

Product-Emphasis and finally Integration and Predictive Accuracy. A 

weaker correlation was seen between Persuasion and Tolerance 

Uncertainty. 

 

Within the Work Stress (Burnout), strong correlations are seen between 

Mental Distance and Exhaustion, Cognitive Impairment and Exhaustion, 

Cognitive Impairment and Mental Distance, Emotional Impairment and 

Exhaustion, Emotional Impairment and Mental Distance, Emotional 

Impairment and Cognitive Impairment, Psychological Complaints and 

Exhaustion, Psychological Complaints and Cognitive Impairment, 

Psychological Complaints and Emotional Impairment, Psychosomatic 

Complaints and Exhaustion, Psychosomatic Complaints and Emotional 

Impairment, Psychosomatic Complaints and Psychological Complaints. A 

weaker correlation was seen between Psychosomatic Complaints and 

Cognitive Impairment. 

 

Between the Leadership Behavior factors and the Burnout Average a 

strong adverse correlation was observed between Burnout and 

Reconciliation, Burnout and Persuasion, Burnout and Structure, Burnout 

and Tolerance Freedom, Burnout and Role Assumption, Burnout and 

Production-Emphasis, Burnout and Predictive-Accuracy, and Burnout and 

Integration. 
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Between the Leadership Behavior Average and the Burnout factors a 

strong adverse correlation was observed between Leadership Behavior and 

Exhaustion, Leadership Behavior and Mental Distance, Leadership 

Behavior and Cognitive Impairment, Leadership Behavior and Emotional 

Impairment, Leadership Behavior and Psychological Complaints. 

 

Therefore, this research helps proving the theoretically aspects that 

influence leadership behavior and work stress. As a result, this research is 

able to present a coherent set of mediating variables that are grounded 

within a valid and reliable frameworks to explain the role of full-range 

leadership behaviors and the indicators which demonstrates stress-related 

outcomes (Malloy & Penprase, 2010; Stordeur et al., 2001; van 

Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013). This research also proves that for Gen Y, 

irrespective of whether transactional, transformational or laissez-faire 

leadership styles, this generation does have significant burnout levels 

already present within them which will continue change depending on the 

leadership behaviors exerted irrespective of the leadership styles used. 

Thus, this research deviates previous research which indicated that 

depending on the type of leadership style used, the levels of burnout will 

change whereas in this research it proves that leadership behavior is the 

one that requires more focus as it is the basis for any leadership styles 

(Lyons & Schneider, 2009; Skogstad et al., 2007, 2014; van Knippenberg 

& Sitkin, 2013). Hence, companies need to apply appropriate leadership 

behaviors to address these burnout symptoms to avoid having a negative 

impact on their employees and their organizations.  

 

In order to be an effective GenY leader, they will have to deal with their 

generation having antecedent burnout levels and accordingly create a 

supportive atmosphere for the Gen Y workforce to thrive. A key method 

of handling this is through their leadership behavior via effective 

communication directly and indirectly in which previous research on prior 

Generations have shown that it can be done through the appropriate use of 

different leadership styles, but this research establishes that leadership 

behavior plays the more important role (de Vries et al., 2010).  

 

Previous research has shown, depending on the type of communication, 

effects from leadership behavior on reducing stress are stronger when only 

direct communication is used for transformational leadership, and when 

only indirect communication is applied in transactional leadership (de 
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Vries et al., 2010). Since, transactional behaviors do depend on the 

precision of communication, which can be achieved optimally via indirect 

communication like email. Technical information requiring specific details 

on working tasks and feedback should be in writing form and hence no 

personal conversation is required. Empirical results have also revealed that 

contingent reward is effective when leader follower distance is high 

(Howell et al., 2005). This happens because communication via email 

offers a feeling of autonomy to the employee who then can decide when to 

read and when to respond to the message of the supervisor, which leads to 

less perceived stress.  

 

On the other hand, transformational leadership is characterized by assured, 

supportive and expressive communication behaviors, which are best 

achieved via direct communication (de Vries et al., 2010). Directly talking 

to followers is important to create a group identity, and to consider the 

individual background of each person. With regards to followers’ 

performance, transformational leadership is, in particular, linked to high 

performance when distance is low, and does not show this link when 

distance is high. This indicates that a close interaction between leader and 

follower is beneficial (Howell et al., 2005). Lastly, if moderated 

mediational effects are shown through workplace peers, then the 

relationship between leadership and stress via social support will be 

positive.  

 

Table 8 looks at the mean and standard deviation for each of the 

Leadership Behavior factors across all respondents. The top three 

Leadership Behaviors are Tolerance Freedom, Consideration and 

Production Emphasis whereas the bottom three Leadership Behaviors are 

Predictive Accuracy, Tolerance Uncertainty and Role Assumption. 

Table 9 gives the ranking of the mean and standard deviation for each of 

the leadership behavior factors across male and female respondents.  

 

Table 10 looks at the t-test among gender for leadership behavior. Given, 

that there were large number of male (52) and female (66) respondents, it 

was felt useful to check significance of difference of mean scores of male 

and female participants with respect to the Leadership Behavior. A very 

interesting finding of the study was that Structure, Persuasion and 

Reconciliation were ranked the exact same position for both genders. 
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Tolerance Freedom is the highest among the females and not males.  

When looking at the overall Leadership Behavior scores across male and 

female participants, the t-test did not show up any significant difference. 

Therefore, we accept the Null Hypothesis H05 that there is no significant 

difference between male and female Gen Y students with respect to 

Leadership Behavior.  

 

From the results, there is no difference in the overall leadership behavior 

between male and female. However, there is a difference in the way 

leadership behavior is brought about. Both genders rely strongly on 

tolerance to freedom as a way to bring about effective leadership in long 

term scenarios. This makes this generation very different from the 

previous generations, most characteristically distinct from the analysis 

done in the Trait Theories as given by Stogdill (Heilman, 2001; Stogdill, 

1948). In the 1940’s, leadership was focused only on Capacity, 

Achievement, Responsibility, Participation and Status, whereas this 

generation uses leadership behavior through emphasis on tolerance to 

freedom, production-emphasis, consideration and integration. The current 

generation does not rely heavily on predictive-accuracy, are less likely to 

actively exercise leadership roles rather they could surrender it to others 

and are less likely to be tolerant toward uncertainty. The results obtained 

in this study proves that Gen Y’s male and female leadership behaviors are 

still very much alike w.r.t each other’s as in previous generations, as 

indicated in prior research. But the way Gen Y conducts its leadership 

behavior is different from previous generations as its behavior tends to 

lead with a transformational leadership style (Eagly et al., 1995; Eklund et 

al., 2017).  

Table 11 gives the ranking of the mean and standard deviation for each of 

the Leadership Behavior factors across Engineers and Non-Engineers 

groups among Gen Y students.  

 

Table 12 looks at the t-test among Engineers and Non-Engineers for 

Leadership Behavior. There were a large number of Engineer (30) and 

Non-Engineer (88) respondents, so it was felt useful to check the 

significance of difference of mean scores of Engineers and Non-Engineers 

participants with respect to the leadership behavior. When looking at the 

overall Leadership behavior scores across Engineers and Non-Engineers 

participants the t-test does not show significant difference between the two 
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groups at 0.05 level of significance. Therefore, we accept the null 

hypothesis H06 that there is no significant difference between Engineers 

and non-Engineers when it comes to overall Leadership Behavior. 

 

Reasons for adopting this type of classification is that engineers bring 

diverse innovations, useful strengths and useful perspectives. This has 

been clearly indicated in their preferences as indicated in the results. 

Engineering graduates have the tendency to exhibit a leadership behavior 

through clear definitions of roles and their expectations at the beginning 

itself. Hence, they focus more on their leadership behavior being more 

structural. To achieve their targets, engineers lead their followers through 

persuasion; hence adopting a more transformational form of leadership 

style for this as seen in previous generations in prior literature (Erkutlu, 

2008; Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006). Non-engineering graduates on the other 

hand have a more ‘soft skill’ approach and leads through behavior of 

tolerance to freedom and consideration. Both Graduates consider 

leadership behavior with emphasis on production- emphasis as important. 

Hence, engineers tend to adopt a leadership behavior which tends towards 

transactional leadership style and non-engineers tend to adopt a leadership 

behavior which is more a transformational leadership style. Hence, both 

groups have very different ideas of importance of different ways of 

leadership behavior. However, there is no significant difference between 

the overall Leadership Behavior of different group of Gen Y students 

categorized on the basis of education. The leadership behavior of this 

generation is however different from previous generations (Salahuddin, 

2010). 

Table 13 gives the ranking of the mean and standard deviation for each of 

the Leadership Behavior factors across Work Experience groups 

among Gen Y students. Table 14 looks at the ANOVA among Work 

Experience groups for Leadership Behavior. Given that there were 

substantial numbers among various work experience groups, it was felt 

useful to check the significance of difference of mean scores among these 

various work-experience groups with respect to Leadership Behavior. The 

various work experience groups were: Nil Experience (51), < 1-year 

experience (25), and 1 – 5 years’ experience (42).  

 

To look at Leadership Behavior across different work experience groups 

we analyzed the data using ANOVA. As the table shows the F-value 5.241 
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obtained is significant at .007 level. This suggests that there is a significant 

relationship between Leadership Behavior and work experience. 

Therefore, we reject the Null Hypothesis H07 that there is no significant 

difference among various Work experience groups for Leadership 

Behavior among Gen Y students. The scores suggest that work experience 

is positively related with Leadership Behavior. An examination of the 

mean scores of the Leadership Behavior factors the work experience 

categories, suggests that there is a significant difference between Freshers 

and less than 1year work experience as indicated by Tukey HSD and LSD. 

 

Since, there is a significant difference between the Leadership Behavior 

across different work-experience groups of Gen Y students. Freshers and 

less than 1year work experience are found higher overall Leadership 

Behavior scores with Gen Y students.  This is because that this generation 

wants to lead as they think it empowers them though they lack the industry 

experience and expertise (Fries, n.d.). Freshers and less than 1year work 

experience value tolerance to freedom, production-emphasis, 

consideration and integration. They do this through showing a willingness 

to leave when leadership doesn’t meet standards, express different needs 

regarding leadership training, embrace a flat management structure, value 

leaders who seek feedback from all employees, push back against policy 

for policy’s sake, as leaders they seek to empower and transform, and seek 

and support flexibility and work-life balance (Fries, n.d.). Gen Y with 

work experience of 1-5 years also gives importance to the same factors but 

with nearly the same magnitude for all 3 top factors. From the point of 

view of work experience, leadership behaviors not valued are mainly 

tolerance uncertainty and role assumption. Freshers and 1-5years work 

experience do not value predictive-accuracy as much. Less than 1year 

work experience values reconciliation considerably less than other groups. 

This indicates that Gen Y’s leadership behavior gives them a more 

transformational leadership styles than transactional. As for this 

generation, laissez-faire leadership style is definitely not preferable. If one 

had to consider the leadership methods adopted by this generation, it 

would be that they focus on having positive leadership behavior outcome, 

hence they focus on using a combination of behavioral, contingency and 

integrative leadership theories unlike previous research (Erkutlu, 2008; 

Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006; G. A. Yukl & Gardner, 2020). 
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Table 15 looks at the mean and standard deviation for each of the 

Burnout factors across all respondents. The top three Burnout factors are 

Exhaustion, Mental Distance and Cognitive Impairment, whereas the 

bottom three Burnout factors are Emotional Impairment, Psychological 

Complaints and Psychosomatic Complaints.  

 

Table 16 looks at the mean and standard deviation for each of the 

Burnout factors across male and female respondents.  

 

Table 17 looks at the t-test among gender for Burnout. It was felt useful to 

check significance of difference of mean scores of male and female 

participants with respect to Burnout. When looking at the overall Burnout 

scores across male and female participants the t-test did not show up any 

significant difference, therefore, we accept the Null Hypothesis H08 that 

there is no significant difference between male and female Gen Y students 

with respect to Burnout. 

 

From the results, there is no significant difference between male and 

female Gen Y students with respect to Work Stress (Burnout). However, 

the types of Burnouts in this Generation are different. Both genders suffer 

from exhaustion. In addition to this, males suffer burnout more in the form 

of mental distance and emotional impairment, hence this is indicated 

through their reluctance to work and inability to control their frustrated 

emotions. Thus, males’ burnout exhibit core systems than secondary 

burnout symptoms (Burnout Assessment Tool, n.d.). On the other hand, 

females not only do they suffer from emotional impairment but also from 

cognitive impairment.  Thus, they will experience frustrations at work as 

well as memory problems, attention and concentration deficits and poor 

cognitive performance. Hence, their burnout will also be indicated by core 

symptoms. Both genders have low chances of psychological and 

psychosomatic complaints being manifested from burnout and hence, 

these complaints are likely to originate from other sources besides work. 

Of the two genders however, females are more likely to suffer from these 

complaints than males. Both genders have similar responses to stress as in 

accordance with previous research, however this research shows different 

levels of different types of burnout between the two genders. Further 

research (Eklund et al., 2017) can involve measuring the types of response 

to stress in terms of response to Fight‐or‐Flight response (Rodolfo, n.d.), 
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the Polyvagal Theory (Porges, 2001), and the Tend‐and‐Befriend response 

(Taylor et al., 2000).  

 

Table 18 gives the ranking of the mean and standard deviation for each of 

the Burnout factors across Engineers and Non-Engineers groups among 

Gen Y students.  

Table 19 looks at the t-test among Engineers and Non-Engineers for 

personal values. It was felt useful to check significance of difference of 

mean scores of Engineers (30) and Non-Engineers (88) participants with 

respect to the Burnout. When looking at the overall Burnout factors across 

Engineers and Non-Engineers participants the t-test shows significant 

difference at .05 level. This suggest that there is a significant relationship 

at 0.05 level between Burnout across Education groups. Therefore, we 

reject the Null Hypothesis H09 that there is significant difference among 

Engineering and Non-Engineering group for Burnout among Gen Y 

students.    

Since, the results indicate that there is significant difference between the 

overall Work Stress (Burnout) scores of Engineers when compared with 

the scores of Non-Engineers. Like in the gender-wise analysis, both type 

of graduates suffer exhaustion, with engineering graduates experiencing 

more exhaustion burnout than non-engineering. The burnout symptoms of 

both are the same- emotional impairment and mental distance, only in 

interchangeable ranks. Hence, engineer’s response to burnout will be more 

in the form of feeling frustrated and angry at work, irritability, 

overreacting, feeling upset or sad without knowing why which are 

indicative symptoms of emotional impairment. Non- engineering initial 

response will be indicated by a strong reluctance or aversion to work 

(Mental Distance).  

The ranks of Burnout factors among Engineers and Non-Engineers were 

the same for both in terms of Cognitive Impairment, Psychological 

Complaints and Psychosomatic Complaints. Hence, the work related stress 

is not likely to cause secondary related burnout symptoms (Burnout 

Assessment Tool, n.d.). Hence, depending on the type of work force, 

companies will have to lead with different kinds of leadership behaviors 

depending on the situation and the educational background of the affected 

employees. Use of guidelines provided in the Situation theories will be 
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beneficial for the company in the long-run as indicated in previous 

research (Lerman, 2010; Norris & Vecchio, 1992). Furthermore, Gen Y 

leaders, depending on their education background will experience the 

same symptoms discussed above. The leadership behavioral response to 

the affected burnt-out leaders would require a combination of transactional 

and transformational leadership styles in different proportions depending 

on the educational background of these leaders as well (Stordeur et al., 

2001). 

Table 20 gives the ranking of the mean and standard deviation for each of 

the Burnout factors across Work Experience groups among Gen Y 

students. Table 21 looks at the ANOVA among Work Experience groups 

for Burnout. It was felt useful to check the significance of difference of 

mean scores among these various work-experience groups with respect to 

Burnout. The various work experience groups were: Nil Experience (51), 

< 1-year experience (25), and 1 – 5 years’ experience (42). To look at 

Burnout across different work experience groups we analyzed the data 

using ANOVA.  

 

As the table 21 shows the F-value 2.309 obtained is significant at .104. 

This suggest that there is a no significant relationship between Burnout 

and work experience. Therefore, we accept the Null Hypothesis H010 that 

there is no significant difference among various Work experience groups 

for Burnout among Gen Y students. 

 

The results indicate that freshers and less than one-year work experience 

management students have burnout in the form of exhaustion, mental 

distance and cognitive impairment. Though the magnitude of this burnout 

is considerably less for freshers than for those with less than one-year 

experience. One would have hypothesized that as one gets more work 

experience, the more burnout occurs. But in the group with 1-5years work 

experience, exhaustion is the only common burnout symptom that all other 

work experience groups experience as well. In this group, unusual burnout 

symptoms are experience, namely emotional impairment and 

psychological complaints. This is the first situation wherein a work-related 

stress has caused a secondary burnout symptom. This could indicate that 

as one gets more experience, there are chances of secondary burnout 

symptoms as well as more diverse symptoms being experienced with this 

Generation.  
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This is in accordance with published reports of Millennial Burnout 

wherein Depression and "deaths of despair" are on the rise among 

millennials as they suffer through financial stress, loneliness and work 

place burnout (Lonely, burned out, and depressed, n.d.). Reports argue that 

previous generations have also experienced burnout but the causes, nature 

and symptoms of this work stress burnout for Gen Y is different and has 

been poorly researched upon (Bean, 2016). Another distinct feature of this 

research is that psychosomatic complaints has not been experienced much 

in this generation. A reason for this is that this generation truly does not 

experience it or would have wanted to withhold this sensitive information 

in this study. Thus, a conclusive research on this aspect cannot be 

expressed. All this indicates, that companies cannot adopt a one-remedy-

fix-all policy to address the issue of work stress in this generation as 

consideration needs to be given in terms of gender, education background 

and work experience. Leadership Behaviors will also vary according to 

these demographics in terms of importance to this generation and their 

requirements need to be addressed suitably. 

 

Regression results for Leadership Behavior and Work Stress (Burnout) is 

shown in Table 22. We see that the correlation Leadership Behavior and 

Work Stress (Burnout) is .476 exactly what we see in Table 4. This 

indicates a strong association between the two variables. We carried out 

further regression analysis that will allow us to predict values of Work 

Stress Burnout (variable y) values from Leadership Behavior practices 

(variable x). The prediction equation is Y = a + bx. Thus, our prediction 

equation would be  

Y’ = 4.174 + (-.496)X 

where Y is the dependent variable and x is the independent variable. So, if 

Leadership Behavior practices score is 4 then the prediction for Work 

Stress Burnout would be 2.191. 

 

Regression results for Work Stress (Burnout) and Leadership Behavior is 

shown in Table 23. We see that the correlation Leadership Behavior and 

Work Stress (Burnout) is .476 exactly what we see in Table 4. This 

indicates a strong association between the two variables. We carried out 

further regression analysis that will allow us to predict values of 

Leadership Behavior Practices (variable y) values from Work Stress 
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Burnout (variable x). The prediction equation is Y = a + bx. Thus our 

prediction equation would be  

Y’ = 4.375 + (-.457)X 

where Y is the dependent variable and x is the independent variable. So, if 

Work Stress Burnout score is 4 then the prediction for Leadership 

Behavior practices would be 2.547. 

 

Regression results for Leadership Behavior and Work Stress (Burnout) 

factors is shown in Table 24. We see that the correlation Leadership 

Behavior and Work Stress (Burnout) factors is .520. This indicates a 

strong association between the variables. We carried out further regression 

analysis that will allow us to predict values of Leadership Behavior 

practices (variable y) values from Work Stress Burnout factors (variables 

x1, x2, x3, x4, x5 and x6). The prediction equation is Y = a + 

bx1+cx2+dx3+ex4+fx5+gx6 Thus our prediction equation would be  

Y’ = 4.456 + (-.046)X1+(-.203)X2+(-.102)X3+(-.073)X4+(-.033)X5+(-

.011)X6 

where y is the dependent variable and x is the independent variable. So, if 

all Work Stress Burnout variable scores are 4 then the prediction for 

Leadership Behavior practices would be 2.584. 

 

Regression results for Work Stress (Burnout) and Leadership Behavior 

factors is shown in Table 25. We see that the correlation Leadership 

Behavior and Workstress (Burnout) factors is .662. This indicates a strong 

association between the variables. We carried out further regression 

analysis that will allow us to predict values of Work Stress Burnout 

(variable y) values from Leadership Behavior factors (variables x1, x2, x3, 

x4, x5, x6, x7, x8, x9 and x10).  

The prediction equation is  

Y = a + bx1+cx2+dx3+ex4+fx5+gx6+ix7+jx8+kx9-lx10. 

Thus, our prediction equation would be  

Y’ = 4.637 + (-.322)X1+(-.001)X2+(-.066)X3+(-.155)X4+(-.038)X5+(-

.142)X6+(.321)X7+(-.035)X8+(-.017)X9+(-.158)X10 

where y is the dependent variable and x is the independent variable. So, if 

all Leadership Behavior scores are 4 then the prediction for Burnout 

would be 2.185. 

As indicated with the first equation generated, that as the influence 

Leadership Behavior becomes less, it has adverse consequences to the Gen 
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Y individual, the Burnout level will increase. Through the second 

regression equation, the results also indicate that for the Gen Y leader 

himself who is experiencing burnout that as his stress level increase, the 

ability for him to carry out the appropriate leadership style through his 

leadership behavior will diminish. 

 

The first equation indicates that supportive leadership behavior is required 

as guidance for this generation. If guidance decreases, then Gen Y has the 

tendency to get stressed-out that ultimately results in burnout. In terms of 

dealing with the consequences of a burnt out work force, adopting a 

leadership style that is either transformational, transactional and/or laissez-

faire is more suitable in this scenario because this generation is not a one-

method-fix-all problems as done for previous generation as indicated in 

previous research (Bass et al., 2008; Gregersen et al., 2014; Skogstad et 

al., 2007). Meaningful relationships between the burnout employees and 

appropriate leadership behaviors conducts fostering the acceptance of 

group goals and identifying and articulating a vision. 

 

The second equation indicates that as stress increases, leadership behavior 

of the same Gen Y individual will decrease. This is in accordance with 

previous research  wherein the leader’s stress was linked to the staff stress 

level and showed that as staff stress levels increased so did the 

supervisor’s (Giorgi et al., 2015).  So has it also be linked other stress 

related researches (Gregersen et al., 2014). 

 

Regression analysis was also done to determine the levels in different 

burnout factors contributing to the diminishing effect of leadership 

behavior. It predicted that Mental Distance and Cognitive Impairment and 

Emotional Impairment were the factors that produced the most 

diminishing leadership behavior effect whereas Psychosomatic 

Complaints for this generation produced the least. Finally, Regression 

analysis was also done to determine the levels in different leadership 

behavior factors contributing to burnout. It predicted that were the factors 

that Reconciliation, Structure, Role Assumption and Integration produced 

the most burnout effect whereas Consideration for this generation 

produced the least in fact it may have a positive impact. 
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Thus, in this research using valid and reliable instruments, one as able to 

predict the burnout effect form the leadership behavior factors, and the 

leadership behavior effect form the burnout factors.  

 

6. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Though the research did give an insight into the Leadership Behavior and 

Work Stress (Burnout) levels of Gen Y management students using the 

Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ – XII) and the 

Burnout Assessment Tool (BAT), certain areas could not be investigated 

due to various limitations. Much work needs to be done to resolve these 

areas in order to have a balanced leadership and stress management 

approach for dealing with this generation. Hence, future studies should 

revolve around the following areas- 

1. A limitation of this research is that it was conducted with a 

homogenous population of management students. Future research could 

have a variety of different disciplines to determine if there is any 

uniqueness with different combinations of Leadership Behavior and Work 

Stress (Burnout). A larger sample would be preferable. 

2. Since this research is based only from a single person’s 

perspective, future research should involve gaining a leader’s and 

follower’s perspective from themselves as well as of each other. 

3. Another limitation is that the current research is based on the 

current Leadership Behavior and Work Stress (Burnout) of the participants 

and the results could be subject to change in the future. 

4. The effect of organization’s strategies on leadership behavior and 

burnout levels could be investigated in future. 

5. How effective would technology be in influencing different 

Leadership Behaviors and Work Stress (Burnout)? 

6. Future research could further our comprehension of the complex 

nature of Leadership Behavior and Work Stress (Burnout) by examining 

other individual factors (intelligence levels, self-efficacy, etc.) and 

environmental factors (socio-economic background, educational 

institutions attended) as predictors of Leadership Behavior and Work 

Stress (Burnout) and link them as contributors in decision making. 

7. How should the combinations of Leadership Behaviors and Work 

Stress (Burnout)preferences be incorporated in advising? How effective 

are interventions that take these combinations into account? 
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8. Does mixing appropriate individuals with certain levels of 

leadership behavior and burnout, when forming project teams lead to 

better team products? Does it lead to increased inter-personal conflict? If 

the answer to each question is “yes,” do the improved products 

compensate for the greater burnout risk? Does making team members 

aware of their differences lower the potential for conflict? 

 

7. CONCLUSION 

 

The results of this study are important both theoretically and practically 

because this generation is presently positioned to give critical 

contributions to decision-making in today’s world. 

In this research, the Gen Y management students’ Leadership Behavior 

and Work Stress (Burnout) were investigated using valid and reliable 

instruments i.e. the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ – 

XII) and the Burnout Assessment Tool (BAT) to meet the objectives of 

this research.   

 

Gen Y ranks Tolerance Freedom, Consideration and Production-Emphasis 

highly in terms of leadership behavior whereas Exhaustion, Mental-

Distance and Cognitive Impairment are the burnout symptoms most felt by 

this generation. Through Pearson’s Correlation, a strong relationship was 

determined between Leadership Behavior and Work Stress (Burnout) and 

even between their factors. Demographic studies were conducted for 

Leadership Behaviors and Work Stress (Burnout) on the basis of gender, 

graduation background and work experience. Significant differences were 

seen with the group with Freshers and less than 1year work experience of 

having a higher overall Leadership Behavior scores with Gen Y students, 

and significant difference between the overall Work Stress (Burnout) 

scores of Engineers when compared with the scores of Non-Engineers. 

Through regression analysis, equations for estimations of leadership 

behavior and work stress levels were also generated.  

 

It is important to know the Leadership Behaviors and Work Stress 

(Burnout) levels of this Gen Y population because they are distinctly 

different from previous generations. Many of these business students will 

be future leaders and knowledge of these variables and their interplay will 
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help guide the company in effectively leading their workforce. Since the 

analysis was on the leader himself, it provides better understanding of the 

antecedents and consequences of the leadership behavior and work stress 

(Burnout) on individuals and the organizations. Organizations must ensure 

that leadership behavior must not promote stress and that even though 

burnout may be endemic its levels must be kept to the minimum so that 

leadership behavior does not get adversely affected. 
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