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A mejor awed In- assessing leader behavior is to know more about how it

affects followers. The so-cal led “trait approach” to leadership tr ied to

specify characteristics wh ich differentiated effective f rom ineffsctlve ’ leader

behavior . But this approach did not deal so much with actual behavior as it

did with personal ity measures. A l ink was often eerily assumed to exist between

these measures and the lieder ’s behavior. Another techniqu. tr ied was to get

set f—reports by leaders. However, these suffer from subjective b ewes and need

to be checked against the observations of subordinates.

An Important departure in behavioral research on leaders was begun In 1947

by the Personnel Research Board at Ohio Stats University (see Stogdlli & Shartle,

1948; Shartle, it al,, 1949). Much of tb. early work was dons in mllltery

o~~~nds, w ith the intention of providing Information on the actual behavior of

l eaders in highsr’-l.vel positions in such organizations. Studies were done

looking at patterns of Iead r behavior which characterized positions, end also

those which cut across various poe It b u s .

A quest lonnelr• was developed wh ich required frequency ratings by subordin-

etes for each of nine dimensions of leader behavior . These were : Initiation,

M mbers hlp ,Rspr.sentation , Integrat ion , Organ izat ion, Domination , Comeunicat$on,

R.cognit ion, and Production . it was administered to members of eany different

organizations who were asked to describe their leaders by the frequency with
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wh ich they d I splayed these behaviors, from “a I ways” to “never.” When these

ratings were analyzed, It was found that they fell Into four main factors. The

two chief ones, which accounted for the great bulk of leader behavIor, were the

well—known pair of “considerat ion” end “init iation of structure,” arid the other

two were “production emphasis” and “sensitivity” (see Stogdili , it al., 1953;

FIe1sh~~n, $973).

in a rel ated departure, the critical Incident technique was developed by

Flanagan (see 1954) and used initia lly in eval uating pilot s In World War ii.

Essentially, critical incidents are reports of actual behaviors observad and

evaluated as particularly effective or Ineffective. This permits a more open-

ended view to be presented by the observer than is possible with specified rating

scales, such as those used in the Ohio State University studies, va luable as they

Tb. “Incident” is chosen by the observer to report a relat ively complete

behavioral sequence wh ich allows an Inference to be drawn about the individua l

Involved In the activity. To be “critical ,”, say in differentiating good from

poor leadersh ip, Flanagan (1954) indIcates that the incident must occur In a

situation wh ich is wel l understood by the observer; It should also be seen by

the observer as illustrative of a class of events. The technlqusa has been used
widely with success to describe the major var iab l es d stlngulshing effect ive and
ineffective flight crew commanders in the mi l itary, and managers in Industry,

among other uses (Fivars , $ 973) .

The cr itica l Inc idents technique can also be employed as an att itudinal
msasure. This was done In a study comparing Navel Aviat ion Cadets who success-
fully completed Basic Fli ght Training with those who voluntarily withdrew

(Hollander & Bair, 1954) . Al l  of these respondents were asked to describe

their “best” and “worst” flight Instruct ors. Content analyses revea l id a

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ —-- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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significant difference in the kinds of descr iptions offered by the two cole—

gorl.s of Cadets. Those who successfully completed training descr ibed their

“best” and “worst” instructors more with regard to Interpersonal qual ities, while

those who withdrew emphasized the I nslructors ’ competence as a teacher . A vnot I -

vationoi Interpretation of these findings was offered, stressing personal identi-

fication with the instructor as a factor associated with success In training.

Also noteworthy a~ a means for tapping interpersonal perceptions, Is the

peer nominat ions technique. Earl ler research for OWR with pear nOminations (e.g.,

Hol lander, 1954, 1956a, b, C, d, 1965), and later experimentation on l eader author-

ity (e.g., Hot l ander & Jul ian, 1970), has shown the significance of the followers ’

perceptions of l eader characteristics. This research-also serves as an approach

to the further exploration of leader style.

Among the chief findings of this earl Ier work on leader—follower re lations

ore these points: ‘the leadcr’s cos~etence in facilitating the group ’s task

affects other variables in the followers’ respons~veness to the l eader; related

to competence , is the leader ’ s perce ived mot I vat I on_i, ~w Interest , in the other

group members as well as the task; and the l eader ’s legitimacy, or source of author-

ity In election or appointm.nt, differentially effect s the leader ’s exsrciss of

Influence (Hollander & Julien, 1970) .

Objectives of the Study

Th. main objective of thi s study is to attain more understanding of the

relati ona l qual ities of l eadership. These are often described In tirms of “leader
style,” as In Fledler ’s contingency model (e.g., 1967, $ 974 . However, the

emphasis here Is on a more rounded view of style as It is perce ived by fo llowers
across varying situations of l eader legithimcy.

Basically, the problem In studying almost any social behavior is the inter-
action of stable dIspositions of an Individua l and the demands of such social

LA - , —----•--— ~~~~~ •— ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - —~~ -~~~~~~~~ —•--- - - - -
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situations. This is especially true of an interpersOnal phenomenon such as

leadership. The failure of most traditional personal ity measures to pred ict

leader behavior (Mann, 1959), has now produced the newer view that such behavior

is an interactive function of personal ity dispositions and the iltuatlon (e.g.,

J. McV. Hunt, 1965; MischeI, 1973).

What seems required to further the predictive quality of the study of

l eadership In groups and organ izations is a better grasp of these Interactive

qual Ities In social interaction. Therefore, the present study seeks to extend

this concept into an understanding of the relational qual ities of effective and

iio fsctive l eadershIp. The approach employs both critical Incidents and ratings.

This should help to get at what people Invol ved in l eadership events describe and

evaluate as significant relational features of leadership they have experienced.

in this regard, Sherlle (1956) has vnade the point that when executives come

together to talk about leadership, “...e~amp l es of failure and success are

l ively topics. This can lead intc the discussion of events and the need to

distinguish betwosn... ’goodness’ or ‘badness,.” (p. tO) .

Method of Study

As Indicated, the research to be reported is an attempt lo study l eadership

as viewed by followers. The technique used is to gather critica l incidents and

content ana l yze them to identify relat ional qualities making for leadership perceive .
to be nood or ~ g. In addit ion, rati ng scales are appl ied to gather Informat ion

on relational qual ities of -the leader. Information is also obta ined about the
l eader’s source of authority, as a basis for leg itImacy, end whether the l eader

is a male or female. This provides some interesting po ssib IlitIe , for cross—sex

ana l yses.

In all , more than 100 mais end females , of various ages and work background.,

have served as respondents in these stud las • Loch respondent is presented w I th a

L~1 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~‘ 
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form which asks for his or her sex and age, and then specifies:

This is a study of leadership from the standpoint of personal

experience. It Is anonymous in that you w i l l  only be IdentIfied by

a number and by your sex and age.

Please think of a group or organization to wh Ich you belong, or

did belong, and describe a situation you experIenced where good

leadership was displayed. Try 3o be as clear as possible In describ-

ing the conditions and behaviors involved.

An ident ical form was then provided with the term “bad” substituted for

“good.” Earl ier pilot research, alternating the good form before the bad, Indicated

no order effects. Therefore the good—bad order was employed In gathering the data

to be reported here.

Respondents then rated the two, using a set of rating scales, each wit-h a

descr ipt ive explanation. These scales were Initial iy prepared by giving atten-

tion to variables mentioned in the literature as be ing associated with effective

vs. Ineffective leadership. After pilot study, end further pruning and edIting,

these seven were used In the present Investigation . At this stage, they repre-

sent an exploratory instrument to measure dimensions of leader—follower relations,

but not a finished product.

The major rating scale employed is attached as Appendix A. The seven

characteristics it lists are as follows: Compliance, Directiveness, Involvement,
Perceptiveness, Rewardingnoss, Time Orientation, and Trustworthiness. Whether

the operaHve terms “good” or “bad” are uSed, the form is the same. At lbs end
of each form it wi l l  be noted that respondents were asked to Indicate whether the
primary actor in the incident was appointed or elected. There was also a place
to check neither, with an explanatory comment. Ultimately, this provided i!~e
basis for mak Ing a differentiation between appointed and non—appointed leaders.

~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~
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The sample of respondents was drawn from students In one evening division
and two day division introductor y psychology courses at the State University of
New York at Buffalo . No major differences in the response patterns-were found

between the evening and day division courses.

Unfortunately, not a ll of the respondents completed oil of the forms.

There were 74 who did , and who could be used for virtually all analyses . Of
these , 40 wers males and 34 females; The median age of the sample was 2.3. Of
the 74 respondents, 13 were under age 20, 35 were between 20 and 24, 14 between
25 and 28, 8 between 30 and 34, end 4 who were 35 or older.
Results and Discussion

In general, the results showed consistent differences in the critical inc i-

dents and ratings for good and bad leaders. Furthermore, the most striking effect
was that appointed vs. non—appointed leaders produced significantly divergent
results for bad leadership, but not for good leadership. It should be noted

that the non—appoInted category was a conglomeration of elected and emergent
leaders, based upon a study of the explanatory couvnents, where there was a doubt.

Also noteworthy was a sex- I inked finding in the form of a tendency for female
respondents to give many more Incidents with females Cf — 20) rather than males
(f a II) as leaders under the bad Iead.rshlp condition. These same female
respondents mentioned an equal number of males and females (f 16 for each) as
l eaders under the good leadership condition. Male respondents rarely mentioned
female leaders in either condition (good: f 5 of 38; and bad: f = 7 of 40).
This set of findings would seem to suggest that females are more likely than
males to have had experienc, with female leaders, end perhaps also to be acre
cr itical of them.

The content ana l ysis of th. critical inc idents was done on the basis of

‘I lowing categorIe, of leader behavior to emerge from a close reading of the

. , ,

~
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incidents g ven by the respondents. Two examples for each of the twelve content

categoriss are given In Appendix B. An analysis was also done using a weighting

system to indicate the degree to whi~h a given behavior appeared in the incident.

The latter produced no substantial difference in the ordering of the twel ve

categories for the good and bad conditions, and was discarded in favor of the

simpler frequency measure.

The ranks shown in Table I are based on the first anal ysis, which is the

frequency with wh ich a behavior Is mentioned. For good leadership, the five top

content categories of leader behavior in order were: Organization, Expertise,

Encouragement, Control , and Efficiency. For bad leadership, the five top

content categories in order were: Smoothness, Organization, Expert ise, Fairness,

and Control.

The rank—difference correlation between good and bad leadership for all

categories was .266, wh ich was pred ictably low end non—significant. The differ—

entioting categories, among the top five for each just listed, are Encouragement

end Efficiency for good l eadership, and Smoothness and Fairness for bad leadership.

in the latter case, it is the lack of these leader behaviors which Is the evident

basis for the high frequency found. Therefore, In comparing the appointed end non-

appointed leaders under ~~~ leadership, Fairness appears to be more of an issue

for the appointed leaders ihan for the non—appointed ones. This finding suggests

that a leader ’s appointment makes particular demands for the qual ity of Fairness,

and that Its absence creates a negative judgment.

Asan inspect ion of Table I also indicates, there are rank differences in these

behaviors between appointed or non-appointed leaders in the good and bad leader-

ship conditions. However, a significant (p < .01) rho of .838 was found between

the two under the ~~~ leadership condition, but not under the ~~~ leadership
condit ion, in the letter case, the rho was —.16. It is nearly zero and indica-

tive of a non—significant relationsh ip.
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The appointed and non—appointed leaders were strongly differentiated In

the bad leadership condition by Participat Ion, Fai rness, and Encouragement. The

first of these was mentioned far more for non—appointed l eaders, arid the latter

two far more for appointed leaders. Bearing In mind again that these are quali-

ties which presumably are l acking, the striking thing is that they all are

Interpersonal.

A comparable rank order anal ysis was done on the seven rating scales, whose

means are given as well In Table 2. The rank—difference correlation between the

good and bad l eadership conditions was — .643. This reveals a strong negat ive

relat ionship between the two, but is not quite significa nt (p < .10). Appointed

end non—appointed l eaders were also compared within the good end bad leadership

conditIons. Once again there is an almost perfect rho (.99) for the appointed

end non—appointed l eaders in the g~~ leadership condit ion (~ < .001). In the

~~~ l eadership condition, however, a divergence is aga in found between the

appointed and non—appointed leaders. The rho there is .205 which is low and

non—significant. Overall , the rating scales for which t-tests significantly

differentiated between qood and ~~~ l eadership ware: Invol vement (p < .0001);

Perceptiveness (p < .001); Rewardingness (p < .001); and Trustworth Iness (p < .001).

For both the appointed and non—appoi nted leaders, q~~~ leadership Is seen as

demanding Trustworthiness and Involvement, and not Compliance . On the other hand,

• under bad leadership, the appointed leaders have Time OrientatIon rated highest,

and Perceptiveness as lowest . Indeed, the latter ’s mean of .95 Is the l owest in

the table. The non—appointed l eaders under ~~~ leadership are rated hi ghest on

Coinpl lance and iowest on Directiveness.

This set of findings generally confirms the ranks of content categories from

the analysis of the cr it ica l Inc idents. For instance, Organ ization was the cate-

gory with the highest frequency for the non-appointed l eaders in the ~~ l eader-

shi p condition. if this qual ity Is lacking, then it seems consistent that those
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:eaders should also be seen as high on Compl iance and low on Dlrectiveness in

the ratings. On the other hand, they were found next most frequently in the

categories of Experti se and Participation . A lack in the latter does not

seem to fit so easily with high Comp l iance and low Dlrect iveness. Therefore,

other considerat ions may be Invol ved.

The intercorrelat ion data for these rating sca les are shown In Tab les 3, 4,

and 5. In the first ~f these, good and bed l eadership are treated in separate

matr ices. For the good leadership conditIon, invo l vement is positively corre-

lated with Perceptiveness (p < .001) and negatively correlated with Direct i veness

(p < .05). As mi ght be expected, Direct iveness is negat ively correlated with

Compiiance (p < .01), while Perceptiveness Is positively correleted with Trust-

worthiness (p < .05).

The l ower matrix of Table 3 shows the intercorrelat ions of rating scal es f or

bad l eadership. There are many more significant correlations, of both a negative

and positive sign, than there were for the good leadersh ip matrix just discussed.

A comparison of the good and bad matrices in Table 3 is instructive in showing

that each of the Significant correlations In the upper matrix is also found in

the l ower one. This provides strong confirmation of the stability of these

re l ationshi ps between good end bad l eadership. In the bad leadership matrix,

however, there are addi tional correlat ions of signif icance, such as that between

Perceptiveness and Rewardingriess (p < .001), which Is the largest there.

In Table 4, ~~~d l eadership is partitioned Into two matrices, one each f or

appointed and non—appointed leaders . Compar ing the two shows f ow dIscrepancIes.

However, a simil ar compar ison in Table 5, for bad l eadersh i p, IndIcates a larger

number of hi ghly significant correlations between ratings for non—appo i nted

leaders Indicated in the lower matrix. Most notably, again, Is the hi gh corre-

lation between Perceptiveness end Rewardlngness (p < .001), which ev i dently

• -.-- —--— -.-‘—~~~- ~—.- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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Table 3: intercorrelatlons of seven rat ing scales for good and bad leadership.

~~~~Leedersh ts, (N 70)

Variable Variable Variable Number
• Number Name ... L .. L .... t. ...L. ...L 2_

I Compl iance — ,337ee 
.180 • 126 • 127 — .023 .026

2 Directlveness — 264 — .171 -.183 .180 .098

3 involvement .417” .094 —.006 .115

4 PerceptIveness .212 —.061 .29?

5 Reward ingness —.052 .189

6 Time Orientation -.089

7 TrustworthIness 1 .000

< .05 — .236; *~p < .01 .306; ‘‘ p < .001 .386

~~~ Leadership (N 68)

Variable Variable Variable Number
Number Name 

~~~ i. .i. _L ....&... ...i ..

I Compliance _~445
ee .4I6~~’ .377’~’ .258 — .258 .047

2 Directiveness — ,263 —.445”’-.213 .458~~~-.O7O

3 Involvement .532 .400 -.047 .329

4 Percept Iveness .359~~~— .I85 .268
*405 Rewardlngness .019 .397

6 Time OrIentation .190

7 Trustworthiness .000

~ < .05 — .239; “
~ 
< .01 .311; 

~~~~~ 
< 001 — .391

Note: A l l  si gnifIcance levels for these r ’s, and tho e given in
succeeding tables , are based upon the Fhher—Yates table of
critIcal val ues for the Pearson Product Moment Correlat ion

• Coefficient , using N—2 for degrees of freedom.

- - - • ~—----. -~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ —~-~ - -—~~~_~_ _ _ _ __ _ ~~ ~~~~~~~~ —- — - — — — — - - -~~—-—— —
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Table 4: Inl ercorrelatlons of eeven rating scales for appointed and

non—appointed leaders under the good leadership condItion .

~~~~ Leadershiø -. Apoointed (N — 40)

Variable Variable Var iable Number
Number 

• 

Name j. L .~~~~~ .1.. .i. .2_
I Compliance —.236 .121 .248 .342* .047 .188

2 Dlrectiveness —.351’ -.261 —.38? .036 -.148

3 Involvement .478” .025 —.066 .130

4 Perceptiveness .213 —.071 .329’

5 Rewerdingness — .121 .192

6 Time Orientation -.047

7 Trustworthiness .000

‘p < .05 .3l2; “p< .0 1 .403

~~od Lgadership — Non-ApDointed (14 ~ 30)

Var iable Variable VariaW • Number
Number Name 2 3 .j ..L ._L .2. .. .

Compliance — .436’ .254 —.023 — .141 —.128 -.093

2 Directlveness —.192 —.085 — .013 .352 .210

• 3 Invol vement - .305 .172 .094 .088

4 Percsptlv.ness .199 —.050 .300

5 R.wardingness .025 .148

6 Tim. Orientation -.154

7 TrustworthIness 1 .000

‘p < e O S . 362

L I •.. ~~~~~~~~~~ • • -
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Table 5: Intercorre let ions of seven rating scales for appointed and

non—appointed leaders under the bad l eadership condition.

~ g LeadershiD — ADDO i nted (N — 43)

Variable Variable Var iable Number
Number Name .2-. • ...L ~i. .L. .. L .2~.

I Compl iance —.378’ .278 .158 .103 — .318’ -.193

• 
~

- 2 Directiveness — .144 —.404” —.212 .439” .121

3 Involvement .291 .262. — .146 -.007

4 Perceptiveness .319’ -.279 —.121

5 Rewardingness —.002 .172

6 Time Orientation .286

7 Trustworthiness I .000

~ < .05 •..30l; p < .01 • .389

~~~~~~~~ 
LeadershiD - t4on—AeDolntsd (N R 25)

Variable Varlabl. - Variable Number
Number Name _L _~~

_. A_ _L ..1_. _L.
COmpliance -.440’ .454’ .423’ .412’ -.042 .283

2 Dlrectiveness -.256 —.276 —.187 .426’ -.189
• ** , * *0

3 Involvement .629 .468 .166 .577

*04 • Perceptiveness .852 .087 .599

5 Reward ingness - .095 .655”’

6 TIm. OrIentation .094

7 Trustworthiness 1 .000

‘p C .05” .397; “p < .01 — .507; “p< .OOI . .619

• --~~~~~ —— --- --• •—- - .—-—•- —-~~ - - - - -- --—- -~~~~~~ - --••-—
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contributed to the seine general result , shown In Table 3. These two qualItIes

and Invol vement, are interrel ated as a cluster for both appointed and non— 
-•

appointed leaders under ~~ l eadership. Since none is highly ranked, they

evidently constitute deficits which followers perceive in ~~~ leadersh Ip, though

the Intercorrelat Ions are hi gher and more evident for non—appointed leaders.

Conclusions and %molicat ions

in general , the results of this- exploratory study lend support to the utilIty

of these two techniques in discriminat ing between good and bad leadership. Both

showed contInued promise in developing a view of leader behavior from the perspec-

tive of followers. While there was not ful l correspondence In the data from

the critical Incidents categories and the rating scales, there was more than

enough to support further work with them. To paraphrase Van Fleet (1974), It

seems evident that the critica l inc ident technique may be the way to develop a

clearer definition of leadership.

An omission in this study was attention to the variables In the situations

described. The nature of the activity was looked at, but not systematically

• analyzed, largely because of the fragmentary information often presented. Despite

thi s lim itat ion, wh ich wi l l  be rectified in subsequent work, there were broad

effects found for source of authority. Appointed end non—appointed leaders,

s gnlf icantly so under the bad leadership condition, showed many differences .

Of particular Interest is the degree to which Fa i rness and Smoothn ss

showed sal ience as qual ities comeented on frequently in bad l eadersh ip, espec-

ially with appointed l eaders. This fits the findIng of especially low ratings

of these l eaders for the three scales of Involvement, Perceptiveness, and

I ~werd I ngness.

it is striking that the non—appointed leaders, often def ined here by not

having Leen appo Inted, should show a sharp dIvergence In evaluat ions from the



(6

appointed l eaders, under the bad leadership condition. This suggests the

strong effect of leg itimacy as a factor In the followers’ eva luations of the

l eader, and the need to study l.gitimacy further.

Finall y, there is the necessary caveat about generai izability . Th is was,

after all , an exploratory study. The l imitations of the size and nature of the

present sample make It lneppràpr iate of course to generaflze these findings

without additional data. However, tt is useful to take note of the differences

found between good and bad leadership, and between appoInted and non—appointed

leaders, especially in the bad leadership condition.

L ~~
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Number 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Here are some characteristics which people might show In their relationships with
r’-fhers. Look them over carefully, and th ink about how they apply to the person
who was the primary actor (“the leader”) in the situation of ~~~ leadership you
just described. Please rate the primary actor on how much he or she showed these
qualities , by circl ing one number for each scale be l ow the descr iption.

I) Compliance is the degree to wh ich a person goes along with others, especially
when they are in the majority. Someone who is not considered compliant would be
more assert i ve and independent In responding to what others demand of him or her.

A Great Deal 5 4 3 2 I 0 Not at All

2) Direct iveness is Shown when an individua l takes the initiat ive in structuring
the way a group task is performed. A person high on directiveness gives structure
to the task, e.g., by indicating the order of doing activities. Someone rated low
on direcliveness would encourage participat i on In deciding how a task should be
done.

A Great Deal 5 4 3 2 1 0 Not at Al I

3) I nvolvement is the degree to which a person shows respons i veness to others.
Someone high on invo l vement would be interested in what another individua l says!
or does, e.g., he or she would respond almost immediately to the questions or
comments offered by someone else. A person rated low on involvement would be
characterized by a l ack of i nterest in others and in Interpersonal rel ationships.

A Great Deal 5 4 3 2 1 0 Not at P1 I

4) Perceptiveness is the degree to which en indiv idua l shows awareness of and
considerat ion for other people ’s i nterests, needs, and attitudes. An individua l -Y
who Is low on percept iveness would be someone seen as Insensitive to the feel Ings
of others. -

A Great Deal 5 4 3 2 1 • 0 Not at All

5) Rewardingness is shown when an individua l readily responds to and encourages
another person . Someone who Is low on rewardingness would rarely pra i se a person
f or his or her accomplishments.

A Great Deal 5 4 3 2 1 0 Not at All

6) Time Orientation Is shown when an individua l is concerned about how time is
allocated, e.g., he or she would insist on punctual ity for self and others. Some-
one who is not t I me-or i ented wou I d be much more i nterested in the “exper I ence”
tak i ng place rather than the amount of time Invol ved.

A Great Deal 5 4 3 2 1 0 Not at All

7 Trustworthiness is character i stic of someone seen as rel iable , and who “can be
counted on.” An untrustworthy indiv Idua l is a person who Is unrel iable , and who
might behave In a way wh i ch contradicts his or her stated opinions.

A Great Deal 5 4 3 2 I 0 Not at A l l

PLEASE ANSWER THESE QUEST IONS: Was the primary actor a Male_ or a Female )

Was the primary actor appointed_ or elected_ to his or her position ,
or neither_? If neIt her , please exp~ein on i-he back of this sheet.

Thank you very much . 
- -A ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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APPENDIX B

Examples of Content Categories

I. Control

“pressures were app l led”
“suppressing any tangents of thought”

2. Organizat ion

“organized the meeting”
“...he had no specific framework or course plan ”

3. Efficiency

“th ings always ran smoothly”
“she was slow In her actions”

4. Commun icatIng

“commun Icates often in a rel axed. ..menner”
“wouldn ’t give me the information I asked f or”

5. Smoothness

“was kind, sympathetic and helpful... ”
Warrogent~t

6. Encouragement

“he always had a compliment for you”
“he rarely encouraged us”

7. ExpertIse
a great knowledge of h is particular f ield...”

“he is very confused...”

8. Accessibility

“...wl ll sh i rk any contact with their emp loyees”
“...usual iy available for discussion”

9. Cohesiveness

“...organlzed people to work with him toward common goals”
“...members had a sense of ‘bel onging ”

10. ParticIpation

“Inv ited all questions...”
“wasn ’t afra id to answer questions, listen to suggestions...”

II. Fa irness

“unbiased”
“had different standards for different boys” -

•

L 12. Likabilit y

“he was wel l liked...”
“...was very easy going and well l iked”
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