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PART |: Presentation of the Employeeship-Leadership -
Relationship Model

Background

The Your Employeeship Questionnaire (YEQ) measspesified aspects of employee
behavior in terms of the Employeeship-Leadershifafiteship Model (ELR). The pur-
pose of this report is to present the technicaladtaristics of the scale with available
normative information. This report also includeshart discussion of the ELR Model, a
presentation of the scale, and administration andrsy procedures.

The ELR Model is based on the employeeship conaegdtfocuses on employee
behavior governed by the employees’ task and sadidities. Social ability refers to
the individual’'s psychological ability to handlecsal interactions, for example, social
skills. Task ability refers to the knowledge andlskhat are needed for given assign-
ments. This means that co-workers need to haveetingred knowledge and skills to
contribute to the given situations as well as lspoasible, loyal, committed, and able to
take the initiative in order to communicate the \iexlge, or teach, coach, and lead if
necessary.

Work- and person-oriented employeeship represamtsaspects of employee behav-
ior. Person-oriented employeeship is when co-warlkee able to feel, understand, and
act with empathy toward fellow workers. Work-oriedtemployeeship is individual in
nature, with a high focus on the specific relatfopsbetween the co-worker and the
assignment. Employeeship is defined as “the behafiat constitutes the dynamic
process of mutual work relationships between twmore employees based on task and
social abilities” (Bertlett, et al., 2010, p. 11).

The ELR Model comprises both a horizontal perspedbetween co-workers and a
reciprocal, vertical perspective between formaldé¥a and subordinates. This setup
makes it possible to study vertical leadership bemaand horizontal peer employee
behavior as well as reciprocal leader-follower tra To differentiate between
horizontal and vertical behaviors in the preseatatof the model, the term ‘peer
employee’ is used to describe the horizontal petspge whereas ‘leadership and
follower employee behaviors’ are used to descriiee vtertical relationships between
formal leaders and followers. This does not meat kadership is placed outside of
employeeship, but is considered rather as an itidicaf its importance. Nor does it
mean that peer and follower employee behaviorstweedifferent phenomena, it is
merely a means to clarify the direction of the hedwa(e.g., towards a co-worker or
towards a leader).

143



The Employeeship-Leadership-Relationship Model (ELR )

The ELR Model

__________________________________________

Relation-oriented leadership

v

Task-oriented leadership

Person-oriented High Moderate Low Work-oriented

employeeship (i.e., | employeeship (i.e.,
high task and social low task and social
abilities) ES4 ES3 ES2 ES1 abilities)

Figure 1. The Employeeship-Leadership-Relationship Modell ESES4 (employee style)
correspond to employee behavior in work relatiopsiiased on task and social abilities. S1
to S4 refer to the leadership style in ti¢uational Leadership Theaork51 to IS4 are the
interaction styles and the four grey areas indicadagruent leader-follower behavior
(Bertlett, et al., 2010).

The peer employee and the leader-follower perspestare illustrated in the ELR
Model with four employee styles and four leadeteiwker interaction styles, respect-
ively: task-professional (1), collegial-professibifd), socio-collegial (3), and socio-
emotional (4) (see Bertlett, et al., 2010). Therfetyles describe the same styles for
both peer employee and leader-follower interactapart from the fact that formal
leadership is absent in the former and preselttanatter. The styles are described as:

1. Task-professional employeeship and leadership is high on task-oriented leadership
and work-oriented employeeship, recognizing thati@hship between the indivi-
dual and the assignment. Relationships are chaizedeby a high level of task
support, but low levels of task and/or social diles, trust, sharing, personal sup-
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port, and empathy. Communication is imperative #mal participative aspect is
undeveloped, with a negative impact on collaboeak®arning. Task-professional is
applicable for employees with low task and socialittes who are in need of
instructive formal leadership and/or peer support.

Collegial-professional employeeship and leadership is high to medium on task-,
and relation-oriented leadership and work-orier@egbloyeeship. Relationships are
characterized by collegial collaboration but stifiplicable only to given assign-
ments. Task and/or social abilities are more depexlcand a sense of trust, sharing,
and personal support starts to arise in the ralgligps. Communication is impera-
tive and the participative aspect undeveloped wh#h same negative impacts as
described for task-professional. Collegial-profesal is applicable for employees
who are about to create a professional identityshlitneed guidance.

Socio-collegial employeeship and leadership is medium to high on relation-oriented
leadership and person-oriented employeeship. Rakdtips focus on collegial col-
laboration but with an increased coverage of atisdcaspect of the professional
self. Task and social abilities are rather higla@strust, sharing, and personal sup-
port. Communication is interrogative and the pgtitve aspect has a positive
impact on the balance of responsibility and autiipgollaborative learning, and
problem solving. Assignments and relationshipspeeneated with shared values,
attitudes, and perceptions influencing the protessi self. Employees with this
style have the required abilities that promote rausharing and facilitate profes-
sional development and efficiency.

Socio-emotional employeeship and leadership is medium to low on relation-
oriented leadership and high on person-orientedle@apship, recognizing the
relationships between all staff members, co-worlard their assignments, and
significant external parties. Relationships havelwsd to cover personal aspects as
well as professional collaboration, uncovering émeotional level of the personal
self. Relationships are characterized by highlyettgped levels of task and social
abilities, trust, sharing, personal support, ancpa&imy. Communication is inter-
rogative and the participative aspect is fully deped, with a positive impact on
the balance of responsibility and authority, catliative learning, problem solving,
and the congruence between espoused theory ang-ihaesse. Assignments and
relationships are permeated with shared valuetjdgs, perceptions, and emotions
influencing the personal self. Employees with #tide have the required abilities
that promote mutual sharing and facilitate persamal organizational development
and efficiency.
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Integrating a Leadership Model into the ELR Model

The Situational Leadership Theory (SLT) by Hersay &lanchard (1993) is consid-
ered the most appropriate to be integrated intoBhR Model, due primarily to its
focus on specified aspects of leader behavior. BwELR and the SLT are operation-
alized in a way that makes it possible to performuftaneous assessments in order to
use the results in the same analysis (i.e., iDssiple to compare the results and com-
pute one variable based on the results from thsipective questionnaires). There are
two ways to assess and compare leader and follogleaviors: 1) the followers answer
both the employeeship and the leadership questi@naad 2) the followers answer the
employeeship questionnaire while the leaders andvedeadership questionnaire.

PART Il: Development and Technical Considerationso  fthe
Your Employeeship Questionnaire (YEQ)

Introduction to the Your Employeeship Questionnaire

In order to assess situational leadership we ctieséeader Effectiveness and Adapta-
bility Description (LEAD; Hersey & Blanchard, 1988jth documented reliability and
validity (Greene, 1980) in a modified version (H&hst, 2000). Each item is answered
by choosing one of four alternatives describindedént leadership behavior strategies.
The non-leader respondents are asked to seledltdr@ative that best describes the
expected behavior of their leader, and the leadgpandents are asked to choose the
alternative best describing their own expected WehaEach of the four alternative
actions describes a specific leadership stylente(iS1), selling (S2), participating (S3),
and delegating (S4) (see Figure 1). The methodrgesedata concerning a leader’s
leadership style profile (i.e., the frequency oé tlour leadership styles used by the
leader across the 32 situations) as well as lehgestyle adaptability.

The YEQ also consists of 32 items describing difersituations. Apart from the
fact that the YEQ items are rewritten so that noni leader is present, they are the
same as the LEAD items. What separate the questi@smare the response alternatives.
Since the YEQ items are the same as the LEAD it¢iney, will not be discussed here
(see Greene, 1980; Hersey & Blanchard, 1988, 198Bnkvist, 2000). Instead, it is the
response alternatives of the YEQ that are in famrzcerning the development of the
questionnaire. With the YEQ all respondents chdbsealternative that best describes
their own expected behavior, from which it is pbgsito extract three kinds of vari-
ables. The first two are a peer perspective of eyga behavior callegeer employee
style and peer employee style adaptability. The third is a follower perspective of em-
ployee behavior that in combination with tleadership style of the LEAD constitute
the congruent leader-follower style. This variable is used to study vertical leader-
follower behavior.
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Each item is answered by choosing one of five @édtitves that describe different
employee style strategies: pre-mature employedsbip an expected behavior that vio-
lates the possibility of a constructive relatiomghitask-professional (ES1), collegial-
professional (ES2), social-collegial (ES3), andies@motional employee style (ES4)
(see Figure 1). With the method it is possibledthgr data concerning the respondent’s
employee style profile (i.e., the frequency of the employee styles used by the res-
pondent across the 32 items) and peer employe= atgptability.

Normative Information

The YEQ yields five ipsative style scores and ooemative adaptability (effectiveness)
score. The definition of an ipsative score matsixvhen the sum of scores of the mea-
sured attributes for each respondent is constdrg.réspondents compare two or more
desirable options and pick the one which is preterAccording to Greene (1980) this
means that each score for an individual is dependpon the individual’s score on
other variables and may be independent of scoreghef individuals in the population;
further, that normative scores are independenttioéroscores for the individual, and
statistically dependent on the scores of otherviddals in the population. Ipsative
measures provide for intra-individual comparisomgiile normative measures are
designed for inter- and intra-individual compariso8till, concerning ipsative data, it is
possible to constitute a “norm group” by collectii@ta from a number of individuals.
By doing this, ipsative normative scores are defif@reene, 1980). The YEQ provides
raw scores for each style and adaptability meadure.method to generate these scores
is described in this section while the norms anrel ititerpretation of the results are
addressed in the following sections. The raw scamescomputed by summing the
response values across the items. These scords agsed to create local and company
norms as well as to create reference groups folaréicplar position, profession,
business, etc. The raw scores for adaptabilityatem be used to analyze changes over
time and to study differences between groups.

Derivation and Selection of Response Alternatives

The YEQ response alternatives were developed inuadtep process. The starting
point was that the YEQ had the 32 rewritten iterosifthe LEAD but with no response
alternatives. In a first step the 32 items wererithsted to 25 participants. The
background (and numbers) of the participants wersgnnel and administration experts
(2; 1 woman and 1 man), university teachers (Pktldents and professors) (7 men),
and university students taking a course in group @ganizational psychology (16; 12
women and 4 men). A vast majority of the studerstd bn average of 5-10 years of
work experience from, for example, the medical servproduction industry, and the
service sector. The age of the respondents vagegeen 22-63 years. Following each
item they were asked to write down their expecteghleyee behavior as a response to
the situation. The output of step one was 25 expkloehaviors per item.
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In step two the researcher categorized the 25 nsgpalternatives according to the
ELR model. Based on that, five response alternatreflecting the corresponding em-
ployee styles (pre-mature and ES1-ES4) were crgagedtem. In total 61 response
alternatives were created: 15 pre-mature, 15 EGESP2, 7 ES3, and 8 ES4. Looking at
one employee style, for example task-professida8llj, some of the 15 response alter-
natives have only minor differences (e.g., revemsedling), while some are completely
different. This is due to the fact that the resgoallernatives have to be written as a
natural response to the item. Independent of #lisl5 response alternatives represent
the task-professional style.

In step three the researcher created a bullet-fisindf all 61 response alternatives
and distributed it to eight university teachers.Phstudents and professors) and two
personnel and administration experts. They were tfoht the list was made up of 61
expected behaviors (response alternatives) repregeive different employee styles.
They were then asked to rate each expected behakiere 1 was the least developed
employee style (pre-mature) and 5 was the mostlojged (socio-emotional, ES4). The
results of this exercise showed that 24 (39.3%thefresponse alternatives were rated
correctly by all participants (100%), 13 (21.3%)reveated correctly by 90% of the
participants, another 13 (21.3%) were rated cdyday 80%, and 11 (18%) of the
response alternatives were rated correctly by 7D&beoparticipants.

In the fourth step a draft questionnaire was credtere psychology professors with
expertise in the area of work behaviors examineth @&@m and the respective response
alternatives, looking at how the items were abldifferentiate various employee styles
given the response alternatives, and whether the response alternatives per item
represented the pre-mature and the employee sS4,

The conclusion of the item and response alternatnadyses of steps three and four
was that all items and response alternatives amsidered to meet the necessary con-
ditions. It remained to examine the style and aalaipty scores to determine their
accuracy and consistency. The following analyselsems these areas.

Reliability

Scale reliability reflects to which degree the Hssare consistent, often expressed as a
correlation coefficient. For ipsative scales sushhee one used in the YEQ, scale stabil-
ity across time represents an important aspecelahility. The YEQ was distributed
two times, approximately nine months apart, to svieundred employees in the air-
port sector. This was dom@. to determine the stability of the style scoreseity-four
employees (8 formal leaders and 16 non-leadengirred fully answered questionnaires
at both times. The dominant styles of the first aadond distributions are presented in
Table 1. As seen in the table, 18 (75%) had theesdominant style across the nine-
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month interval. The relationship between the twe waong ¥ = 57.4,df = 16) and
statistically significant§ < .001) with a contingency coefficient of .77 (Gwxr’s V).
Changes between styles 1 and 2 were the biggestesoiinstability.

Looking at Table 2, 16 respondents had a distiactiiternate style on both occa-
sions. Ten of the 16 respondents (63%) had the sdiemate style across the time
interval. The relationship between the two distiins was moderately strong?(=
29.3,df = 16) and statistically significanp € .05) with a contingency coefficient of .68.
Due to the low number of returned questionnairesstability analyses of the styles can
only be considered as preliminary and interpretaxialingly.

The stability of the adaptability score was alsalpred on the same two occasions.
The correlation coefficient between the two totdaptability scores was .41 with=
.05 andn = 23. Following these results it should be unad®dtthat a nine-month time
interval is quite long when measuring behaviorghis kind; further, that during this
time, the participating organization went throughagge-scale organizational change,
which probably impacts employee behavior. Furtheemthe internal stability of the
style score on the item level has been analyzed @ibnbach’sy for two studies with
133 and 71 respondents respectively. Cronbaehigas .86 (Table 3) for study one
and.84 for study two. Overall, the results indidhizt the scales remain relatively stable
over time and that the results are based on censisteasures.

Table 1. Stability of Dominant Styles across Tinre<{ 24)

Initial Final Dominant Style

Dominant

Style Pre-Mature  Style 1 Style 2 Style 3 Style 4
Pre-Mature 1/4.2% 0/0% 2/8.3% 0/0% 0/0%
Style 1 1/4.2% 2/8.3% 2/8.3% 0/0% 0/0%
Style 2 0/0% 1/4.2% 13/54.2% 0/0% 0/0%
Style 3 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 1/4.2% 0/0%
Style 4 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 1/4.2%

Table 2. Stability of Alternate Styles across TinteX 16)

Initial Final Dominant Style

Dominant

Style Pre-Mature  Style 1 Style 2 Style 3 Style 4
Pre-Mature 1/6.3% 1/6.3% 0/0% 0/0% 0/0%
Style 1 0/0% 4 [ 25.0% 1/6.3% 1/6.3% 0/0%
Style 2 1/6.3% 1/6.3% 0/0% 0/0% 0/0%
Style 3 0/0% 1/6.3% 0/0% 3/18.8% 0/0%
Style 4 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 2/12.5%
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Validity

The validity of an instrument indicates to whatdkethe results are accurate. There are
several types of validity, of which two classifiat categories — logical and empirical —
are discussed here. Logical validity is discussél meference to face and content val-
idity, and empirical validity is discussed with eeénce to construct and criterion
validity. Empirical validity is the more importaof the two and must be substantiated
by formal analyses. The following sections presatlence supporting logical validity
as well as a first analysis supporting empiricaicity.

Logical Validity

The face validity is established by reviewing tteamis and response alternatives. Each
item describes a situation referring to one of feamployee styles and requires the
respondents to circle the responsive action whioktrolosely represents their behavior.
The result is then analyzed with respect to styfee tand adaptability (effectiveness).
Before initiating research it should be understtioak the ELR Model constitutes a
framework. To derive a question or problem, ther bses to make careful demarcations
and definitions of each level. This may also regudjustments concerning the YEQ.
The structure of the questionnaire also constitatesamework in which the given items
can be adapted to fit current work arrangementsreselrch questions. This embedded
flexibility not only grants the user the possilyilib create an optimal match between the
question at hand and the YEQ, but is also an imporgtep in order to maintain face
validity.

The content validity of the YEQ originates from tpeocedures from which the
original set of items and response alternativeseweeated. As noted in the section of
derivation and selection of response alternatigesne interest groups and experts
participated to provide meaningful input. A struetth development process was fol-
lowed including discussions with experts in thédseof organizational theory and work
behaviors. All response alternatives were guidedhleyconceptual background of the
ELR Model (Bertlett, et al., 2010).

Empirical Validity

The adaptability scores of 129 employees were lade@ in a study with an external
criterion. Some central components of Mgller's @P@mployeeship also appear in
Ekvall’'s (1999) work about organizational climatdiallenge, motivation, support for

ideas, trust, security, openness, freedom, absaincenflicts, communication, debate,
and idea time or time for competence developmemes& components are found in six
of Ekvall's ten climate dimensions. As hypothesizalll six correlation analyses were
statistically significant. On an average the catieh was .30p < .01. These results

were partly supported in a follow-up study nine mhsrater with an average correlation
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of .28,p < .05,n = 54. It should be noted that peer employee siglaptability is a
measure of expected behaviors and that the clithatensions are measures of general
attitudes about the work place. It is not easystatadish correlations between such types
of measurements that indicate the strength of #sailts found. Other studies that
examine the relationship between attitudes and etz intentions concerning the
same specific behavior often have an average etioelabout .50 (see Ajzen, 1991).
Still, there is a need for more empirical validiyalyses regarding other central
components of employeeship such as participatiohcammunication as well as other
analyses such as confirmatory factor analysis. &v@&vidence has been presented that
supports the use of the YEQ as a reliable and vaktrument. Still, it is a new
instrument that most likely needs further developitme order to clarify and understand
the dynamic aspects of collaborative behavior.

PART IlI: Administrating, Scoring, and Interpreting the Your
Employeeship Questionnaire

The Administration of the Your Employeeship Questio nnaire

The YEQ can be administrated in individual and grsettings. It is important that the
respondents answer all items, so there is no timié It takes about 30 minutes for the
respondents to complete the questionnaire. Reqegeibment for an assessment is
paper and pencil. For coaching purposes all anslgise a paper and pencil exercise by
using the scoring matrix presented in Table 4. fesearch purposes it is suggested
using a statistical program when calculating analyaing style and style adaptability
on the variable level. The following informatioris@ provided in the YEQ, is about
how to complete the questionnaire:

* Assume that you are engaged in the following 32asibns that are described.

* The situations may differ in respect to how thing® in your work team,
department, and/or unit. Disregard this and respgortie imaginary situation as it
is described.

» For each situation there are five suggested actmteke.

» Read through the suggestions and choose the onmtisa accurately reflects how
you think you would act in the situation.

» Circle the letter of the alternative you choosdyame).

» Make sure you make a choice for all 32 situations.
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Calculating the Style Profile

The employee style profile can vary depending uientype of situation. Therefore it

is possible to calculate specific employee stylafilas that only include the items that
relate to that type of situation. Table 3 shows wilpe of situations the questionnaire
separates and what items to include. The styleilprid calculated by marking the

response alternative for each item on the left-hesidmn in Table 4. Then count the
entries in a given column, which is the numberimies each style is selected. Include
the number of items regarding the information i€ to calculate the employee style
profile in question (e.g., include even numberslétermine the employee style profile
concerning group situations).

Calculating the Style Adaptability

The adaptability score is determined by markingrdeponse alternative for each item
on the right-hand column in Table 4. Then countehties in a given column, includ-

ing the number of items regarding the informatio able 3. Follow the instructions on

the bottom right corner of Table 4 and multiply lraount by the respective number,
that is, the response alternative with the higlpesbability of success offered in the
given situation is weighted 4, the second besh@ third best 2, the fourth best 1, and
the employee behavior with the lowest probabilitysoccess is weighted 0. Then add
the numerical values to get the adaptability s¢eee Table 5 for a fictive example of
an overall style profile and adaptability scoreheTadaptability scale ranges from 0,
which is a non-functioning employee behavior whbeerespondent lacks the ability to
adapt the behavior dependent upon the situatior?,t64, or 128 (see Table 3), which
illustrates that the respondent has a fully devesdiopmployee style profile and ability to

adapt the behavior accordingly.

Table 3. Type of Situations Covered by the YEQ as welltasnb Included, Adaptability
Scale Range, and Cronbach’per Situation

Type of Situation ltems Scale Range Cronbach’s a
Overall All items 0-128 .86
Individual All uneven items 0-64 .81
Group All even items 0-64 .75
Success 1-2, 5-6, 9-10, 13-14, 17-18... 29-30 0-64 a7
Hardship 3-4,7-8,11-12, 15-16, 19-20... 31-32 0-64 .78
Individual -Success 1,5, 9, 13, 17, 21, 25, 29 0-32 .68
Individual -Hardship 3, 7, 11, 15, 19, 23, 27, 31 0-32 72
Group -Success 2,6, 10, 14, 18, 22, 26, 30 0-32 .55
Group -Hardship 4,8,12, 16, 20, 24, 28, 32 0-32 .68

Note. Each response to an item can have an adaptalaliig of O to 4.
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Table 4. Scoring Matrix for Style and Adaptability Scores
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Table5. A Fictive Example of a Completed Scoring Matrix
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Calculating the Congruent Leader-Follower Variable of the Employeeship
Concept

For the analysis of peer employee style adaptgbdill five response alternatives are
used as they are presented on the YEQ: pre-matas&;professional, collegial-
professional, social-collegial, and socio-emotioRalr the analysis of congruent leader-
follower style, the response alternatives pre-neatumd task-professional of the YEQ
are grouped together. The two response alternatiV¥éise YEQ can be merged since
both represent a low developed employee behavier, (work-oriented employeeship)
and thus are correctly matched against the ‘téllemdership style that represents task-
oriented leadership behavior (see Figure 1). limportant to note that this type of
analysis is possible since the items in the LEAD e YEQ are the same.

The congruence variable is calculated by usingd¢isponses from each item of the
LEAD and YEQ, that is, the style profiles, S1-SA&AD and ES1-ES4 of YEQ. Con-
gruence is achieved when there is a match betwapiogee and leadership styles. The
formula for calculating congruent leader-followdylse for one pair of LEAD-YEQ
items where S is the leadership style for a gitemiand ES is the employee style for
the same item is:

3-V((S-ES)%(S-ES))

In order to calculate the congruence variable iSFigure 1) of the employeeship
concept this formula has to be computed for alt paitems included based on the situ-
ation in question (e.g., all even items for a coegce variable that refers to group
situations, see Table 3). The values of each gatems are then adde&ach pair of
items can have a value of 0 to 3. Hence, the cemgeivariable scale ranges from O (all
pairs describe discrepant leader-follower stylep4o 48, or 96 (all 8, 16, or 32 pairs
dependent upon the situation describe fully congrieader-follower style). Examples
of pairs that generate full congruence are S1-BfI1S2-ES?2 (e.g., forlSESL: 3-V((1-
1)x(1-1)) = 3). The second best pairs could be S2-ES3S#h#S3 with a value of 2.
The third best pairs could be S1-ES3 and S4-ESR avitalue of 1, and the discrepant
pairs are S1-ES4 and S4-ES1 (e.g., thESA: 3-V((1-4)%(1-4)) = 0).

Provided that the leader and follower endorse niadcheadership and follower
employee response alternatives in accordance WghBLR Model, their expected
behaviors are congruent. If they endorse discregléertnatives, this indicates unaware-
ness about each other’s strengths and limitatiBoBowing a written situation of the
LEAD and YEQ, there are response alternatives feorieader’'s perspective to be
answered by the leader (LEAD), and alternativemfeonon-leader’s perspective to be
answered by the follower (YEQ). If both the leaderd the follower are endorsing
alternative B (which is the correct alternativeboth questionnaires for this discussion),
their expected behaviors are both congruent relatiach other and adapted to the

155



situation — perfect result according to the ELR Mlodf both are endorsing alterative C,
their behaviors are still congruent but not adaptethe situation optimally. In practice

this could mean that they concur that the follovgeable to handle the given assign-
ment. The follower expects and receives relatioanded support, for example, but the
follower should in fact ask for and receive taslented support. Another example is
when they endorse different alternatives which daté their unawareness of each
other’'s strengths and limitations. They do not kneere to cover for each other,

which impairs task and role clarity. In practicéstbhould mean that the leader, who for
example considers the follower skillful, expecte thllower to handle the assignment,
while the follower, who considers himself less ki] expects full support. One of

them could be perfectly adapted to the situatiat,dince their relative behaviors are
discrepant, they fail to collaborate successfully.

An example of both questionnaires regarding a sdnareferring to leaders and
followers is, “You are a new employee and part oba team that is not getting started
according to expectations. The group’s idea offthming of the work assignments and
the goals deviates from the management’'s persgectiou hardly know your fellow
workers — What do you do?” Based on the social@sgehe relationship, the skills of
the respondent, and the leadership support, exanpleuccessful / unsuccessful beha-
viors regarding employee behavior would be: “Ask gupervisor to clarify the work
and give instructions / Ask how my fellow workeralwe the work situation and give
personal support,” and regarding leadership behat@ather the group as soon as pos-
sible to find out what is wrong. Clarify the assigent until | am sure that everybody
has understood / | elicit the group’s own resoutoesolve the problem.”

Final Notes about the Scores

The YEQ provides scores for each style as welldapt@bility. As described in the pre-
vious “Calculate” sections, the style scores areutated byadding the number of

responses for each style and the adaptability dearelculated by adding the weighted
numbers of each response. This is done for theopppte items as it is presented in
Table 3. The style scales are ipsative, which dgesign that does not allow for inter-
individual comparisons. It is therefore importanteixercise caution when interpreting
the ipsative scores.

The prerequisites for using the adaptability semgesomewhat different. It is norma-
tive and inter-individual comparisons are therefpossible. The employee style adapt-
ability has been analyzed on a variable level ia study with 129 respondents patrtici-
pating. The variable was screened for multicolliitga singularity, violations against
normal distribution, and outliers in the solutiodo serious violations were found.
These findings are important for the analysis &y thllow the use of parametric stat-
istics.
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