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This study examined how manager recognition of employees impacts employees’ 

perception of the leader and employees’ extra role behaviors. Manager recognition data 

provided through an organization-wide recognition program were gathered from a mid

sized global technology company. Company employees completed an organizational 

citizenship behavior (OCB) scale and a transformational leadership scale. The results 

show that extra role behaviors were significantly positively related to transformational 

leadership (r = .329) but that recognition comments were not significantly correlated 

with transformational leadership. The results do suggest, however, that the 

personalization and specificity of non-monetary recognition by managers moderates the 

relationship between employees’ perception of their leaders as transformational and 

whether they perform extra role behaviors (AR2 = .122, p  < .05).
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Introduction

Recognition programs are an important and increasingly popular presence in 

many modern workplaces (Brick, 2012). While these programs come in many shapes and 

sizes, their increasing presence creates questions about who uses them and what impacts 

they have. Workplaces generally strive for superior leadership and for employees who 

will go above and beyond for the company, and research has shown that contingent 

reward is an important component of motivating top performance (Podsakoff,

MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1982). Most people think of monetary awards when 

considering performance-based awards, but recognition provides another type of 

contingent reward: an emotional reward (Luthans, 2000). Recognition has been shown to 

play an important role in creating both effective leaders and high performing employees 

(Bass & Riggio, 2006; Rafferty & Griffin, 2004). Providing emotional rewards like praise 

and recognition is a cornerstone of transformational leadership (Bass & Riggio, 2006; 

Podsakoff et al., 1990). Transformational leadership has also been empirically linked 

with organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs), also termed “extra role behaviors” 

(Caillier, 2016a; Podsakoff et al., 1990).

The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between transformational 

leadership and extra role behaviors, specifically looking at the role of recognition as a 

link between the two. The examines uses data from a real recognition program that 

allows managers to reward employees at any time for performance, both by providing 

monetary awards and by providing a personalized message recognizing the employee’s 

work. The study builds upon theoretical associations between transformational leadership
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and recognition to assess whether transformational leaders were more likely to employ 

non-monetary recognition through the system than other managers. Given that 

transformational leadership is positively related to extra role behaviors, this study also 

investigates whether recognition was linked to an outcome of higher levels of extra role 

behaviors in subordinates.

Non-Monetary Employee Recognition

At the start of the twentieth century, money was considered the primary means 

used to reward and reinforce positive behavior. However, in the 1960s, researchers and 

academics began challenging the idea that money is the main motivator. Herzberg (1966) 

created a new framework in which money was an ‘extrinsic’ motivator, which is behavior 

driven by external rewards. In this framework, Herzberg (1966) asserts that external 

motivators are less pure and powerful than ‘intrinsic’ motivators, such as the internal 

drive to improve or grow. This assertion was further developed into cognitive evaluation 

theory, which argues that extrinsic rewards, such as money, decreased intrinsic 

motivation (Deci, 1975). Some years later, a meta-analysis has confirmed that monetary 

rewards in fact do positively impact employee performance (Stajkovic & Luthans, 2003), 

but there is also some evidence that extrinsic motivators can impede intrinsic motivation 

(Deci, Koestner & Ryan, 1999; Eisenberger & Cameron, 1996). Regardless, 

organizations are taking cognitive evaluation theory seriously and seeking ways to 

capitalize on intrinsic motivators for their employees.
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One such intrinsic motivator is non-monetary recognition. Academic literature 

lacks a systemic theoretical integration of the concepts associated with employee 

recognition. This is a critical goal for future research given the identified effectiveness of 

workplace recognition and the popularity of the approach in mainstream media. In the 

last few decades, non-monetary recognition has been widely recognized as an important 

component of motivation in the last few decades (Long & Shields, 2010). Long and 

Shields (2010) define social recognition as the use of non-monetary means to recognize 

employee performance and reinforce positive employee behavior. This concept builds off 

of Brun and Dugas’ (2008) ‘behavioral outlook’ approach to recognition, which perceives 

recognition as a way to positively reinforce desired employee behavior (Brun & Dugas, 

2008). Brun and Dugas (2008) assert that employee recognition programs are defined by 

whether they are formal or informal, monetary or non-monetary, and individual or 

collective. Using that construct, this research looks at a recognition program that is 

formal, monetary, and individual. In this program, managers individually recognize 

employees by using company software to send a small monetary reward and a 

personalized note. This study focuses on the non-monetary portion of the recognition 

program: the feedback that the manager writes when recognizing an individual. This 

piece is referred to as non-monetary recognition. Brun and Dugas (2008) describe various 

directions of recognition; this study looks at vertical recognition, or recognition that 

flows from a manager to a subordinate employee.
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Brun and Dugas (2008) propose that employee recognition is expressed through 

four distinct practices: (a) personal recognition; (b) recognition of work practices; (c) 

recognition of job dedication; and (d) recognition of results. These are the dimensions of 

recognition that will be used in the study, with personalization of recognition targeting 

practice a, and specificity of recognition encompassing the other three practices. These 

practices fulfill many emotional needs of staff, such as being recognized as individuals, 

feeling that their work is appreciated, and feeling trusted as competent adults who can 

provide results (Brun & Dugas, 2008). Fulfilling employees’ needs in this manner is one 

way to motivate high achievement and top performance (Brun & Dugas, 2008).

Most leaders put significant effort and energy into motivating and reinforcing 

their employees’ high-achieving performance (Whetten & Cameron, 1991). It is vital that 

leaders encourage employee performance by providing recognition when employees 

perform in a desired manner (Campbell, Campbell, & Chia, 1998). The idea that non

monetary recognition can be a powerful tool for motivating employees is not a new idea 

(Luthans, 2000). More recently, Bradler, Dur, Neckermann, and Non (2016) found that 

workers who were completing a three hour long data entry task performed better if they 

were recognized for their work at hour two. Recognition came in the form of a thank you 

card. The researchers found that the recognition increased performance substantially 

when all workers were rewarded (a 5.2% increase in performance), but increased it even 

more when this recognition was exclusively provided to top performers (a 7.3% 

increase). Not only does recognition impact performance, but studies have also shown
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that recognition is an importance component of workplace health and wellbeing. In fact, 

the second-largest risk factor for psychological distress at work is a lack of recognition 

(Brun & Dugas, 2008).

Non-monetary recognition also proves to be important because it promotes on- 

the-job learning and contributes to job satisfaction, which in turn improves organizational 

performance (Brun & Dugas, 2008). Research also indicates that recognition impacts 

constructs such as retention (Luthans, 2000), happiness and positive mood (Argyle,

1997), organizational commitment (Gifford, 2009), and engagement (Kahn, 1990; Saks, 

2006). For example, the results of a survey of public sector managers indicate the 

importance that employees give to recognition. Most respondents indicated that they 

importance of recognition for key outcomes, including improving employee morale 

(97%), improving feelings of belonging (98%), increasing feelings of commitment 

(92%), increasing satisfaction (92%), and reducing retention (85%) (Saunderson, 2004). 

However, data shows that there exists a gap between the effectiveness of recognition and 

its implementation in the workplace. This reflects that workplaces are generally remain 

oriented more towards the control and domination model of organizational and personal 

conduct (Brun & Dugas, 2008).

It is useful to look at non-monetary recognition can be seen as a type of 

contingent reward. Contingent rewards are rewards that employees receive for 

performance, such as meeting goals or exceeding expectations. Compared to the 

traditional annual review, contingent reward is more frequent, and is provided for specific
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behaviors (Harackiewiez, 1979). Research shows that rewarding employees contingently 

for desired behavior results in improved performance, where as non-contingent rewards 

do not result in improved performance level (Podsakoff, Todor, & Skov, 1982). In 

addition, workers who are rewarded contingently are satisfied with their work. This was 

particularly true of the highest performers. When employees were awarded non- 

contingently, high-performing workers felt less satisfied with their workplace, while 

other workers’ satisfaction was unaffected (Podsakoff et. al, 1982). This research is 

important for employers who are concerned with the satisfaction of their top-performing 

employees. Contingent reward is a powerful tool for employers to use in motivating 

performance (Podsakoff et. al, 1982). In general, contingent rewards for good behavior 

can be broken down into monetary rewards and emotional rewards. Monetary rewards are 

easy to quantify and have been shown to be effective at motivating performance. 

Although Deci (1975) and other cognitive evaluation theorists have argued that using 

money, prizes, or other extrinsic rewards as a motivator can reduce other types of 

motivation, other studies show up to a 134 percent net return on using money as a reward 

when it is contingent on behavior (Luthans, 2000). Aguinis, Joo, and Gottfredson (2013) 

explain that monetary awards can be extremely useful in motivating performance, but 

they don’t always lead to desired outcomes. They do not improve work quality or build 

skills, and they can lead to counterproductive behavior, such as lying or cheating. In 

general, monetary rewards are most useful when performance is measured and rewards 

are given contingently to top performers, and when they are combined with non
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monetary rewards, such as recognition (Aguinis et. al, 2013). However, these non

monetary rewards, such as personal recognition, are generally harder to measure, and 

thus have not been given as much consideration in research as monetary rewards 

(Luthans, 2000). Nevertheless, a non-monetary award can be highly efficient because of 

its efficacy in achieving goals, its low cost, and its high availability (Luthans, 2000). In 

general, the barriers to providing non-monetary recognition are cheaper and easier to 

overcome than the barriers to implementing monetary rewards (Luthans, 2000). Non

monetary rewards are also most effective when given on a contingent basis (Aguinis et. 

al, 2013). When given in this way, they can drive performance, and help encourage 

employees to go above and beyond in their roles (Aguinis et. al, 2013; Luthans, 2000). 

Extra Role Behaviors

Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (OCBs), otherwise known as extra role 

behaviors, are individual contributions in the workplace that go beyond the expected role 

requirements of the job (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Smith, Organ & Near, 1983). Organ 

(1988) describes OCBs as “individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or 

explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and that in the aggregate promotes the 

effective functioning of the organization” (pg. 4). Examples of extra role behaviors 

include working extra hours, assisting others with their work, being involved in company 

affairs, and performing at levels that far exceed standards (Tumley, Bolino, Lester, & 

Bloodgood, 2003).



8

Researchers have conceptualized extra role behaviors in a variety of ways. Smith 

et al. (1983) suggested a two-factor model of altruism and generalized compliance; Organ 

(1988) created a five-factor model of altruism, courtesy, conscientiousness, civic virtue, 

and sportsmanship; and others have proposed that OCB is a one-dimensional construct 

(Allen & Rush, 1998). Williams and Anderson (1991) proposed a different construct of 

extra role behaviors, proposing a two-dimensional model of OCB-I (extra role behaviors 

directed at individuals) and OCB-O (extra role behaviors directed at an organization). 

OCB-Is incorporate the altruism and courtesy dimensions of Organ’s model, while OCB- 

Os are based on the conscientiousness, civic virtue, and sportsmanship dimensions of 

Organ’s model (Williams & Anderson, 1991).

Researchers are interested in studying extra role behaviors for a number of 

reasons. Over the last few decades, there have been numerous studies of extra role 

behaviors, their antecedents, their outcomes, and their relationships with other 

psychological constructs (Bolino & Turnley, 2005; Coleman & Borman, 2000; Vey & 

Campbell, 2004). Most research has conceptualized extra role behaviors as resulting in 

positive outcomes for employees and organizations as a whole (Bolino, Turnley, & 

Niehoff, 2004; Organ, Podsakoff, & MacKenzie, 2006; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & 

Bachrach, 2000). Both organizations and academics have been interested in how extra 

role behaviors can contribute to important metrics such as performance, customer service, 

and sales (Podsakoff et al., 2000; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1994; Podsakoff, Ahearne, & 

MacKenzie, 1997). Extra role behaviors are generally seen as desirable behaviors
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because of their net beneficial impact on organizations (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Bolino 

& Turnley, 2005). Smith et al. (1983) indicated that extra role behaviors help to keep the 

social machinery of the organization intact. Organ posited that they are unenforceable 

and difficult to measure, but are important in determining the long-term success of a 

company (Organ, 1988). Extra role behaviors enhance organizational effectiveness over 

the long-term by improving productivity, freeing up or conserving resources, and 

attracting high-quality employees to the organization (Organ, 1988). In addition, the 

motivations to engage in extra role behaviors are different than the motivations to 

complete regular tasks, making their antecedents important to study (Organ et. al, 1983).

Antecedents of extra role behaviors include individual characteristics such as 

morale and role perceptions (Organ & Ryan, 1995). Included within morale is the 

construct of job satisfaction, which has been found to have a positive and significant 

relationship with extra role behaviors (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Koys, 2001). In addition, 

role perceptions are related to extra role behaviors, while role ambiguity and role conflict 

both show a negative relationship to extra role behaviors (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & 

Bommer, 1996). There is also a strong relationship between extra role behaviors and 

team commitment, defined as commitment to an individual’s work team (Foote & Li- 

Ping Tang, 2008). Most of the factors that precipitate employees engaging in extra role 

behaviors can be significantly impacted by leader behavior. This is why leadership that 

creates high morale, clearly defines roles, and creates cohesive teams is so important to 

the workplace (Podsakoff et al., 1990).
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Transformational Leadership

B. M. Bass's (1985) model of leadership posited three distinct forms of 

leadership: transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire. These forms of leadership 

have been the basis of study for many years, with many academics expanding upon the 

conceptualizations of leadership styles, relating leadership style with important outcomes, 

and comparing the styles with one another (Judge & Piccolo, 2004). Burns (1978) 

described transactional leadership as a form of leadership in which leaders establish 

exchange relationships with subordinates. Transactional leaders more conventionally 

manage employees by clarifying responsibilities, rewarding employees for meeting 

objectives, and providing correction and direction when subordinates don’t meet 

objectives (Avolio, 1999; Eagly, Johannesen-Schmidt, & Van Engen, 2003). The reward 

for behavior is typically considered to be a contingent reward and the provision of a 

corrective action based on transactions is called management by exception (MBE). 

Transactional leadership style is structured around authority and legitimacy within the 

organization and emphasizes standards, assignments, and task-oriented goals (Burns, 

1978).

In contrast, transformational leaders exercise the ability to inspire, mobilize, and 

empower followers to create impactful change (Bass, 1985). Bass and Avolio (1994) 

define transformational leadership (TFL) as leadership that produces high-impact 

outcomes by using at least one of the Four I’s: Idealized Influence, Inspirational 

Motivation, Intellectual Stimulation, and Individualized Consideration. Leaders who use
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idealized influence, they are able to create a vision and a larger mission for followers. 

Often, followers have so much respect and admiration for the leader that they strive to 

behave more like that person (Avolio, Waldman, & Yammarino, 1991). Leaders who use 

inspirational motivation help define and shape meaning for followers, helping them to 

understand why their role is important and setting high expectations (Bass, 1990).

Leaders who provide intellectual stimulation push followers to take novel approaches to 

problem solving and to question basic assumptions (Avolio et al., 1991). Such leaders 

provide individualized consideration attending to the needs and achievements of each 

follower and treat each person as an individual, which fosters feelings of trust and 

satisfaction (Bass, 1985). Indeed, Judge and Piccolo (2004) found that there generally 

exists a positive relationship between transformational leadership and unit-level 

performance.

In addition, researchers have also identified a third leadership style, called laissez- 

faire, in which leaders generally don’t take responsibility for managing employees, 

allowing them to work in whatever direction they would like (Eagly et al., 2003). 

Laissez-faire leadership has a significant negative correlation with transformational 

leadership at r = -.65, and generally has lower correlation with desirable outcomes, such 

as work satisfaction and employee satisfaction (Judge & Piccolo, 2004).

Research suggests that transformational leadership is generally positively 

correlated with employee satisfaction, extra effort, and effectiveness. While research 

generally indicates that transactional leadership is generally positively linked to
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performance outcomes, such as extra role behaviors, transformational leadership is linked 

even more clearly with more positive outcomes (Muenjohn & Armstrong, 2015). For 

example, Breevaart et al. (2014) found that a group of cadets had more daily engagement 

with their work when their leader acted in a more transformational way. In this study, 

contingent reward, a cornerstone of transactional leadership was also positively related to 

engagement, and management by exception (MBE) was negatively related to 

engagement. Birasnav (2014) researched the impacts of leadership style on service 

workers in Bahrain. The results found that transformational leadership had a strong 

positive effect on knowledge management processing and organizational performance 

after controlling for transformational leadership. Laissez-faire leadership, on the other 

hand, is generally negatively related to employee performance outcomes (Muenjohn & 

Armstrong, 2015).

While Burns (1978) originally conceptualized transactional and transformational 

leadership as contrasting, opposite forms of leadership, subsequent research indiciates 

that transformational leadership and contingent reward, which is thought to be a pillar of 

transactional leadership, have significant overlap of r = .80 (Judge & Piccolo, 2004).

This finding indicates that transactional and transformational leadership are not 

completely separate and opposite entities, as originally proposed by Bums (1978). While 

there may be certain components of the two constructs that differ significantly, leaders 

that are transformational will also likely exhibit transactional behavior. Bass (1985) 

argued that the best leaders are both transformational and transactional, and this may very
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well be the case, especially if these concepts are not as distinct of concepts as initially 

proposed. One explanation for this overlap is that contingent award may be effective 

simply because there is a reward for certain behaviors. The reward may be monetary or 

emotional, and transformative leaders may use emotional rewards more, or in addition to, 

monetary ones (Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Luthans, 2000). This current study focuses on 

transformational leadership to test the possibility that transformational leadership may 

serve to increase the effectiveness of employing contingent rewards through the use of 

emotional rewards like personalized and specific recognition.

Hypotheses

Transformational Leadership and Recognition

Leaders motivate their followers in two ways - by influencing at the individual 

level and by influencing at the group level (Bass, 1985; Jung & Sosik, 2002). Wang and 

Howell (2010) define the individual-focused transformational leadership behavior as 

“behavior aiming to empower individual followers to develop their full potential, enhance 

their abilities and skills, and improve their self-efficacy and self-esteem” (pg. 1135).

They contend that leaders achieve this type of influence by taking an interest in the 

individual, understanding an individual's skills and developmental needs, and providing 

coaching and mentoring (Wang & Howell, 2010; Antonakis & House, 2002). This is in 

contrast to group-centered TFL behavior, which focuses more on shared experiences, 

such as group goals, group values, and a united approach (Wang & Howell, 2010).



Wang and Howell (2010) describe four aspects of individual-focused TFL: (a) 

communicating high expectations, (b) follower development, (c) intellectual stimulation, 

and (d) personal recognition. Leaders who communicate high expectations for 

performance, deliverables, and excellence motivate followers to meet these expectations. 

Transformational leaders help followers develop their capabilities by providing 

individualized consideration (Bass, 1985; Yukl, 2002). In providing individualized 

consideration, leaders provide followers with encouragement and coaching; these leaders 

listen carefully to followers about what they need to succeed and provide support for 

those needs (Yukl, 2002). They also help followers to grow by delegating to them tasks 

or responsibilities that will be challenging, and then providing them with the needed 

resources and support to accomplish their goals (Bass & Avolio, 1994; Judge & Piccolo,

2004). Wang and Howell (2010) define intellectual stimulation is largely defined the 

same way as in the Four I’s, i.e., as encouraging creativity, novel problem solving, and 

approaching challenges in different ways (Bass & Riggio, 2006). Lastly, Wang and 

Howell (2010) use the term personal recognition refers to praising and acknowledging 

followers when they achieve goals, create value, and find new approaches (Wang & 

Howell, 2010).

Personal recognition has roots in the concept of contingent reward, which is a 

transactional behavior where a leader rewards a follower for their performance or 

attainment of a goal (Bass, 1985). Contingent rewards can include economic exchanges 

in which the leader provides monetary reward and/or emotional exchanges in which a
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leader recognizes a follower (Yukl, 1999). This concept provides a link between 

transactional leadership and transformational leadership (Rafferty & Griffin, 2004). 

Goodwin et al. (2001) used confirmatory factor analysis to demonstrate that contingent 

reward, measured by the MLQ-5X, was related to both transactional and transformational 

leadership processes. Empirical research links contingent reward with transformational 

leadership, showing a positive correlation between the two (Den Hartog, Van Muijen, & 

Koopman, 1997; Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Tepper & Percy, 1994). Judge and Piccolo 

(2004) conducted a meta-analysis of 87 articles, 18 doctoral dissertations and 1 

unpublished data set on various styles of leadership, looking for how the leadership styles 

correlate with various outcomes. One surprising finding of the meta-analysis was that 

there was an 80% overlap between transformational leadership and contingent reward 

leadership. The authors even assert that contingent reward leadership (i.e., leadership in 

which contingent rewards re provided) and transformational leadership may not be two 

separate entities because the overlap is so high.

However, Bass and Riggio (2006) expanded on the notion that contingent reward 

is a simple transactional exchange by arguing that “contingent reward can be 

transformational when the reward is psychological, such as praise” (p. 8). Therefore, 

personal recognition can be thought of as the emotional component of contingent reward. 

This is a component of transformational leadership because it helps followers to feel a 

sense of self-efficacy and commitment (Rafferty & Griffin, 2004). Other models of high- 

performance work systems also distinguish between reward as a mechanism to control
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and reward as part of system to increase employee commitment (Vanderberg, Richardson 

& Eastman, 1999). This leads to the first hypothesis of this study:

Hypothesis 1: There will be a significant positive relationship between 

transformational leadership and the presence o f emotional recognition 

Organizational Citizenship Behaviors and Transformational Leadership

The relationship between transformational leadership and extra role behaviors is 

embedded in many descriptions of transformational leadership. Boal and Bryson (1988) 

describe transformational leaders as those who “lift ordinary people to extraordinary 

heights,” (pg. 11) while Bass (1985) explains that transformational leaders push followers 

to “perform beyond the level of expectation” (pg. 32). In Podsakoff et al.’s (1990) view 

of transformational leadership, followers feel motivated to prioritize organizational needs 

over their individual interests. Numerous empirical studies have found a positive 

association between transformational leadership and followers engaging in extra role 

behaviors (Caillier, 2016b; Podsakoff et al., 1990). Research has found this positive 

relationship in studies with government accountants (Weng, Su, & Lai, 2011) and state 

government employees (Srithongrung, 2011), among other demographic groups. Because 

this finding has been found on multiple occasions, our second hypothesis is as follows: 

Hypothesis 2: There will be a significant positive association between 

transformational leadership and organizational citizenship behaviors 

Wang, Law, Hackett, Wang, & Chen, Z. X. (2005) explore leader-member 

exchange (LMX) as a mediator of this positive relationship. Their theory of LMX holds
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that leaders and followers engage in an exchange: leaders convey role expectations and 

provide rewards and followers respond to the roles prescribed by leaders. Both leaders 

and followers bring various resources, and roles are negotiated over time (Graen & Uhl- 

Bien, 1995). High-quality LMX relationships are characterized by diffuse and 

unspecified obligations, and no standard or value against which contributions are judged. 

Extra role behaviors and LMXs are correlated because engaging in extra role behaviors 

helps followers to fulfill their reciprocity obligations (Hackett, Farh, Song, & Lapierre 

2003) and because effective leaders appeal to followers’ social needs by encouraging 

them to prioritize the collective needs over their individual needs (Wang et al., 2005). 

Moderating effect o f  recognition on the relationship between extra role behaviors and 

transformational leadership

A major component of LMX is the personal identification that occurs between 

leader and follower (Wang et al., 2005). This identification causes the follower to not 

only understand, but to internalize the values and beliefs of the leader (Wang et. al, 2005; 

Yukl, 2002). The follower then begins to behave in accordance with the leader’s value 

system, simply because he or she has adopted this value system themselves (Wang et. al,

2005). With the follower operating within the same value system as the leader, the leader 

becomes more likely to agree with the follower’s behavior, and therefore praise and 

recognize the employee (Bass, 1985; Yukl, 2002; Wang et al., 2005). This mechanism, 

through which LMX mediates the relationship between extra role behaviors and 

transformational leadership, leads us to our third hypothesis:
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Hypothesis 3: The level ofpersonalization o f recognition comments moderates the 

positive relationship between transformational leadership and extra role

behaviors.

The hypothesis proposes that the personalization of recognition will moderate this 

relationship because of the importance that recognition plays in LMX. Transformational 

leaders are shown to have high quality LMX, in which obligations are diffuse, but 

reciprocity is expected (Blau, 1964). Wang et al. (2005) show that LMX is positively 

related to extra role behaviors because the follower is able to meet some of the unwritten 

reciprocity agreements. Wayne, Shore, Bommer, & Tetrick (2002) demonstrate that 

contingent reward, measured by emotional recognition (e.g. “My supervisor personally 

compliments me when I do outstanding work.”), was a significant antecedent of LMX. 

Because it is one of a number of antecedents to LMX, it likely would not also have a 

mediating effect. For example, Wayne et al. (2002) also found that dyad tenure was a 

significant antecedent of LMX and Wayne, Shore, & Liden (1997) found two other 

antecedents to LMX: expectations (r = .10) and liking (r = .25). However, contingent 

reward was such a significant antecedent (r = .70) compared to these and dyad tenure (r 

= .09) that we would expect that it will have a significant moderator effect.

Methods

Participants

Participants were 61 employees at a mid-sized global technology company. 

Employees were based out of locations in the Americas, Asia, and Europe. Ten
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individuals were excluded for failing the attention check. Within the survey, two 

questions prompted participants to mark a particular response option (e.g. ‘Please mark 

“somewhat disagree”). Any participant who failed to check the correct response option 

for the questions was excluded from the survey. The total number of participants was 

then 51 (30 female, 20 male, 1 undisclosed). Participants were sent an email from the 

researcher soliciting their participation. Up to three email reminders went out to invitees 

who had not already participated. A total of 443 people were invited. An HR 

representative from the company selected the individuals who were invited.

Procedures

Participants were prompted to participate in an email. Upon opening the email, 

there was information about the study and a link to participate. Participants who chose to 

participate were directed to click a link, which led them to an online survey. After 

consenting to participate, participants first answered questions about their own extra role 

behaviors over the last six months, and then filled out a transformational leadership scale 

about their current manager. Lastly, they were asked to answer three demographic 

questions: gender, location, and time supervised by their current manager. Some of these 

participants had been recognized by their manager through the company’s recognition 

program, and some of them had not been recognized. An HR representative from the 

company who is in charge of the recognition program provided data from the recognition 

program, which included the name of the person being recognized, the individual’s email, 

and the type of award, and the comments left by the individual’s manager. The
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participant’s company email was used to match the survey takers with the recognition 

comments that their managers left, if they were recognized using the company program. 

At the end of the survey, participants were directed to a debrief form page, which 

provided basic information about the study. Survey participants were told that they would 

be eligible to win a $40 gift card to Amazon. Two of the participants were awarded gift 

certificates within two months of completing the survey.

Measures

Organizational Citizenship Behavior

A 20-question version of the Organizational Citizenship Behavior Checklist 

(OCB-C) was used to gauge the frequency with which employees engaged in extra role 

behaviors (Fox, Spector, Goh, Bruursema, & Kessler, 2012). The original version of the 

scale included 42 items; the 20 items in this scale were chosen specifically to avoid 

methodological artifacts that the authors believed created distortion in the assessment of 

relations between extra role behaviors and counterproductive workplace behavior (CWB) 

(Dalai, 2005). The OCB-C scale was chosen for a number of reasons. First of all, because 

the items were short and the length was reasonably short, participants were able to 

complete surveys quickly. This was vital in developing the partnership with the 

technology company that supplied data. In addition, the checklist covered both behaviors 

directed at the organization and those directed at individuals. The original scale was 

developed by recording 214 critical incidents with 38 subject matter experts, who were 

students and alumni in masters programs. Forty-two items were originally developed, and
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then Fox et al. (2012) refined the list down to 20 questions. See Appendix A for a full list 

of questions.

The OCB-C rating scale is a 5-point Likert frequency scale, with scoring from 1 = 

Never to 5 = Every day. To compute scores, all responses are summed together, and the 

total sum represents the final score. For this study, extra role behaviors directed at 

individuals were not distinguished from extra role behaviors directed at organizations. 

The responses to this scale were acceptably reliable with a Cronbach’s alpha of .870. 

Transformational Leadership

Respondents rated their managers’ leadership style with a 21-item leadership 

scale (Dussault, Frenette, & Fernet, 2013). The scale measured three types of leadership: 

transformational leadership (12 items, e.g. “Speaks enthusiastically”), transactional 

leadership focused on the two factors of contingent reward (3 items, e.g. “Recognizes 

when staff do good work”) and management by exception (MBE) (3 items, e.g. 

“Reprimands staff who do not follow the institutional rules.”), and laissez-faire 

leadership (3 items, e.g. “Is not available.”). Although the Multifactor Leadership 

Questionnaire (MLQ) is the instrument most frequently used to assess leadership, it was 

not used because it is not publicly available and is only sold commercially (Dassault et 

al., 2013). Transformational leadership was measured using three dimensions of the four 

I’s: Idealized Influence, Intellectual Stimulation, and Individualized Consideration 

(Dassault et al., 2013). Because Individualized Consideration (IC) was the element most 

considered for this study, the lack of items focused on Inspirational Motivation and the
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higher number of elements assessing IC was considered acceptable. See Appendix B for 

the 21-item leadership scale. This scale showed acceptable reliability with Cronbach’s 

alpha of .951 for transformational leadership, .860 for contingent reward, .738 for 

management-by-exception, and .759 for laissez-faire leadership.

Recognition Program Data

The company that was studied provided data from an employee recognition 

program. All recipients of recognition received a small monetary award of around $250 

dollars (this is adjusted globally for equivalent purchasing power). The only individual 

with the authority to designate the award recipient was that individual’s manager. In 

addition to the monetary reward, the manager had an opportunity to leave a recognition 

message for the recipient. The content of the messages varied. Some managers left an 

individualized and emotionally salient message, while others provided a generic message 

that is given to multiple individuals, perhaps a team or everyone in a department (e.g. 

“Good job on project X, it took hard work from all of you”). Many of these messages had 

some level of specificity but were provided to multiple individuals (e.g. “Because of all 

of your dedication and late nights (5am!), the project was a success. It takes so much 

effort and sheer grit to get a project like this off the ground so fast. We are so lucky to 

have you as part of our team.”). Other managers left a very basic message (e.g. 

“Participating in the 2018 awards”). To determine the individualized consideration shown 

through each recognition comment, a coding system was devised. Those who were not 

recognized through the program were not considered in the recognition portion of the
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study. They did not have recognition data to code. The comments of those who did 

receive written recognition were coded according to two factors: 1) specificity of the 

statement (e.g. “good job on the project” vs. “good job at persevering through challenges 

on the project”) and 2) personalization of the comment. The level of personalization was 

determined by two factors. The first was whether the comment was unique or given to 

multiple recognition recipients. Generic comments were generally considered less 

personal. The second was the extent to which the comment referenced personal 

behaviors, attributes, accomplishments, and interaction. Specificity was determined by 

considering the aforementioned elements laid out by Brun and Dugas (2008): recognition 

of work practices (e.g. “thanks for bringing your stellar abilities in this software and your 

willingness to teach others”), recognition of job dedication (e.g. “thanks for coming in 

early and staying late to make this tool work”), and recognition of results (e.g. “because 

you spent so many hours on the release, everything ran smoothly”). The comments were 

coded on a scale of 1 to 4, with one being less personalized and specific, and 4 being the 

most personalized and specific. The two scores were averaged together to create an 

overall score that reflected both the level of personalization and specificity in the 

comments. Two researchers coded the comments, and discrepancies were resolved by 

having a third researcher code the comments with discrepancies. The score that was 

shared by at least two researchers was used. The number of discrepancies between the 

first two researcher levels was 4 out of 51. An example of a low scoring comment that is 

generic (was provided to multiple recipients) is “On behalf of [executive name]: ‘Thank
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you for all of your hard work and the successful launch of [product] and [product]’.” An 

example of a non-generic medium-scoring item is “[Employee name] Did a great job in 

managing [division] categories. She ensured reliability of supply despite significant 

fluctuations.” An example of a high-scoring comment is “[Employee name] - the party 

was amazing! Everyone had so much fun. You took care of everything. We all just 

showed up and had fun. Thank you for going above and beyond and for making sure that 

everyone had a wonderful time. Plus - those centerpieces were brilliant! This is a small 

token of all of our collective appreciation, On behalf of the full team - THANK YOU”. 

Results

Exploratory data analysis was conducted to see if the scales and subscales showed 

a normal distribution. OCB-C and Management by Exception (MBE) scales were not 

significantly skewed. The other subscales were all skewed, with laissez-faire leadership 

showing a positive skew, and the rest of the scales showing a negative skew. To 

determine whether skewness was significant, the skewness was divided by the standard 

error of skewness to get a z-score. DiLalla and Dollinger (2006) stipulate that any z-score 

greater than 1.96 is significant at the p  < .05 level. Regression analysis does not require 

that all scales are distributed normally, but it does require that the difference between 

actual and expected values to be normal (Field, 2009). Descriptive statistics are presented 

in Table 1.
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Table 1

Descriptive statistics fo r all study variables

Min Max Mean
Std.

Deviation
Skewness

Skew z- 
score

Statistic Std. Error

Extra role behaviors 1.79 4.26 2.862 .551 .235 .333 0.706
Transformational 1.00 4.58 2.061 .937 1.118 .333 3.357
Leadership

Transactional Leadership 1.00 4.67 2.369 .913 .737 .333 2.213

Charisma 1.00 4.25 2.093 .937 .876 .333 2.627

Intellectual Stimulation 1.00 5.25 2.098 1.005 1.227 .333 3.679

Individualized 1.00 5.75 1.990 1.126 1.775 .333 5.322
Consideration

Contingent Reward 1.00 5.00 2.085 .940 1.166 .333 3.502

MBE 1.00 5.00 2.654 1.103 .600 .333 1.802

Laissez-faire Leadership 2.67 7.00 6.098 1.055 -1.602 .333 -4.811
MBE *  Management by Exception

Table 2
Correlations among measured study variables

Extra Transform Transactional Contingent MBE LF
role Leadership Leadership Reward Leadership

behaviors

Extra role 
behaviors

Transform
Leadership

.329* -

Transactional
Leadership

.149 .676** —

Contingent
Reward

.178 .753“ .874** —

MBE .096 .478“ .910“ .594“

LF Leadership . 0 0 2 -.608“ -.350* -.410“  -.230
** p < .01, * p < .05, MBE = Management by Exception, Transform Leadership = Transformational Leadership, LF 
Leadership = Laissez-faire leadership
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1 able 3 To test for outliers, boxplots were
Correlations between recognition scores, extra role
behaviors, and transformational leadership and its created for each scale. No Outliers
components

Extra role Recognition were apparent for the OCB-C scale,
behaviors Scores

Transformational 3 2 9 * .280 the MBE scale, or the Charisma
Leadership
Charisma .282* .324* subscale for transformational
Intellectual 271 .261
Stimulation leadership. All other scales and
Individualized 3 4 4 * 206
Consideration subscales showed approximately 2-3
** p < .01, * p < .05

outliers. Outliers were defined as 

points that were a minimum of 1.5 times the interquartile range. Outliers were not 

removed or adjusted, as there was no theoretical justification for this. Doing so would 

increase skew and increase the probability of a type I error.

Hypothesis 1 was tested by looking at the correlation between the 

transformational leadership scale and the recognition comments. The correlation was not 

significant at the .05 level, indicating that the two were not significantly related. The 

subscales of the transformational leadership scale were also correlated with the 

recognition comments. The intellectual stimulation and individualized consideration 

subscales were not significantly related to the recognition comments, but the charisma 

subscale was significantly related (r = .324,p  < .05). The full results can be found in 

Table 3. Thus hypothesis 1 was not supported.
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Hypothesis 2 was tested by looking at the correlation between the 

transformational leadership scale and the OCB-C scale. There was a significant 

correlation between the two (r = .329, p  < .05). The subscales of transformational 

leadership were also individually correlated with the OCB-C scale. Intellectual 

stimulation was not significantly correlated with extra role behaviors, but individualized 

consideration and charisma both were (r = .344, p  < .05, r = .282, p  < .05, respectively). 

The full results can be seen in Table 2. Hypothesis 2 was supported.

Hypothesis 3 was tested using hierarchical linear regression. Before running the 

regression, the assumptions of linear regression were verified. The first assumption 

considered was homoscedasticity. To check if residuals were evenly distributed, the 

predicted values and residuals were plotted on a scatterplot. The results indicated that the 

data met the assumption of homoscedasticity. Next, because some of the scales did not 

demonstrate a normal distribution, the assumption of linearity was checked. A normal 

probability plot confirmed that the data met the assumption of linearity. The next 

assumption to check was the absence of multicollinearity. As stated in the outcome of 

hypothesis 1, the correlation between transformational leadership and recognition 

comments was -.280, which was not significant. VIF values were 1.085, which was less 

than 10. Thus, the two variables were not perfectly collinear, and the regression could be 

run.

Once the assumptions of regression were met, the transformational leadership and 

recognition comment score variables were centered, and a centered interaction term was
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created. A hierarchical linear regression was run using the predictor variables and the 

centered variable. The model looked at the extent to which a model that used the 

interaction term could predict extra role behaviors better than a model that used 

transformational leadership and recognition comment scores predicted extra role 

behaviors. Model 2, which used the interaction term to predict extra role behaviors, 

accounted for significantly more variance than model 1, which used transformational 

leadership and recognition comment scores (AR2= A22,p<  .05).

To understand the interaction suggested, a graph that depicted the interaction was 

created. To create conditions for high recognition and high transformational leadership 

Table 4
Results from hierarchical regression analysis showing interaction 
between recognition comment score and transformational leadership 
on extra role behaviors.

P

Model 1 
SE R2 A R2

Step 1
_ .075 .122

Constant 3.211** .181

T ransformational -.186* .083

Leadership

Recognition Score .021 .088

Step 2
_ .180 .120*

Constant 2.831** .233

Transformational -.035 .101

Leadership

Recognition Score -.755* .335

Recognition Score x .330* .138

Transformational
Leadership

** p < .01, * p < .05
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(TL), one standard deviation was added to the mean. Similarly, for low recognition and 

low transformational leadership conditions, one standard deviation was subtracted from 

the mean. The analyses in Table 4 and Figure 1 support hypothesis 3. The effect appears 

to be that recognition moderates the relationship between transformational leadership and 

extra role behaviors; it appears that transformational leadership and organizational 

citizenship behaviors have a stronger positive relationship when rewards are given and a 

weaker positive relationship when rewards are withheld.

Figure 1
Moderating effect o f  recognition on the relationship between transformational leadership and extra role 
behaviors
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A simple slope analysis was conducted to understand whether the effects were 

significant for all values of recognition scores. The analysis revealed that the moderation 

effect was significant when recognition score was low, medium, or high (1.1 SD below 

the mean, close to the mean, and 1.1 SD above the mean). At 1.1 SD above the mean 

(2.99), the simple slope of transformational leadership to extra role behaviors is 0.951 (t 

= .4.030,/? <.05). At 1.1 SD below the mean (1.07), the simple slope of transformational 

leadership to extra role behaviors is 0.318 (t = .2.789, p  <.05).

Discussion

This study adds to our understanding of the role recognition plays in 

transformational leadership and extra role behaviors. Transformational leadership was not 

significantly correlated with the recognition comments, which denoted specificity and 

personalization of recognition that subordinates received, meaning hypothesis 1 was not 

supported. However, charisma, a subset of the transformational leadership scale, was 

significantly related to recognition comment scores. Surprisingly, recognition comments 

were not related to individualized consideration. Leaders who act with individualized 

consideration view each employee as an individual and personalize their interactions 

(Bass, 1985). It is therefore surprising that this relationship was not significant. Because 

the study sample size was small, this study can only provide preliminary exploration of 

this topic. It is unclear whether the recognition and specificity of the comments is 

definitively unrelated to transformational leadership, or if the sample size was too small,
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or if the mode of recognition (an employee recognition program) was not indicative of 

recognition overall.

The well-documented significant relationship between transformational leadership 

and extra role behaviors was found in this study as well, which supported hypothesis 2. 

This relationship was not surprising, given the large number of studies linking these two 

variables (Caillier, 2016b; Podsakoff et al., 1990; Srithongrung, 2011). However, the 

moderating effect of the personalization and specificity of recognition on this relationship 

found in this study adds a new understanding of the possible underlying mechanisms of 

the connection between transformational leadership and extra role behaviors. The results 

found that, in the presence of a transformational leader, more specific and personalized 

recognition generally increases a follower’s extra role behaviors. However, when a leader 

is not considered transformational, that same level of recognition does not increase extra 

role behaviors at work. Given the positive slope, future studies could also look into 

whether that same level of recognition decreases extra role behaviors when 

transformational leadership is low. There are a number of possibilities as why this could 

be true. Transformational leaders have positive leader member exchange (LMX) with 

their subordinates, resulting in an exchange with underlying reciprocity agreements 

(Wang et al., 2005). Perhaps without a positive and constructive LMX, employees do not 

feel that they need to reciprocate, and in fact are encouraged to do the opposite. It could 

be possible that the recognition is seen as fake or lacking genuineness without the 

foundation of transformational leadership. Gouldner (1960) explains that reciprocity can
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be understood by looking at equivalence (whether what was returned was equivalent to 

what was received), immediacy (the period of time between receipt and reciprocation, 

when there is an obligation yet to be fulfilled), and self-interest (the motive of the dyad in 

the reciprocal exchange). If employees feel that the recognition is motivated by self- 

interest, if they feel that they have provided an unequal value to the manager, or if they 

have not been reciprocated for a long period of time, the employee may not feel a need to 

reciprocate the recognition exchange. This is an area for future research to examine with 

more depth.

Given the large overlap between contingent reward leadership and 

transformational leadership (.676 in this study and .80 in a meta-analysis), leaders low in 

transformational leadership may not be recognizing employees at the times when the 

employee feels that he or she is performing well, or the employee may feel a disconnect 

between the recognition and his or her behavior (Judge & Piccolo, 2004). Perhaps the 

reward is more likely to come at a time when the employee does not feel deserving, or the 

employee sees the recognition as a form of political manipulation or power play. No 

matter what the situation, this finding opens up possibilities to explore the relationship 

between LMX and recognition. Can forms of recognition be a part of a negative LMX 

interaction?

Limitations

One major limitation of the study was the sample size. Not enough data were 

collected to make generalizations from this study. The findings should all be verified by a
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future study. Especially when running prediction models, sample size is vital to ensuring 

accuracy. Because the study looked at correlations, no causation can be assumed. 

Leadership is a challenging area to conduct experimental research because of the 

practical complications in manipulating the variable. However, an experimental study 

could help better understand the relationship between transformational leadership, 

recognition, and extra role behaviors. When transformational leadership scores were 

lower, individuals who received more recognition were less likely to engage in extra role 

behaviors than those who received less recognition. An experimental study could help 

understand why this may be true.

The nature of the recognition system used by the subject company of this study 

created another major limitation of the study. While the data has more external validity 

because it was taken from a real company program, not every company has the same kind 

of recognition program. One reason that the relationship between recognition score and 

transformational leadership may not have appeared in the data is because not all 

individuals in a company use the program in the same way. There was variability in the 

source and the target of recognition that was beyond the researcher’s control. While the 

company describes this reward as one that is given by a manager to an individual 

employee, the content of the comments made it clear that there was variation in both the 

source of the reward and the type of recipient. For example, some manager’s managers 

may be the original source of providing the reward. It appeared that some executives in 

the company might have their direct reports provide this reward to an entire team for
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accomplishing a goal, instead of rewarding individual performance. The comments from 

the program made it clear that some rewards were for individual performance and came 

from a manager, while some rewards were for team performance and were not as 

individualized. Thus, the vehicle of the recognition program did not always reflect a 

manager’s individual recognition of a subordinate. In some cases, that manager’s 

manager might provide a directive indicating who receives the reward. One way to 

correct for this in the future would be to only include comments that clearly were written 

by a manager and targeted to a particular individual. The individuals who received more 

generic comments had a wide range of ratings of transformational leadership, although 

they all received the same comments. Further research on recognition systems in the 

workplace is needed to better understand how variations of systems impact employees 

and employee motivation to go above and beyond.

One last limitation of the study was the limited demographic variables available. 

Variables such as age, tenure, country, division, level in the company, salary, and race 

were not collected. There are a number of interesting questions around how cultural 

influences could impact recognition. Location, and therefore culture, may impact how 

managers recognize employee, how employees want to be recognized, and how 

recognition across cultures might influence perceptions of transformational leadership 

and engagement in extra role behaviors. Future studies should collect data within a 

particular cultural environment. Because the company studied has a global presence, the 

individuals who participated were from a number of regions and cultures, meaning that
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the data would not be sufficient to identify cultural trends. Factors such as age or tenure 

may impact an individual’s willingness to engage in extra role behaviors. Another 

interesting consideration would be to look at how recognition differs at various levels in a 

company. Personalizing recognition for a junior level employee may be quite different 

than for a more senior level employee. That recognition also may have a different impact 

on perceptions of transformational leadership or willingness to engage in extra role 

behaviors at different levels within a company or for employees with different tenures. 

Another interesting question is whether recognition looks the same across industries and 

across different types of divisions within an industry. Is recognizing an engineer’s work 

the same as recognizing a sales person’s work? One last variable that could greatly 

impact the data is an individual’s salary, especially compared both to the local industry 

norms and compared to others within the company. Salary may impact willingness to 

engage in extra role behaviors or in extreme cases, could change what is considered an 

extra role behavior.

Conclusion

Leadership is clearly an important driver of employee performance, including 

extra role behaviors. Recognition is one way that leaders can impact their employees’ 

work life. Recognition is a facet of employees’ everyday experiences at work, and it not 

only shapes how they feel about their jobs, but also how they behave and view their 

company. This study considered how recognition might play a role in how leaders 

motivate employees to go above and beyond at their jobs. While the study was
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correlational, and cannot make any causal claims, the results showed that leaders who are 

considered transformational by their subordinates may be able to use recognition to 

further motivate extra role behaviors. Leaders who are not considered transformational 

could actually disincentivize employee engagement in extra role behaviors through 

engagement. The results of this study are not conclusive because of the small sample size, 

but the subjects of employee recognition, and employee recognition programs, are 

important to consider for future research and within the workplace.
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Appendix A

Organizational Citizenship Behavior Checklist

Organizational Citizenship Behavior Checklist (OCB-C) 20 Item
Copyright 2011 Suzy Fox and Paul E Spector, All rights reserved.

How often have you each of the following things on your 
present job?
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1. Picked up meal for others at work 1 2 3 4 5
2. Took time to advise, coach, or mentor a co-worker. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Helped co-worker learn new skills or shared job 

knowledge.
1 2 3 4 5

4. Helped new employees get oriented to the job. 1 2 3 4 5
5. Lent a compassionate ear when someone had a work 

problem.
1 2 3 4 5

6. Lent a compassionate ear when someone had a personal 
problem.

1 2 3 4 5

7. Changed vacation schedule, work days, or shifts to 
accommodate co-worker’s needs.

1 2 3 4 5

8. Offered suggestions to improve how work is done. 1 2 3 4 5
9. Offered suggestions for improving the work 

environment.
1 2 3 4 5

10. Finished something for co-worker who had to leave 
early.

1 2 3 4 5

11. Helped a less capable co-worker lift a heavy box or other 
object.

1 2 3 4 5

12. Helped a co-worker who had too much to do. 1 2 3 4 5
13. Volunteered for extra work assignments. 1 2 3 4 5
14. Took phone messages for absent or busy co-worker. 1 2 3 4 5



15. Said good things about your employer in front of others. 1 2 3 4 5
16. Gave up meal and other breaks to complete work. 1 2 3 4 5
17. Volunteered to help a co-worker deal with a difficult 

customer, vendor, or co-worker.
1 2 3 4 5

18. Went out of the way to give co-worker encouragement or 
express appreciation.

1 2 3 4 5

19. Decorated, straightened up, or otherwise beautified 
common work space.

1 2 3 4 5

20. Defended a co-worker who was being "put-down" or 
spoken ill of by other co-workers or supervisor.

1 2 3 4 5

Copyright 2011 Suzy Fox and Paul E Spector, All rights reserved.
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Appendix B

Leadership Scale (adopted from Dussault et al., 2013)

Rate your direct supervisor. If you report to more than one direct supervisor, 

answer these questions thinking of your most frequent supervisor -  the one you interact 

with the most. “My direct supervisor...” (7 point response scale from Strongly Disagree 

to Strongly Agree)

a. Speaks enthusiastically.

b. Respects the opinions of others.

c. Listens attentively to others.

d. Encourages his/her staff to take professional training.

e. Is optimistic about the future.

f. Supports staff who need help.

g. Communicates his/her vision of the future.

h. Gets staff involved in the problem-solving process.

i. Respects other people’s feelings.

j. Shares information with his/her staff, 

k. Is cheerful.

1. Takes into account the needs of his/her staff when he/she makes decisions, 

m. Does not return phone calls, emails, instant messages, and other attempts to 

contact him/her.
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n. Particularly recognizes good work, 

o. Recognizes when staff do good work.

p. When he/she sees that someone is having problems at work, he/she makes sure 

that the problem gets fixed, 

q. Is not available when people need him/her. 

r. Congratulates everybody when they do good work.

s. Follows up on tasks to find out if there are any problems, and if necessary, he/she 

corrects them.

t. Reprimands staff who do not follow the institutional rules,

u. Is not available.


