
ABSTRACT

As defined in our previous paper (Kim and Sikula, 2003), 
there could be three types o f person and roles they play in 
the workplace: Necessity, Common and Parasite. A 
Necessity is the one who is an irreplaceable person. A 
Common is a worker o f average ability and talent, and a 
Parasite is an employee free-loader who is a moocher 
more than a contributor.

The purpose o f this paper is to replicate the first paper, 
and compare the results o f two data sets. The data for 
the first paper collected from 34 undergraduate senior 
students in an Organizational Behavior (OB) class, and 
the second set o f data was collected from 38 working 
MBA students in an OB class and managers in a 
company. The identified five important traits and 
behaviors for Necessity and Parasite from both datasets 
were very similar. However, the five important traits and 
behaviors for Common were quite different between the 
first survey and the second) The potential explanations 
for the similarities and the differences are suggested, and 
future research directions are suggested.
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CHARACTERISTICS OF NECESSITY

INTRODUCTION
At any given time, all people regardless 
o f th e ir  in d iv id u al d iffe re n ce s  
including age, gender and ethnic 
background, have multiple roles: being 
a husband or wife, a mom or father, 
church member, an employee, a friend, 
a club member, a citizen of a city or a
tow n and a  citizen  o f the  U nited  States 
ofAmerica.

Within these different roles (hats) we 
occupy, we always involve m ore th an  
one person in any specific role; from a 
very small number of members in the 
group su ch  as h u sband  and wife role, to 
the very large number of members 
such as being a citizen of the U.S.A. No 
m atter w hat sizes and types o f roles we 
play for a group at any given tim e, e ach  
individual may be classified as one of 
the three classes of people: Necessity,
C om m on, and Parasite.
First, the most desirable role within the
g ro u p  m a y  b e  c a lle d  a  “N ecessity .” T h e
group cannot conduct their normal
activities w ithout this person. He/she 
is making very valuable contributions 
to accomplish the group goals, and the 
person is an enormous asset to the 
group. People in the group are going to 
miss him/her a great deal when and if 
the person leaves or departs from the 
group. Most group members want and 
need him or her in the group, and it is 
very hard to replace such a person. We 
occasionally hear people say: “It would 
be hard to fill his/her shoes,” or 
“he/she is an excellent person, and it is 
sh am e to lo o se  h im /h e r .” The 
Necessity is one who occupies an 
important position, and works as a 
“linking pin” for an organization, or the
Necessity may be someone in an
organ ization  w ho w orks very hard  
without having much visibility or 
recognition .

A “Common" is the one who does not 
make a significant difference whether 
he/she is there or not. A Common is an 
av erag e  p e rso n  who d oes n o t 
co n tr ib u te  a great deal to the 
accomplishment of group goals nor 
does he/she harm group performance. 
The Common is not a self-starter, but 
just gets by in every day life. The 
Common is a person who does not 
provide much input and has a general

lack of willingness to participate. At 
times, the Common is a social loafer, 
does not volunteer to do extra work, 
but will do what is absolutely required. 
Commons are sort of like the worker 
bees of a group. They do what they are 
told, but do not add anything else. 
Many employees who are considered 
as deadwood in organizations and who 
are just waiting for their retirements are 
the Commons. The Commons are 
easily replaced and are not much 
m is s e d  w h e n  t h e y  l e a v e  a n  
organization.

The least productive worker is the 
“Parasite”. An organization would be 
much better off not having the Parasite 
in the group. The Parasite acts like a 
leech and is a drain on the group. The 
Parasite lives for the present and 
immediate gratification. In general, 
The Parasite does not contribute to the 
group performance and harms the
group. The Parasite is a non-worker
w h o  d es ire s  a fre e  r id e  w ith o u t m u c h

contribution to the group. Loyalty and
tru st w ith o th er m em b ers  in  th e  group
are nonexistent. The Parasite is a loafer 
who complains about every thing, 
blames every mistake on others, and 
lives his/her life negatively. The 
Parasite is like the bad apple that 
corrupts everything it touches. Many 
group members wish the Parasite to go 
away or to depart as soon as possible.

Obviously, a p erson 's traits and 
behavior that can be considered as a 
Necessity in a particular role may be 
different from the traits and behavior 
th a t  ca n  be c o n s id e r e d  as a 
requirement in another role. To be 
considered as a Necessity to a spouse,
for example, one must be patient, have
a loving and caring attitude, and 
maintain good health. On the other 
hand, to be considered as a Necessity to 
o u r  c o l le a g u e s  as a c a d e m ic  
a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  w e s h o u ld  
d em o n stra te  m any ta sk -re la te d  
attributes such as self-confidence, 
intelligence, responsibility, dedication 
to work, and supervisory ability.

On one hand, we may assume that 
there may be a set of traits and behavior 
for being a Necessity common to most 
roles, but on the other hand, we can 
also assume that there are different sets

of traits and behavior for being a 
Necessity unique to a particular role. 
For the purpose of this paper, the 
authors will focus on the role of “Being 
A Necessity in Work Settings.” “Being A 
Necessity in Work Settings" is still a very 
b r o a d  r o le  c o n c e p t  w ithout 
considering all specific aspects of 
work. Differences in many types of 
work variations such as occupation, 
task, h ierarch ical p osition s, and 
differences in many other cultural 
v aria tio n s such  as organization 
structure, technology, gender and 
ethnic background are not considered. 
Although it is a broad concept of the 
Necessity in a work setting, it would be 
very useful for many managers of, 
organizations to recruit the right
p erso n s and to m o tiv a te  their 
employees, if we can identify a sets of
t r a i t s  a n d  b e h a v io r  fo r  b e in g  a
Necessity. It is also safe to assume that
a group w h ich  has a large portion  of
their group members as Necessity
would be a healthy and successful 
group compared to a group whose 
members are largely Common and 
Parasite. It would be an ideal situation 
that everyone in the group being 
considered as Necessity.

TRAITS AND BEHAVIORS FOR A 
NECESSITY, COMMON AND 
PARASITE
For the initial study, data were gathered 
from a senior level organizational 
b eh avior class in  two different 
se m e sters . A fter exp la in in g  the 
meaning of Necessity, Common, and
Parasite, students voluntarily turned 
in 10 traits and behaviors to describe 
each type of person on exchange for 
between 5 to 10 extra points toward 
their total 440 maximum points for 
their grade. Neatly typed 30 traits and 
behaviors (10 for each) having face 
validity earned 10 points. If the 
content and effort were sloppy, a 
student received only 5 points. Some 
students also received in-between 
points for listing less than 10 items for 
each type of person.

Eighteen responses out of 31 total 
students from Fall 2001 semester and
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CHARACTERISTICS OF NECESSITY

16 responses out of 29 total students 
from Fall 2002 are used for tabulation 
of their frequency appearance for all 
traits and behaviors identified for 
Necessity, Common, and Parasite. 
Each item from 34 respondents was 
carefully evaluated. If any item was too 
grossly stated or if any item was too 
closely related to the main concept of 
three types of people, the item was 
discarded. For examples, the words 
such as “hard to replace,” and “vital 
person” were discarded since these

Necessity

words are not traits or behaviors of the 
Necessity, but explain what Necessity 
means.

A total of 961 usable items from 34 
respondents were included for the 
fre q u e n c y  ta b u la t io n : 3 3 3  fo r 
Necessity; 307 for Common; and 321 
for Parasite. These items were grouped 
together according to their words' 
synonyms and their meanings. The 
grouping process took place in two 
steps. Initially the authors grouped

them to make the frequency table 
(Appendix I) for Necessity, Common, 
and Parasite from the most to the least 
frequent responses. An independent 
person who is not in the field of 
Organizational Behavior, but who is a 
well-qualified person for factoring, 
regrouped them again to summarize 
five of the most identifiable traits and 
behaviors for each type of person 
according to close meaning and the 
number of appearances.

1. Hardworking:
(51 frequencies)

0 2 .  Friendly:
(48 frequencies)

3. Knowledgeable/ 
Confident: (36)

4. D e p e n d a b le /P u n ctu a l:

(33 frequencies)
5. Honest: (16)

Common

1. Ordinary:
(72 frequencies)

2. Occasional slacker:
(56 frequencies)

3. Conformer:
(46 frequencies)

4. Laissez-faire
jp (39 frequencies)

5. Introverted:
(30 frequencies)

Workaholic, workhorse, motivated, passionate, ambitious, dedicated,
devoted, com m itted , task  orien ted , focu sed , d etailed , & con scien tio u s.

Good natured, gracious, sociab le, agreeab le, coop erativ e , relationsh ip  oriented
helpful, extroverted, speaking up, empathy, caring.

Knowledge, skills, competence, quality, intelligent, self-assured, secure, 
assertive, good decision-making, problem-solver.

C o n s is te n t , re s p o n s ib le , p u n ctu a l, w o rk  o n  tim e , a rr iv e  early, w o rk  o v ertim e ,

goes beyond call of duty.
H onest, trustw orthy, integrity, forthright.

Normal, typical, regular, routine, standard, mediocre, just getting by, 
only required work, generally satisfactory, good enough, inconsequential.

Some motivated, some pride, decent work ethic, lazy at times, 
complacent, carefree, inattentive, lack of enthusiasm.

Cooperative, compliant, helps if asked, agreeable, friendly, polite, getting along 
influenced easily, passive, less confrontational, compromising.

Indecisive, not controlling, no opinion, laid back, happy-go-lucky, 
low stress, relaxed, occasional input, participates when asked, dependent.

Shy, meagre, timid, unassertive, apprehensive, unsociable, loner, distant, 
quiet, calm, reserved, boring, dull.

Parasite

1. Lazy:
(64 frequencies)

2. Trouble making:
(60 frequencies)

3. Incompetent:
(54 frequencies)

\
4. Immoral:

(52 frequencies)

5. Unmotivated:
(43 frequencies)

Sluggish, idle, lagging, slacker, loafer, no effort, late to work, play at 
work, procrastinator, absent from work.

Negative, rude, unkind, uncooperative, disliked by others, irrational, 
blame others, annoying, outcast, interferes, complains, victim of society.

Incomplete, failing, no achievement, irresponsible, careless, ignorant, no 
knowledge, no intelligence, unreliable, undependable, no confidence.

Unethical, scandalous, cheating, cut corners, leech, sponger, free-loader, 
dishonest, lying, deceiving, devious, no integrity, false information.

Uninterested, u nenthusiastic, lagging, slacker, just for pay, followers, 
zombie, total dependency, no aspirations, no goals, no initiative.
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CHARACTERISTICS OF NECESSITY

The second set of data was collected 
from 38 working people in July 2003. 
Twenty-five were from MBA students 
in an Organizational Behavior class, 
and 13 were managerial employees 
from one of students' company. The 
process of collecting and analysing the 
second set of data was identical with

bonus points, and the two steps of 
group p ro cess by the  authors and by 
the independent & qualified person.

A total of 1002 usable items from 38 
resp o n d en ts  w ere in clu d ed  for 
frequency tabulation, as we have done 
for the first study: 343 for Necessity, 314

for the second set of data, according to 
its c lose  m ean in g  and th e  n u m ber of 
appearances, which is shown in 
Appendix II.

To be consistent with the first study, we 
just selected the top five traits and 
behaviors for each type of people.

Table 1
Comparison Between the First and the Second Data Sets

The First Data Set The Second Data Set

Sample size & 34 undergraduate OB students 

Subjects
38 total (25  M B A  students who are all 

w orking and 13 m anagers in a com pany)

Necessity 1. Hard working (51 frequencies)
2. Friendly (48)
3. Knowledgeable (36)
4. Dependable/Punctual (33)
5. Honest (16)

1. Reliable (64 frequencies)
2. Ha rd working (56)
3. Friendly (38)
4. Motivated (36)
5. Knowledgeable (29)

Common 1. Ordinary (72 frequencies)
2. Occasional slacker (56)
3. Conformer (46)
4. Laissez -faire(39)
5. Introverted (30)

1. Friendly (48 frequencies)
2. Unmotivated (37)
3. Conforming (35)
4. Reliable (31)
5. Hard working (29)

Parasite 1. Lazy (64 frequencies)
2. Trouble maker (60)
3. Incompetent (54)
4. Immoral (52)
5. Unmotivated (43)

1. Trouble maker (114 frequencies)
2. Lazy (56)
3. Unreliable (55)
4. In competent (38)
5. Immoral (35)

the first data set including volunteer 
participation, the bonus points, and 
the two steps of group process by the 
authors and by the independent & 
qualified person.
And analysing the second set of data 
was identical with the first data set 
including volunteer participation, the

for Common, and 345 for Parasite. 
From this frequency table made by the 
authors, the independent person also 
grouped together from the m ost 
identifiable traits and behaviors of 
Necessity, Common, and Parasite to 
the least id en tifiab le  tra its and 
behaviors of the three types of people

Table 1 show s the com p arison  
between the first and the second data 
sets.

D I S C U S S I O N  AN D  
C O N C L U S I O N
We have claimed that there could be
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CHARACTERISTICS OF NECESSITY

three types of person in any group, 
where an individual determ ined 
his/her roles: Necessity, Common, and 
Parasite. We defined Necessity' as the 
one who is an irreplaceable person. 
Commons are the people who make no 
significant difference whether they are 
present or not, and Parasites are 
basically free-load ers and n o n 
contributors.

As shown in Table 1, we have com p ared  
five m o st im p o r t a n t  t r a i t s  a n d  
behaviors for each type of person from 
two data s e ts  a c c o r d in g  to  th e  
frequency of responses indicated by 
the research su b jects. T h e traits and 
behaviors being a N ecessity  are a lm ost

identical between two data sets: Hard
working, Friendly, reliable/dependable, 
and knowledgeable. Only “Honest'’ in 
the first data set and “Motivated" in the 
second d ata  se t are n o t  id e n tifie d  in
both places together. At the same time,
if we consider “M otivated ” as a su b set 
of “Hard working,” we could claim that 
the two data sets for identifying traits 
and behaviors of Necessity' are indeed 
identical.

The traits and b eh av io rs  being a 
Parasite are also almost identical 
between two data sets:
Trouble maker, Lazy, Incompetent, 
and Immoral. Only “Unreliable" in the 
second data set and “U nm otivated" in 
the first data set are not identified in 

(both data sets. However, if we consider 
“Unmotivated" as a subset of “Lazy,” 
we also could claim  the tw o d ata  sets 
are almost identical.

On the other hand, traits and behaviors 
being a Common are quite different 
between two d a ta  s e ts . O n ly  
Conformer is identified in both data 
sets. Most of the undergraduate 
students in the O rg an iza tio n a l

Behavior class were full time students 
except a few working students. They 
identified “Ordinary,” “O ccasional 
slacker,” “Conformer,” “Laissez-faire," 
and “Introverted.” These traits and 
behaviors are closer to the definition of 
Common we described above. At the 
same time, all subjects in the second 
set are full time employees who had at 
least a fewyears of working experience, 
and they  id e n tifie d  “F rien d ly ,”
“U n m o t i v a t e d , "  “ C o n f o r m i n g , ”
“Reliable," and “Hard working,” as the 
traits and behaviors of Common. Their 
traits and behaviors are closer to the 
identified traits and behaviors of being 
a Necessity. “Introverted." These traits
and behaviors are closer to the

I definition of Common we described 
above. At the same time, all subjects in 
the second set are full time employees 
who had at least a fewyears of working 
exp erien ce , and they id en tified  
“ F r i e n d l y , ” “ U n m o t i v a t e d , ”
“Conforming," “Reliable," and “Hard 
w orking,” as the  traits and behaviors o f
Common. Their traits and behaviors 
are closer to the identified traits and 
behaviors of beinga Necessity'.

The traits and behaviors identified for 
Necessity and Parasite are almost 
identical between two data sets, but 
the identified traits and behaviors for 
Common are quite different between 
two data sets. It is a potential 
explanation that the work experience 
by the respondents does not matter 
when we identify traits and behaviors 
of real good person (Necessity) or real 
bad person (Parasite). At the same 
time, when we identify the traits and 
behaviors of Common, the work 
experience affects their perception. 
The full time students, who do not have

I much work experiences, tend to think
| Commons more neutral or ideal image 

of the Com m ons, and full tim e 
employees of the second data set tend 
think Commons as more acceptable

employees who has some merit of 
Necessity.

As indicated in our first paper (Kim & 
Siku la, 2 003), ranking of item s 
according to their frequency tabulation 
does not always necessarily mean the 
order of importance, since one trait or 
behavior may be more important in a 
situation than others. We also did not 
follow strict frequency tabulation only 
to decide the five traits and behavior for 
each person. For example, there were 
50 frequencies relating leadership 
traits and behaviors to be a Necessity in
the  first data set, b u t we did not inclu de
these items (motivator, has vision,
le a d e r s h ip  s k ills , a n d  e n c o u r a g e r )  
according to our definition of a
Necessity who is not necessarily a
leader in a group.

The traits and behaviors of being a 
N ecessity  m ay b e  quite  d ifferent from
one role to another, but we strongly
believe that the lists identified  from  our 
both data sets are valid since we have 
increased the reliability of our study 
from the replication study. This finding 
should help to separate at least two 
types of people (Necessity and Parasite) 
for organizational personnel decision 
m a k i n g s  i n c l u d i n g  s e l e c t i o n ,
promotion and lay-off processes.

As we increase our data from various 
subjects in the future, we should be 
able to come up more finite number of 
traits and behaviors for three types of 
p e o p le  in  v a r io u s  s i tu a t io n s .  
Therefore, the authors plan to survey 
o th er employees an d  m an ag ers  in
different industrial settings to get
a d d itio n a l d a ta . W h e n  w e re a so n a b ly
set the finite number of traits and 
behaviors for three types of people, we 
plan to design the measurements of 
those traits and behaviors, which can 
be used for the hum an resource 
management in practice.

• V
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APPENDIX

TABLE A A P P E N D I X  1
The Frequency Table for Necessity, Common, and Parasite

Necessity

20 Competence /  Quality /  Skills /  Knowledge /  Intelligence
18 Dependability/Consistency/Responsibility (i.e., low absenteeism)
17 Work ethic (solid) /Workaholic/Hard work/ Workhorse 
16 Honest /  T rustworthy /Forthright /  Integrity
16 Confident/ Self-assured/ Secure/  Assertive/  Decisive/ Good decision making/ Problem solver
14 Good natured /  Gracious /Friendly /  People person /  Pleasant /  Sociable /Works well with others /  

Agreeable/Companion/Relationship-oriented 
14 Empowerment/  Inspiration/  Motivator/  Brings out the best in others
12 Vision (New ideas, innovations, suggestions)/Creativity/Imagination
12 Leader/  Leadership skills/  Influential
12 Encouraging/ Enthusiastic/  Energetic/  Eager/ Positive/  Optimistic attitude
11 Ambition /  Motivation /Passion/ Initiative
10 Punctual including assignment/  Prompt
10 Efficiency /  Multi-tasking/  Role fulfilment/  Delegating
9 Se lf-con tro lled / Stab le em otio n ally  (calm /  cool)
8 Organized/Thorough/Prepared
8 H elp fu l/  H elp s others
8 D edication/D evotion/C om m itm ent/Takes their job serio u sly /100% effort 
7 Extroverted/Out-going/Talkative/Speaks up
7 Empathy/Compassion/Caring/Value others' well-being
7 Challenging/Demanding/Sets high expectations and standards/Tough leader
7 A ch ievem en t/  H igh goals
6 Persistent /  Determined /  Strong-willed
6 L o y a l/P ro te c tiv e
6 Compliments other's work/Gives credit where it's due/Supportive/Positive feedback
5 T ask-oriented
5 Successful /  T riumphant /  Effective /  Exemplary
5 Respectable 
5 Focused/  Stays on track
5 Exceed s exp ectation s (i.e. arrives early, w orks overtim e, con sisten tly  goes beyond call of duty)
5 Communication/Good listening skills/Eye contact
4  I n d e p e n d e n t / S e l f - s u f f ic ie n t

4 Cooperative/  Tearn player
3 Tolerant/Open-minded/Non-judgmental
3 Satisfaction (job) /  Low turnover/  Stable work life
3 Powerful /  Charismatic
3 Perfectionist/  Detailed person/  Flawless
3 Essential/Critical 
2 Sacrifice (willing to) /  Unselfish
2 Rules & regulations (follows them)
2 Instinctive/Intuitive 
2 Humble/Grounded 
2 Flexible/Adaptable
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APPENDIX

TABLE B A P P E N D I X  1
The Frequency Table for Necessity, Common, and Parasite

2 Experienced
2 Conscientious 
1 Wit/Humour 
1 Spiritual
1 Risk taker
1 Personal hygiene (good)
1 Mysterious
1 L iberal
I Improvement 
1 Fun

Common
49 Ordinary /  N ormal /Typical/ Regular/ Routine /  Standard/ Mediocre/ Classic /  U sual/ Average /

A v erage/A lrig h t/O k ay /T o lerab le/Jo e  Sh m oe/H u m  D ru m /Ju st get the job d one/D o only 
what is required

15 Indecisive/Prefers not to make decisions/Neutral/Not controlling/No opinion
13 Cooperative/Conforming/ Compliant/Team player/Helps if asked
13 Agreeable/Friendly/Sweet/Sociable/Outgoing/Polite/Gets along well with

others /  Conscientious
12 M otivated , S o m e w h a t/S o m e w h a t d e te rm in e d /C a re s  if they are p re se n t/S o m e  p rid e /

Some expectation/  Decent work ethic
II Shy/Meager/Timid/Unassertive/ Apprehensive/Insecure
10 Satisfactory, Generally/Good employee/Good enough/Completes what is needed in the set 

time
10 F o liow er/  Influenced  e asily /  P assiv e/  Less con fron tation al
10 D is ta n t/U n s o c ia b le /In tro v e r te d /L o n e r/M a y  not lik e  group w ork

9 Lazy at times/  Complacent/  Occasional slacker
9 Laissez-faire/  Laid back/  Happy-go-lucky/  Low stress/  Relaxed/  At ease
9 Input, Some/  Occasional opinion/  Participates when asked
8 Expendable /  Inconsequential /  Invisible /  Easily overlooked /No impact/Just there
7 Dependable /  Maintaining/Steady /  Low absenteeism /  Predictable /Trust
7 Carefree/  Careless/  Inattentive/  Doesn't check work
6 Uninterested/Lack of enthusiasm/Doesn't care one way or the other
6 Selfish/Self-absorbed/Puts forth effort only for incentives/Perceives self as overworked

com p ared  to others
6 Q u iet/C alm /R eserved
6 Knowledge, Somewhat low/  Low skills/  Limited Intelligence
6 Fixed/Unchanging/Repetitive/Habitual/Less open to new experiences/Slow adaptability
6 Dependent/  Relies mostly on others/  Low autonomy
6 Compromising/Appeasing/Few complaints/Yes-man/Submissive/Doesn't challenge
5 Smart (since they know when the extra is needed)/Practical/Survivor
5 Punctual, Mostly/ Sometimes Tardy /  Usually on task
5 Ambition, Little /  Few aspirations /No clear goals /N o future plan
4 Responsibility/ Low/  Limited projects
4 Boring/Unimaginative/Dull
3 Unsuccessful/  Low advancement/ Second rate
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APPENDIX

TABLE C A P P E N D I X  1
The Frequency Table for Necessity, Common, and Parasite

3 Tense/Distrustful 
3 Efficient, Less/Works at own pace
3 Conservative/ Traditional
3 Communication, Fair/Lacks good listening skills
2 U n p red icta b le /In co n sisten t
2 Rules & regulation, Follows most
2 Preparation, Some/Organizer
2 Pest/  Brings others down
2 Moody/Somewhat emotional
2 Loyalty (job & company)
2 Gullible/Naive
2 Basic/Simplistic
1 Unorganized 
1 Superficial 
1 Specialization 
1 Uses all sick days 
1 Self-control
1 A lw ays in  line for p ro m o tio n  

1 G enerally  p ositive 
1 L ittle  overtim e 
1 Ind igenous 
1 Funny
1 Forthright when dealing with others
1 Family before work
1 Excuse-maker 
1 Equal 
1 Busy
1 American dream workers

P arasite
39 Lazy/ Sluggish/ Idle/ Unproductive /  Lagging/ Slacker /  Loafer /No effort /  Poor work ethic
26 U nm otivated/Unenthusiastic/Uninterested/N o pride in w ork/Bad attitude/N o 

challenge/Just there for pay
17 S e lfis h /O u t for o n e s e lf/S e lf-c e n te re d /S e lf-in d u lg e n t/E x p e d ie n t/S e lf-a b s o rb e d /N a rc is s is tic
15 Tardy/Late on assignments
14 Incompetent/Useless/Unsatisfactory/Doesn't complete work/Unsuccessful/Goals not 

accomplished/Failing/Lack of achievement
13 Leech/Sponger/Moocher/Free-loader/Takes advantage of others/Takes credit for others' 

work
12 Irresponsible /  Impulsive /  Careless
12 Immoral/ Criminal/Unethical/Scandalous/Doesn'tfollow rules/ Cheating/Cuts corners
12 Follower/Zombie/Totally dependent/No self-empowerment 
11 Ignorant/Low intelligence/No knowledge/Lack of comprehension
11 Disorderly/Belligerent/Trouble maker/Brings in problems from outside/Burdens
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TABLED A P P E N D I X  1
The Frequency Table for Necessity, Common, and Parasite

11 Dishonest/No trust/Lying/Deceiving/Devious/Questionable integrity/False information
10 No feedback /  Lack of Participation /No input /No communication /No information 
8 Unreliable/Not dependable/Cannot keep confidence
8 Manipulative /  Shrewd /  U ses others /  Opportunist /  Scrounger
8 Inconsiderate /  Thoughtless /  Rude /Unkind /  Unpleasant
6 Uncontrolled/Lack of composure/ Undisciplined/Unbalanced (between working & drinking)
6 Plays at work site/  Leisure

6 Domineering/ Oppressive /  Overbearing /  Heavy scrutinizer /  T ough minded
5 Uncooperative/Unhelpful/Unsupportive
5 Negative/Pessimistic 
5 Indecisive /  T entative /Unassertive /Weak
5 Close-minded/Resists change
5 Ambition, Lack of /  No aspirations/ No goals/ No initiative/  Rarely promoted
4 U norganized/U nprepared
4 Disloyal/Back Stabber/Betrayal
4 Disliked/  Poor working relationships/  Doesn't get along with others
3 Su sp iciou s of everyo ne 's m otives 
3 Impractical/Irrational
3 Distracted, Easily/  Loses sight of tasks
3 Blames others 
3 Annoying/Bothersome 
2 Unstable emotionally 
2 Shy/Reserved 
2 R elaxed

2 Procrastinator 
2 Outcast/Reject 
2 Nonsocial/Loner 
2 Interferes/  Gets in the way
2 Inconsistent 
2 Depressed/Miserable 
2 Complains (on the job, often)
2 High absenteeism 
1 Welfare
1 Victim ization (victim of society)
1 U n p red ictab le  
1 High turnover 
1 Secretive 
1 Worst nightmare 
1 Disreputable 
1 No creativity 
1 Brown-nosier 
1 Beggar
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APPENDIX

TABLE A A P P E N D I X  2
Necessity

1. Friendly 6. Honest

(A g re e a b le , S o c ia b le , G ets  a lon g  w ith 2 7 (Trustw orth y, S in c e re , A u th en tic) 11

oth ers, E a sy g o in g , A m ia b le , L ik e a b le , 
A m ica b le , G oo d  attitud e, C o n g en ia l, 
P leasan t, Friend ly , K in d -h earted )

L o y a l 6

F a ir  (E q u ita b le ) 2

T eam  P la y er (W o rk s w ell w ith  oth ers, 9 In teg rity 1

C o m p lian t, C o o p era tiv e )
T o ta l fo r  H o n est 2 0

H u m ble (M od est) 4 7. Knowledgeable

U nd erstan d ing  (E m p ath y ) 3 (In te llig en t, P rud ent, G o o d  a b ility ) 11

C iv il (G o o d  c itizen sh ip ) 2 L o g ica l(R a tio n a l, S e n s ib le ) 4

Appreciative(Gratefulness) 2 Competent 2

P atien t 1 T ech n o lo g y  o rien ted 1

T ota l fo r  F rien d ly 4 8 T ota l fo r  K n o w led g e 18

2. Unmotivated 8. M otivated

(S a tis fie d , C o m fo rta b le , C o n ten t, 
Complacent, Safe, Does the minimum 
am oun t o f w ork  req u ired )

2 0 (E n th u sia stic , S e lfs ta rte r , S e lf-su ffic ie n t, 
C an  leav e  u n su p ervised )

10

A p ath etic  (U n in terested , D isp assio n ate , N o 
d esire  to  m ov e ah ead , S ta tic , L a ck a d a is ica l, 
L azy, In d ifferen t, N eu tra l, Im p assiv e)

13 E a g e r  (U p beat) 5

S lo w -p aced  (D o e sn 't  lik e  pressu re, R e la x e d ) 4 T o ta l F o r  M o tiv a ted 15

Total for Unmotivated 3 7 9. Ordinary

3. Conforming (A v erag e, U n d istin g u ish ed , M u nd ane) 11

(F o llo w s in stru ctio n , F o llo w e r in stead  o f  
leader, P a ssiv e , M e e k , C o n fo n n is t) 2 2 L im ited  P o ten tia l ( i .e .,  can n o t-m u ltitask ) 2

N eed s gu id an ce (N eed s d irect su p ervision , 
N eed s e x a c t  p aram eters) 5 B lu e  co lla r 1

A p p reh en siv e (A n x io u s, In secu re ) 3 T ota l fo r  O rd inary 14

A m b iv a len t (L a c k s  assertiv en ess) 3 10. Unreliable

C on tro lled 2 (Im p re c ise , In co n sisten t qu ality /lap ses in 
w ork ) 5

T ota l fo r  C o n fo rm in g 35
Careless (Impulsive, Impetuous,
In d iscrim in ate) 4

4. Reliable O v erlo o k s s p e c if ic s  (L ittle  co n cern  fo r 
d etail)

2

(D ep en d ab le , O n  tim e , P u n ctu al, Prom pt) 16 H ig h  a b sen teeism (H ig h  tu rn over) 2

R e sp o n sib le  (C o n siste n t, S ta b le ) 8 T ota l fo r  U n reliab le 13

E m o tio n a lly  S ta b le  (E v en -tem p ered ) 4 11. Inflexible
s

O rgan ized 1
(N ot ad aptable to  ch a n g e , In fle x ib le , 
D o g m a tic , C o n serv a tiv e ) 10

T ak es prid e in w orkm anship 1 N o t w illin g  to take a  ch an ce 2

F a ir  to G o o d  atten d an ce 1 T ota l fo r  In fle x ib le 12
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TABLE B A P P E N D I X  2
C o m m o n

1. Reliable 5. Knowledgeable

(D e p e n d a b le , A c c o u n ta b le , L o y a l ,  T a k e s  
p rid e  in  w h a t th e y  d o )

2 3
( In te l l ig e n t ,  S m a r t , S h a rp , C le v e r , H ig h ly  
s k il le d , E x p e r t ,  C a p a b le ) 20

R e s p o n s ib le  ( In d e p e n d e n t, S e lf -m o n ito r in g ) 15 P r o b le m  S o lv e r 4

P u n c tu a l (P ro m p t, F a s t -a c t in g ) 7 R e s o u r c e fu l 4

D e d ic a te d , C o m m itte d 6 F a s t  L e a r n e r 1

O rg a n iz e d  (S tr u c tu r e ) 5 T o ta l fo r  K n o w le d g e a b le 2 9

E m o tio n a lly  S ta b le 4 6. Confident

R e s p o n s iv e 2 ( S e l f  a ssu re d , S e c u r e , D e c is iv e ) 13

M a tu re 2 A g g r e s s iv e , A s s e r t iv e 7

T o ta l fo r  R e lia b le 6 4 R is k  T a k e r  (C o u r a g e o u s ) 5

2. Hard-working C o m p e t it iv e 3

(A m b itio u s , M o tiv a te d , P a s s io n a te ,

Tenacious, Persistent, Determined)
15 Total for Confident 2 8

H a rd -w o rk in g  (C o n s tr u c t iv e , D ilig e n t , 
P ro d u c tiv e , In d u str io u s )

10 7. Visionary'

G o a l-o r ie n te d  (F o c u s e d ) 10
( L o n g  term  th in k e r , C r e a t iv e , G e n e r a te s  
id e a s , In n o v a tiv e )

17

C o n s c ie n t io u s  (C a r e fu l , D e ta i l -o r ie n te d ) 9 P r o a c t iv e  (A n t ic ip a te s , C h a lle n g e s ) 4

E x c e e d s  E x p e c ta t io n s  (G o e s  b e y o n d  th e  c a l l  
o f  d uty, A rr iv e s  e a r ly  fo r  w o rk )

6 O rig in a lity 4

A c h ie v e s  /A c c o m p lis h e s 5 P e rc e p ti  v e (  A  le rt) 3

Multi-tasks 1 Total for Visionary 28

T o ta l fo r  H a rd -w o rk in g 5 6 8. Honest

3. Friendly (C r e d ib le , T ru s tw o rth y , L o y a l) 12

(C o o p e ra t iv e , C o lla b o r a t iv e , T e a m  P la y e r , 

In c lu s iv e , C o u rte o u s , R e s p e c t fu l ,  R e v e r e n t , 
L ik e a b le )

18 F a ir , O b je c t iv e 3

H a s  In te g r ity  (P r o fe s s io n a l) 3

E th ic a l 1

E m p a th e tic  (C o m p a s s io n a te , U n d e rs ta n d s  
o th e rs ' n e e d s ) 5 T o ta l f o r  H o n e s t 19

H u m b le  (A p p r o a c h a b le , S a f e ,  R e la x e d ) 5 9, Flexible

E x tr o v e r t , C h a r is m a tic 4 (A d a p ta b le , W ill in g  to  c h a n g e ) 13

G o o d  S e n s e  o f  H u m o u r 2 O p e n -m in d e d 3

F o r g iv in g , P a tie n t 2 R e c e p t iv e 1

S e rv e s  O th e r s  ( C h a r ita b le ) 2 T o ta l fo r  F le x ib le 17

T o ta l fo r  F r ie n d ly 3 8 10. Good Communicator

4. Motivated (G o o d  N e tw o r k e r , G o o d  l is te n in g  s k il ls ) 10
(E n e r g e t ic , P o s i t iv e , O p t im s tic , U p b e a t , 
E a g e r , D y n a m ic , L iv e ly ) 21 A r t ic u la te 2
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TABLE C A P P E N D I X  2
P arasite

1. Troublemaker 4. Incompetent

C o m p lain s (N eg a tiv e , P e ss im is tic , C y n ica l, 
Ju d g m en ta l, C r itica l, B a d  A ttitud e)

2 8 (In e ffe c tiv e , N o n -con tribu to r, D o e s  n o t 
a cco m p lish  task s) 10

S e lf ish  (S e lf-ce n tre d , S e lf-a b so rb e d , 
D is lo y a l, U n co o p era tiv e , N o t a  team  p layer, 
D o es n ot w ork  w ell w ith  o th ers, D o es not 
care  about oth ers, In d iv id u alis tic , E x c lu s iv e , 
U n lik ea b le )

2 0 N o co m m u n ica tio n  sk ills  (L o w  
in terp erson al sk ills , D ifficu lty  in h an d ling  
co n flic t/s tre ss)

9

S e n se le ss  (Irra tion al, D iso rien ted , P a th etic , 
D im -w itted , Ign oran t)

7

A rrog an t (Proud , C o n ce ited , S tu bbo rn , 
In so len t, D o m in an t, B o ssy , D e fen siv e , 
B la m e s  oth ers, P a sse s  th e b u ck )

15 N o t crea tiv e  (U n o rig in a l) 4

U ned u cated  (U n sk illed ) 4

S lo w  learn er ' 2

A n tag o n istic  (B e llig e re n t, D estru ctiv e , 
A b rasiv e , V iru len t, C h ao tic , C rea tes co n flic t, 
C o n fro n ta tio n a l)

13 U n organ ized 1

L o w  qu ality  P rod uct 1

D isresp ectfu l (R u d e , In sen sitiv e , R e b e llio u s , 
O b n o x io u s, O ffe n s iv e , V erb a lly  A g g ress iv e , 
D o es not resp ect auth ority )

12 Total fo r  In com p eten t 38

5, Immoral

H o stile  (S p ite fu l, A ngry, Irritab le , 
Disagreeable, Unsociable) 10

(D ish o n e st, U ntru stw orthy, M en d ac io u s, 
Liar) 12

Im m ature (Im p atien t, P etty )
7

C h eater (U n eth ica l, D o e sn 't fo llo w  ru les) 6

M an ip u lates ( B a c k  S tab b er, D e ce p tiv e , 
D e c e itfu l, S ch em in g , Frau d u len t) 8

G ossip s 5

V io len t (H azard ou s, U n sa fe ) 3 D ish o n o rab le  (L a c k s  In teg rity ) 5

Distrustful (Sceptic) l Thief (Freeloader, Cadger) 3

T otal fo r  T ro u blem ak er 114 F ou l-m ou th ed 1

2. Lazy T otal fo r R e lia b le 35

(L azy , Id le , A p ath etic , U n eag er, 
U n in terested , In d ifferen t, D e fe a tis t) 2 7 6. Conforming

U n d erach iev er (P u ts forth  m in im u m  effo rt, 
O n ly  w orks fo r pay ch e ck , H alf-h earted , N o 
g o a ls/d irectio n )

19 (Dependent, Passive, Acquiescent) 8

In secu re  (N eu rotic , A n x io u s , N ervou s, 
T en se , L o w  s e l f  esteem )

8

P ro crastin a tes (A lw ay s p rovid es an e x cu se 8
In d ecis iv e  (H esitan t, H as to b e  told  w hat to 
do) 5

to av o id  w ork) T ota l fo r C o n fo rm in g 21

L a ck  o f  fo cu s (E a s ily  d istracted ) 2 7. Inflexible

T otal fo r L azy 5 6
(N ot ad ap tab le, R ig id , U n w illin g  to 
ch an g e)

; 8

3. Unreliable N arrow  m inded  (C lo se -m in d ed ) 3

(U n p red ictab le , In co n sisten t, U n d ep en d ab le , 
Im p recise , N eg lig en t) v, 18 T ota l fo r  In fle x ib le 11

C are less (R e c k le ss , Irresp o n sib le , 
U n acco u n tab le )

15 8 ,Introvert 4

Tardy (L a te  to w ork) 9 9. Hard-working

H igh absen teeism 8 P ersisten t (R ep eated ly ) 3
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