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Summary

Most leadership research has focused on the leader and his or her impact on
followers and organizations. While the active contribution of followers and their following
have been repeatedly acknowledged as an important part of leadership, key questions are
still awaiting empirical testing. This dissertation thus focused on the role of followership in
leadership. With an empirical investigation of the nature and impact of followers and their
following in organizations, I aimed to advance both followership theory and research.
Three studies have been conducted to answer seven research questions. Thereby, I focused
on two of the most influential followership concepts (i.e., Kelley’s [1992] followership
styles and Uhl-Bien et al.’s [2014] Formal Theory of Followership; FTF).

Study 1 aimed to provide a basis for further research on followership in German-
speaking countries. To establish the psychometric properties of a German version of
Kelley’s (1992) followership questionnaire, I first explored the factorial structure of my
translation in a heterogeneous employee sample (N = 451). Then, I tested for convergent,
discriminant, and criterion-related validity in another heterogeneous employee sample
(N =413). The results indicate satisfactory psychometric properties for two followership
dimensions (i.e., active engagement [AE] and independent, critical thinking [ICT]; see
Kelley, 1992). Correlations of these two followership dimensions with other constructs
were mostly in line with the expectations.

Study 2 aimed to test Kelley’s (1992) prominent concept of followership styles for
the first time in a longitudinal design. With a latent-state trait approach, I examined the
degree to which followership behaviors (i.e., AE and ICT) reflect rather stable or rather
dynamic behaviors. Furthermore, I examined the relationships of followership behaviors
with job attitudes (i.e., job satisfaction and organizational commitment) and self-efficacy in
latent states cross-lagged models. First, the hypotheses were tested in a sample of N = 184

employees from eleven German service organizations, which were surveyed twice with a
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time lag of nine to 12 months. To replicate and extend the findings from the first sample,
the hypotheses were tested again with a sample of N = 570 participants from a German
open-access panel, which were surveyed twice with a time lag of four months. With the
second sample, leader humility and perceived organizational support were additionally
tested as potential moderators of the relationships between followership and job attitudes.
While the findings support Kelley’s conceptualization of followership styles as rather
consistent behavior patterns, mixed results were found for the relationships with the other
variables. These findings raise important questions for future followership research.

Study 3 dealt with the more comprehensive followership framework of the Formal
Theory of Followership (FTF; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014; Uhl-Bien & Carsten, 2018). Since
Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) presented their FTF, followership research has been perceived as an
emerging field. However, recent primary studies and reviews show that there is currently
no consensus on what followership is and what it is not. To address this lack of clarity and
using the lens of Uhl-Bien’s et al. (2014) seminal work, I conducted a systematic review of
empirical followership research. I analyzed the different approaches to followership that
Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) proposed, the methodological approaches, the different measures
used, and the studied variables of 89 studies that were included in the systematic review.
The analysis reveals that FTF provides a valuable theoretical framework to integrate a
wide variety of research that contributes to a better understanding of the role of followers
and their following in leadership. While a clear trend toward more pertinent research
activity was found, Study 3 also reveals that empirical followership research develops
more strongly in terms of number of publications rather than in their quality.

In sum, this dissertation offers new insights into the role of followership in
leadership. It provides empirical evidence for prevailing assumptions that have not been
tested before, it advances followership theory (Kelley, 1992; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014; Uhl-

Bien & Carsten, 2018), and it shows promising avenues for future followership research.



Zusammenfassung

Bisher konzentrierte sich die Fiihrungsforschung auf die Fiihrungskraft und ihren
Einfluss auf die Mitarbeitenden und die Organisation. Obwohl der aktive Beitrag von
Gefiihrten (d.h. den Followern) als bedeutender Teil von Fiihrung wiederholt
hervorgehoben wurde, sind wichtige Fragen bisher noch nicht empirisch iiberpriift worden.
Diese Dissertation konzentrierte sich deshalb auf die Rolle der Follower im
Fiihrungskontext. Mit einer empirischen Untersuchung der Natur und des Einflusses von
Followern und ihrem Verhalten (d.h. Followership in Organisationen wollte ich sowohl
die Followership-Theorie als auch die empirische Followership-Forschung voranbringen.
Dazu wurden drei Studien durchgefiihrt, um sieben Forschungsfragen zu beantworten. Ich
konzentrierte mich dabei auf zwei der einflussreichsten Followership-Konzepte (d.h.
Kelleys [1992] Followership-Stile und die Formale Theorie von Followership von Uhl-
Bien et al. [2014]; FTF).

Studie 1 hatte zum Ziel, eine Grundlage fiir die weitere Untersuchung von
Followership im deutschsprachigen Raum zu schaffen. Um die psychometrischen
Eigenschaften einer deutschen Version von Kelleys (1992) Followership-Fragebogen zu
ermitteln, untersuchte ich zunichst die Faktor-Struktur meiner Ubersetzung in einer
heterogenen Mitarbeiterstichprobe (N = 451). AnschlieBend testete ich die konvergente,
diskriminante und kriteriumsbezogene Validitét in einer weiteren heterogenen
Mitarbeiterstichprobe (N = 413). Die Ergebnisse deuten auf zufriedenstellende
psychometrische Eigenschaften fiir zwei Dimensionen von Followership hin (d. h. aktives
Engagement [AE] und unabhéngiges, kritisches Denken [ICT]; siehe Kelley, 1992). Die
Korrelationen dieser beiden Dimensionen von Followership mit anderen Konstrukten
entsprachen weitgehend den Erwartungen.

Studie 2 zielte darauf ab, Kelleys (1992) prominentes Konzept der Followership-

Stile zum ersten Mal in einem Léngsschnittdesign zu testen. Mit einem Latent-State-Trait-
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Ansatz untersuchte ich, inwieweit die Verhaltensweisen der Follower (d.h. AE und ICT)
eher stabiler oder eher dynamischer Natur sind. Dariiber hinaus untersuchte ich die
Zusammenhdnge zwischen dem Followership-Verhalten und den Arbeitseinstellungen
(d.h. Arbeitszufriedenheit und organisationale Verbundenheit) sowie der
Selbstwirksamkeit in sogenannten Latent-States-Cross-Lagged-Modellen. Zunichst
wurden die Hypothesen an einer Stichprobe von N = 184 Mitarbeitenden aus elf deutschen
Dienstleistungsunternehmen getestet, die zweimal mit einem zeitlichen Abstand von neun
bis 12 Monaten befragt wurden. Um die Ergebnisse aus der ersten Stichprobe zu
replizieren und zu erweitern, wurden die Hypothesen erneut mit einer Stichprobe von
N = 570 Teilnehmenden aus einem deutschen Open-Access-Panel getestet, die zweimal mit
einem zeitlichen Abstand von vier Monaten befragt wurden. In der zweiten Stichprobe
wurden zusitzlich die Demut der Fiihrungskraft und die wahrgenommene organisationale
Unterstlitzung als potenzielle Moderator-Variablen der Beziehungen zwischen
Followership-Verhalten und Arbeitseinstellung getestet. Wahrend die Ergebnisse Kelleys
Konzept von Followership-Stilen als eher konsistente Verhaltensmuster unterstiitzen,
wurden fiir die Beziehungen zu den anderen Variablen gemischte Ergebnisse gefunden.
Diese Ergebnisse werfen wichtige Fragen fiir die kiinftige Followership-Forschung auf.

Studie 3 befasste sich mit dem umfassenderen Followership-Rahmenwerk der FTF
(Uhl-Bien et al., 2014; Uhl-Bien & Carsten, 2018). Seit Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) ihre Theorie
vorgestellt haben, wird die Followership-Forschung als ein aufstrebendes Feld
wahrgenommen. Jiingste Primirstudien und Ubersichten zeigen jedoch, dass es derzeit
keinen Konsens dariiber gibt, was Followership ist und was nicht. Um diesen Mangel an
Klarheit zu beheben, fiihrte ich eine systematische Untersuchung der empirischen
Followership-Forschung durch und stiitzte mich dabei auf die bahnbrechende Arbeit von
Uhl-Bien et al. (2014). Ich analysierte die verschiedenen von Uhl-Bien et al. (2014)

vorgeschlagenen Followership-Ansitze, die methodischen Ansétze, die verschiedenen
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verwendeten Messinstrumente und die untersuchten Variablen von 89 Studien, die in die
systematische Uberpriifung einbezogen wurden. Die Analyse zeigt, dass die FTF einen
wertvollen theoretischen Rahmen fiir die Integration einer Vielzahl von
Forschungsergebnissen bietet, die zu einem besseren Verstindnis der Rolle von Followern
und ihrem Verhalten in Fithrungsprozessen beitragen. Wéahrend ein klarer Trend zu mehr
einschligiger Forschungstitigkeit festgestellt werden konnte, zeigt Studie 3 jedoch auch,
dass sich die empirische Followership-Forschung eher in Bezug auf die Anzahl der
Veroffentlichungen entwickelt, als in Bezug auf ihre Qualitét.

Zusammenfassend lisst sich feststellen, dass diese Dissertation neue Erkenntnisse
iber die Rolle von Followership in Fiihrungsprozessen bietet. Sie liefert empirische Belege
fiir prévalente theoretische Annahmen, die bisher noch nicht getestet wurden, sie
entwickelt die Followership-Theorie weiter (Kelley, 1992; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014; Uhl-Bien
& Carsten, 2018) und sie zeigt vielversprechende Wege fiir die zukiinftige Followership-

Forschung auf.
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1 Introduction

Leadership is considered an important factor for effectiveness, success, well-being,
and development within organizations (see, for instance, Kozlowski et al., 2016; Lee et al.,
2019; Lundqvist et al., 2023; Montano et al., 2023). As leadership research now has a more
than hundred year-long tradition (Hunt & Fedynich, 2019; Lord et al., 2017), many facets
of leadership have been explored (i.e., various attributes, behaviors, contexts, and skills;
for related overviews, see, for instance, Banks et al., 2018; Day et al., 2014; Fischer et al.,
2017; Oc, 2018; Zaccaro et al., 2018). However, researchers have predominately focused
on leaders, leader behaviors, and its outcomes (i.e., leadership). They have largely
neglected the active role of followers and their contributions to goal attainment or failure
(i.e., followership; Carsten et al., 2018; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014).

Over the last few decades, several authors have highlighted the importance of
followers and their followership for leadership and organizational success (e.g., Chaleff,
1995; Hurwitz & Hurwitz, 2015; Kelley, 1988, 1992; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). Kelley
(1988), for instance, stated that organizations are in fact dominated by followership, since
almost all members are far more often or in many more situations followers than leaders.
Chaleff (1995, p. 11), for instance, emphasized the responsibility that all organizational
members share for the common purpose: “Followers and leaders both orbit around the
purpose; followers do not orbit around the leader”. Both Kelley (1988; 1992) and Chaleff
(1995) thus criticized the predominant perspective, in which leaders exert a one-way
influence over followers. In contrast, they conceptualized followers as having a great
capacity to influence their leader-follower relationships. Furthermore, Uhl-Bien et al.
(2014) pointed to the simple fact that without followers there would be neither leaders nor
leadership. Hence, they called for a better understanding of followers and their

followership to fully understand leadership-related phenomena.



While theoretical work on followership has evolved over several decades (see, for
instance, Carsten et al., 2010; Chaleft, 1995; 2015; Hurwitz & Hurwitz, 2015; Kelley,
1988; 1992; Kellerman, 2008; Sy, 2010; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014), its empirical investigation
has lagged behind in development (Carsten et al., 2018; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014).
Considering the value that numerous authors see in followers for organizations (e.g.,
Chaleft, 1995; Hurwitz & Hurwitz, 2015; Kelley, 1988, 1992; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014), the
lack of empirical studies is a significant shortcoming of followership research. It limits the
understanding of wanted and unwanted effects that different forms of followership may
unfold within organizations. Moreover, since modern organizations increasingly focus on
participation and empowerment of their members (see, for instance, Maynard et al., 2012;
Parker et al., 2019), the role of followers might become even more influential. Hence,
further insights into the role of followership in the leadership process and for
organizational functioning are urgently needed.

This dissertation, therefore, aims to advance both followership theory and empirical
research. In three studies, I will explore the role of followership in leadership by studying
the two probably most influential accounts of followership: (i) Kelley’s (1988; 1992)
followership styles and (ii) the Formal Theory of Followership (henceforth: FTF; Uhl-Bien
et al., 2014; Uhl-Bien & Carsten, 2018). First, [ will translate and test Kelley’s (1992)
prominent followership questionnaire to provide a currently missing measurement tool for
German-speaking countries, and to examine its psychometric properties. Second, I will
undertake the long overdue empirical testing of Kelley’s (1992) theoretical assumptions,
which are still prevalent today in followership research (see, for instance, Carsten et al.,
2018; Khan et al., 2019; Lin et al., 2023). Third, I will explore the impact and practicality
of the most comprehensive followership framework of the FTF (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014;
Uhl-Bien & Carsten, 2018). In this way, I will contribute to a better understanding of

followership in the context of work and organizations (i.e., in view of relevant findings,



methods, strengths, and weaknesses). In addition, I will develop the followership
framework of the FTF (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014; Uhl-Bien & Carsten, 2018) further to
incorporate the latest developments, and to advance followership theory. In the following,
I will first provide an overview of followership theory and past research. Then I will
outline the concrete research questions for this project. Subsequently, I will present the
three studies of this dissertation, before I will finally discuss the overall findings.

2 Followership Theory and Past Research

For the most part, followership has been a neglected and poorly understood aspect
of leadership and organizational functioning (Malakyan, 2014; Uhl-Bien & Carsten, 2018).
Leadership can be described as a social and goal-oriented influence process, whereby the
term ‘leadership’ typically implies a greater impact of a leader on a follower than vice
versa (Fischer et al., 2017). Traditionally, leadership research has thus been leader-centric
(Ford & Harding, 2016; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). That is, leader attributes or behaviors have
been studied as antecedents of leadership outcomes such as follower behaviors,
performance, or team success (see, for instance, Banks et al., 2018; Day et al., 2014;
Zaccaro et al., 2018).

Leadership research has acknowledged to some extent that followers themselves
can have an impact on leaders and the leadership process (e.g., relational approaches; see
Martin et al., 2017; Matthews et al., 2021). Those approaches, however, have still
privileged the leader as the driving force of their social interactions and relationships
(Law-Penrose et al., 2015; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). So-called follower-centric approaches
(e.g., Meind, 1995; Rush et al., 1977) have indeed focused on followers. But they have
studied the followers’ perspectives on leaders and leadership (e.g., the followers’ beliefs
about prototypical leaders’ attributes; Epitropaki & Martin 2005; Shondrick et al., 2010)

rather than their followers’ self-conception or role orientation. Hence, those approaches



have studied leaders and leadership rather than followership (for a related overview of the
follower treatment in leadership research, see Uhl-Bien et al., 2014).

Followership approaches, in contrast, focus on the social constructions, the role,
and the contribution of followers and their following (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014; Uhl-Bien &
Carsten, 2018). They aim for a better understanding of followership and, thus, build
models that privilege the followers as the causal agents for related outcomes (such as
follower effectiveness or leader-follower relationships; see Uhl-Bien et al., 2014).
According to the FTF (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014; Uhl-Bien & Carsten, 2018), followership
refers to (i) followership characteristics and/or to (ii) followership behaviors. Followership
characteristics can be described as “characteristics that impact how one defines and enacts
followership” (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014, p. 96). Followership behaviors are defined as
“behaviors enacted from the standpoint of a follower role or in the act of following” (Uhl-
Bien et al., 2014, p. 96). In sum, “Followership theory is the study of the nature and impact
of followers and following in the leadership process” (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014, p. 96).

In the following, I will provide an overview of the evolution of followership theory
and past research along two essential development lines. First, I will present the
development of followership typologies that defined and built upon various forms of
followership behaviors and characteristics. Second, I will further outline the FTF (Uhl-
Bien et al., 2014; Uhl-Bien & Carsten, 2018) that incorporates a broad variety of pertinent
research and variables into a comprehensive followership research framework.

2.1 Followership Typologies of Behaviors and Characteristics

The evolution of followership theory is characterized by the creation of several
typologies. These typologies (e.g., Carsten et al., 2010; Chaleff, 1995; 2008; Kelley, 1992;
Kellerman, 2008) involve different approaches to define followership behaviors and
characteristics. They either aim to categorize how followers actually see and carry out their

follower role (e.g., Kelley, 1992; Potter & Rosenbach, 2006), or propose concepts how



they shouldcarry out their follower role (e.g., Chaleff, 1995; Hurwitz & Hurwitz, 2015;
see also Crossman & Crossman, 2011).

As early as 1965, Zaleznik first offered a typology and suggested that followers can
be characterized based on the dynamics of their subordinacy (see also Uhl-Bien et al.,
2014). According to Zaleznik (1965), followers either want to dominate their leader or be
dominated by their leader. Furthermore, they are conceptualized as either active or passive.
Two decades later, Kelley (1988) similarly proposed behavioral styles that followers adopt
in organizations. Such characteristic behavior patterns (i.e., styles) result from the level of
their independent, critical thinking towards their leader and their active engagement in the
leadership process (Kelley, 1988; 1992). Both Zaleznik (1965) and Kelley (1988) were
thus among the first to address the need for a better understanding of followers and their
followership in organizations. Since Kelley (1992) further developed his theoretical
approach in his book “The Power of Followership”, his work is, however, widely
considered as pioneering and most influential (see, for instance, Crossman & Crossman,
2011; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014).

According to Kelley (1992), effective followers actively participate in the
leadership process and take initiative (i.e., “active engagement” [AE] as the first
followership dimension). They also independently think for themselves and provide
constructive criticism to their leader (i.e., “independent, critical thinking” [ICT] as the
second followership dimension). In contrast, ineffective followers simply take directions,
do not independently think for themselves, and do not question their leader’s decisions.
According to Kelley (1992), the different combinations of AE and ICT result in five styles
of followership behavior (see Figure 1). These styles are (i) “passive” (i.e., low in both
dimensions), (ii) “conformist” (i.e., high in AE, but low in ICT), (iii) “alienated” (i.e., low
in AE, but high in ICT), (iv) “exemplary” (i.e., high in both dimensions), and

(v) “pragmatist” (i.e., with medium levels in both dimensions).



Figure 1

Followership styles according to Kelley (1992)

Alienated Exemplary

Pragmatist

Independent, Critical
Thinking (ICT)

Passive Conformist

v

Active Engagement (AE)

While several studies suggest that Kelley’s (1988; 1992) followership behaviors
(i.e., AE and ICT) are positively related to important organizational variables (e.g., job
attitudes; see, for instance, Blanchard et al., 2009; Gatti et al., 2014; Gatti et al., 2017), the
empirical investigation of Kelley’s (1992) conception is still in its infancy. Moreover, a
couple of validation studies (Blanchard et al., 2009; Gatti et al., 2014) have questioned the
validity of Kelley’s followership questionnaire in its original form (see Kelley, 1992). The
factor structure was found to be different to what Kelley (1992) had predicted (see
Blanchard et al., 2009; Gatti et al., 2014). Thus, previous findings of studies that used his
questionnaire in its original form (e.g., Kim & Schachter, 2015; Tanoff & Barlow, 2002)
should be interpreted with due caution.

Several authors built on and followed Kelley (1992) and developed different

followership typologies. Thereby, those authors echoed his ideas of passive versus active

followers (e.g., Carsten et al., 2010; Chaleff, 1995; Howell & Mendez, 2008; Hurwitz &
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Hurwitz, 2015; Kellerman, 2008; Potter & Rosenbach, 2006; Steger et al., 1982; Sy, 2010)
and/or dependent versus independent followers (e.g., Carsten et al., 2010; Chaleft, 2008;
Howell & Mendez, 2008; Potter & Rosenbach, 2006; Sy, 2010). Subsequent approaches to
followership were thus either comparable or directly related to Kelley’s (1992) work.
However, they differ in aspects that they emphasized, left out, or added to their approach.

That is, Chaleff (1995; 2008), for instance, called for “The Courageous Follower”
who is actively “Standing Up to and for Our Leaders” (Chaleff, 1995). According to
Chaleff (1995), the need for the followers’ courage is particularly relevant in strong
hierarchical (e.g., military) contexts, where leaders often fail to initiate the followers’
participation and feedback by themselves. Accordingly, he focused on behaviors that
support or challenge the leader (Chaleff, 2008). While he specifically focused on the need
for the followers’ courage (Chaleft, 1995; 2008), his followership conception is, in fact,
largely comparable to Kelley’s (1988; 1992) approach. The “courage to support the leader”
(Chaleft, 2008) reflects a form of follower engagement in the leadership process (see the
AE dimension of Kelley, 1992). The “courage to challenge the leader” (Chaleff, 2008)
reflects a form of independent, critical thinking (see the ICT dimension of Kelley, 1992).!

Similarly, other typologies built upon the earlier concepts of Zaleznik (1965) and
Kelley (1992), but highlighted certain aspects or added them to their approach. Potter and
Rosenbach (2006), for instance, built upon the idea of proactive versus passive followers,
but they also differentiated the followers’ initiatives by the means of their purpose. That is,
according to Potter and Rosenbach (2006), active followers initiate (i) follower
performance (i.e., collaboration and embracing change) as well as (ii) relationship-building
with the leader (i.e., identifying with the leader, building trust, and courageous

communication). As another example, Kellerman (2008) drew from the proactivity concept

! Chaleff (2008, p. 75) stated by himself: ,,This typology bears resemblance to the one used by Robert
Kelley...”.
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and developed a typology of passive versus active followers in relation to political leaders.
Depending on the level of their engagement in the leader’s policies and agendas, she
categorized followers as “isolates”, “bystanders”, “participants”, “activists”, or “diehards”
(Kellerman, 2008). Thereby, Kellerman (2004; 2008) also pointed to the dark side of
followership, since—according to her—passive followers contribute to producing and
maintaining bad (e.g., destructive) leadership (see also Almeida et al, 2021).

Furthermore, Hurwitz and Hurwitz (2015) tried to integrate complementary followership
and leadership skills into a ‘partnership model’. They suggested five areas of desirable
followership skills along with their associated behaviors: (i) Adding value to decision
making, (i1) taking initiative, (iii) aligning and thriving within the broader organization,
(iv) informative and stimulating communication with the leader, and (v) building a trustful
relationship with the leader. While followership research has begun to investigate Kelley’s
(1992) approach to followership, other behavioral approaches (e.g., Chaleft, 1995; 2008;
Hurwitz & Hurwitz, 2015; Potter & Rosenbach, 2006; Kellerman, 208) are still awaiting
empirical testing (for rare exceptions, see Baker et al., 2016; Dixon & Westbrook, 2003).
In addition to those behavioral typologies, most recent approaches have focused on
followership characteristics that reflect general beliefs about the follower role or
prototypical followers rather than their executed behaviors. That is, Carsten et al. (2010),
for instance, developed a typology of follower role orientations based on a qualitative
study. In line with previous approaches (e.g., Kelley, 1992), followers are conceptualized
to construct follower roles along passive, active, and proactive dimensions (Carsten et al.,
2010). Proactive followers are considered active co-producers who are both willing to
support and willing to constructively challenge their leaders if needed (Carsten et al.,
2010). Later quantitative studies (Carsten et al., 2018; 2021) supported their conception,
since followers with a stronger co-production orientation were more likely to speak up to

the leader, reported greater effort, and greater performance.



Other prominent typologies that are based on followership characteristics focus on
general beliefs about prototypical (or anti-prototypical) followers (i.e., so-called Implicit
Followership Theories; IFTs; see, for instance, Junker et al., 2016; Sy, 2010). IFTs
describe cognitive structures and schemas about the traits and behaviors that characterize
followers (Guo, 2018). According to Sy’s (2010) approach, for instance, prototypical
followers can be categorized as loyal and reliable (i.e., “good citizen”), arrogant and rude
(i.e., “insubordination”), excited (i.e., “enthusiasm”), easily influenced (i.e., “conformity”),
inexperienced and slow (i.e., “incompetence”), or hardworking and willing to go above and
beyond the mere duties (i.e., “industry”). The findings of several studies suggest that IFTs
influence how leaders evaluate their employees and their relationships with them (for
related overviews, see Epitropaki et al., 2013; Junker & van Dick, 2014). Most studies,
however, have focused on the leader’s IFTs (i.e., LIFTs) rather than the followers’ self-
conceptions (i.e., FIFTs; Epitropaki et al., 2013; Junker & van Dick, 2014). Hence, only
little research (e.g., Sy, 2010) has been conducted to study FIFTs as a followership
characteristic that may contribute to a better understanding of followers and their
followership (see Uhl-Bien et al., 2014).

In sum, followership theory has emerged from conceptualizing followership
typologies that define different forms of followership behaviors and characteristics. Those
typologies have in common that they largely build on the followers’ proactivity (vs.
passivity) and/or independence from the leader (vs. conformity). Hitherto, those theoretical
approaches to followership have been rarely tested (Carsten et al., 2018; Uhl-Bien et al.,
2014).

2.2 The Comprehensive Framework of the Formal Theory of Followership (FTF)

In addition to the prominent (and early) theoretical approaches that are a core part

of the followership concept (see the chapter above), Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) identified even

more facets of followership that needed further examination (e.g., constructionist views in
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addition to role-based views, for details see below). Moreover, they identified numerous
research streams (e.g., research on subordinate influence tactics, voice, or feedback
seeking) that may contribute to a better understanding of followership and, hence, may
complement those early approaches. After reviewing the followership literature in 2014,
Uhl-Bien et al. (2014, p. 96) thus concluded: “for followership research to advance, one of
the biggest needs is to clearly define and identify theoretical constructs for the study of
followership”. With their new Formal Theory of Followership (FTF), Uhl-Bien et al.
(2014) defined such boundaries for the study of followership (i.e., what followership is and
is not).

They generally defined followership characteristics as those characteristics that
impact how one defines and enacts followership. They further defined followership
behaviors as those behaviors that are enacted from the standpoint of a follower role or in
the act of following (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). Among the proposed followership behaviors
were, for instance, the followers’ obedience, resistance, upward influence, voice, or
initiative taking. Proposed followership characteristics were, for instance, FIFTs, follower
role orientations, or follower identities (see Uhl-Bien et a., 2014). Furthermore, they
proposed genuine followership outcomes on the individual follower level (i.e., for instance,
high potential), on the individual leader level (i.e., for instance, motivation), and on the
relationship level (i.e., for instance, trust). Among the proposed leadership process
outcomes was, for instance, unethical conduct (see Uhl-Bien et al., 2014).

To formulate relevant research questions and to create pertinent models, the FTF
additionally provides two basic approaches that can be applied in followership research:
(1) the role-based and (ii) the constructionist approach. The role-based approach refers to
followership characteristics and behaviors that are enacted from the standpoint of a
follower role, rank, or position (e.g., subordinate). According to this approach,

followership characteristics and behaviors are studied as antecedents of followership
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outcomes (see Uhl-Bien et al., 2014; Uhl-Bien & Carsten, 2018). That is, for instance,
subordinates may initiate relationship-building activities to increase their supervisor’s trust.
All followership typologies that were described in the previous chapter are role-based
approaches.

The constructionist approach to followership, in contrast, explores why, when, and
how following behaviors or identities are constructed (Uhl-Bien & Carsten, 2018; Uhl-
Bien et al., 2014). Its focus is on how individuals—regardless of any formal rank or
position—mutually interact and engage in social and relational contexts to construct (or not
construct) followership (and leadership; see also DeRue & Ashford, 2010). Hence, rather
than studying behaviors from the standpoint of a subordinate position (see the role-based
approach), the constructionist approach centers on the actual act of following. That is, the
act of following involves recognizing and granting legitimacy to another's influence
attempts (DeRue & Ashford, 2010). This does not necessarily align with formal
hierarchical roles (i.e., superiors might not lead and subordinates might not follow; see
Uhl-Bien et al., 2014).

In sum, the FTF (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014; Uhl-Bien & Carsten, 2018) integrates
various concepts and approaches into one comprehensive followership framework. With
their FTF, Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) defined pertinent theoretical constructs for the study of
followership and created promising avenues for subsequent followership research to
advance. Since then, followership research has been perceived as an emerging field (see,
for instance, Carsten et al., 2018; Khan et al., 2019).

2.3 Central Objectives of the Dissertation and Research Questions

Based on this background of followership theory and past research, I will outline
the research questions of this dissertation. The main focus of this dissertation is to test
Kelley’s (1992) prominent approach to followership for several reasons. First, his work is

widely considered as pioneering and most influential (see Crossman & Crossman, 2011;
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Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). Second, his ideas are still referred to today (see, for instance,
Carsten et al., 2018; Khan et al., 2019; Lin et al., 2023). Moreover, Kelley’s (1992) book
on “The Power of Followership” is the most cited original work on followership with over
1,600 citations in googlescholaiin July 2024. Hence, among the different theoretical
approaches to followership (see the previous chapters), Kelley’s (1988; 1992) work is
particularly important. As described above, however, its empirical investigation is still in
its infancy. Central assumptions are still awaiting empirical testing. A central objective for
this dissertation, therefore, is to test the critical theoretical assumptions of Kelley’s (1988;
1992) prominent approach, which are still prevalent today (see, for instance, Carsten et al.,
2018; Khan et al., 2019; Lin et al., 2023).

In order to do so, a valid measure of followership in accordance with Kelley’s
account is necessary. In contrast to other followership approaches, Kelley (1992) provided
a questionnaire along with his model that should facilitate its examination. Previous
validation studies of Kelley’s (1992) questionnaire (Blanchard et al., 2009; Gatti et al.,
2014), however, reported that the factor structure was different to what Kelley (1992) had
assumed. Since most of the previous studies have used Kelley’s (1992) questionnaire in the
original form (e.g., Kim & Schachter, 2015; Mushonga & Torrance, 2008; Tanoff and
Barlow, 2002), their findings were likely to be flawed by incorrect assessment of the
followership behaviors. Furthermore, the original questionnaire is in English language.
Hence, a valid German version of Kelley’s (1992) followership questionnaire is needed to
conduct followership research in German-speaking countries. The first set of research
questions, therefore, is:

Research question 1: How can followership behaviors (i.e., AE and ICT; Kelley,

1992) be measured in German language?

Research question 2: Are active engagement (i.e., AE) and independent, critical

thinking (i.e., ICT) two distinctive followership dimensions?
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In addition to the problematic assessments of Kelley’s (1992) followership
behaviors (i.e., inadequate factor structure, see above), previous studies were limited to
cross-sectional quantitative designs (see, for instance, Blanchard et al., 2014; Byun et al.,
2018; Gatti et al., 2014; Gatti et al., 2017). The central assumption of Kelley’s (1992)
approach is that followers adapt certain followership styles. The conception of styles
implies that followership behaviors (i.e., AE and ICT) reflect rather stable behavior
patterns. Previous studies, however, did not test whether this fundamental assumption is
true. A longitudinal study with a latent state-trait approach (Geiser, 2020; Steyer et al.,
2015) could reveal whether Kelley’s (1992) followership questionnaire assess more trait-
like or more state-like attributes. More trait-like behavior patterns would support Kelley’s
(1992) conception of styles. A state-like nature of followership behavior would question
Kelley’s (1992) theory, as followership would then rather be spontaneous, dynamic, or
variable. Therefore, I state the following research question:

Research question 3: Do followership behaviors (i.e., AE and ICT; Kelley, 1992)

reflect consistent behavior patterns?

Previous studies on Kelley’s (1992) followership behaviors (e.g., Blanchard et al.,
2009; Gatti et al., 2014; Gatti et al., 2017) suggest significant relationships to critical job-
related variables (e.g., job satisfaction or organizational commitment). It is an essential
assumption of followership theory (Kelley, 1992; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014) that followership
behaviors are (major) predictors for relevant followership outcomes. Due to their cross-
sectional design, however, previous studies could not provide evidence for the direction of
the proposed effects (i.e., are followership behaviors predictors of those critical job-related
variables or are they their consequences?; see Blanchard et al., 2014; Byun et al., 2018;
Gatti et al., 2014; Gatti et al., 2017). Hence, a longitudinal approach is needed to shed light
on the direction of effects between followership behaviors and important variables in the

work context. Thus, I state the following research question:
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Research question 4: Do followership behaviors (i.e., AE and ICT; Kelley, 1992)
predict critical variables in the context of work (i.e., job attitudes and self
efficacy)?
Besides Kelley’s (1992) highly influential followership conception, the FTF (Uhl-
Bien et al., 2014; Uhl-Bien & Carsten, 2018) has emerged as an authoritative and already
classic theoretical work (with more than 1,800 citations of Uhl-Bien et al. [2014] in
googlescholain July 2024). For a better understanding of the role of followership in
leadership, I will thus widen the scope beyond Kelley’s (1992) conception and adopt the
broader framework of the FTF. While Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) created promising avenues for
subsequent followership research, its further development has not been systematically
reviewed. Such a review, however, is highly needed to evaluate whether followership is
indeed an emerging field as is commonly assumed (see, for instance, Carsten et al., 2018;
Khan et al., 2019). Moreover, if this is the case, the followership field may have
substantially evolved. New theoretical constructs, measures, or alternative methodological
approaches may have emerged since the publication of Uhl Bien et al.’s FTF. The
followership framework would then have to be extended or updated. Furthermore, to
evaluate whether the FTF (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014; Uhl-Bien & Carsten, 2018) indeed
provides a valuable framework to advance followership research, the theoretical notions of
the FTF need to be tested. Therefore, I state the following set of research questions:
Research question 5: How has the field of empirical followership research (in the
context of work and organizations) evolved since-Bikh et al. (2014) presented
their “Formal Theory of Foll owership”
Research question 6: Can the FTF (Whén et al., 2014; URBien & Carsten,
2018) in fact be applied to unambiguously identify the proposed followership

approaches and variables within published empirical studies?
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Research question 7: Which emerging theoretical constructs, measures, or

methodological approaches have developed the FTRRBi#n et al., 2014; URI

Bien & Carsten, 2018) further?

I will address those research questions with three studies. The first study aims to
answer research questions 1 and 2 by conducting a validation study for a German version
of Kelley’s (1992) followership questionnaire. Study 2 addresses research questions 3 and
4 by testing Kelley’s (1992) followership behaviors (i.e., AE and ICT) with a longitudinal
design and a latent state-trait approach (Geiser, 2020; Steyer et al., 2015). In Study 3, I will
systematically review the field of empirical followership research (in the context of work
and organizations) since Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) presented their FTF. Hence, Study 3 deals

with research questions 5 to 7. I list all three studies of this dissertation hereafter:

1 Study 1: Ribbat, M., Krumm, S., & Hiiffmeier, J. (2021). Validation of a German
version of Kelley's (1992) followership questionnaire. Psychological Test Adaption
and Developmen®(1), 1-13. https://doi.org/10.1027/2698-1866/a000005

1 Study 2: Ribbat, M., Nohe, C., & Hiiffmeier, J. (2023). Followership styles
scrutinized: temporal consistency and relationships with job attitudes and self-efficacy.
Peerd 11, e16135. https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj. 16135

1 Study 3: Ribbat, M., Klasmeier, K., & Hiiffmeier, J. (2024). Empirical followership
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The three studies have been conducted with coauthors. The roles and contributions
of all authors are presented in Table 1. Thereby, I refer to the Contributor Role Taxonomy

(Brand et al., 2015).

Table 1

Roles and contribution of the (Qauthors according to the Contributor Roles Taxonomy

Term Study 1 Study 2 Study 3

MR SK JH MR CN JH MR KK JH
Conceptualization X X X X X X X X X
Methodology X X X X X X X X X
Formal Analysis X X X
Investigation X X X X
Data Curation X X X
Writing — Original Draft X X X
Writing — Review & Editing X X X X X X X X X
Supervision X X X

Note.MR = Mirko Ribbat, SK = Stefan Krumm, JH = Joachim Hiiffmeier, CN = Christoph

Nohe, KK = Kai Klasmeier.
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3 Study 1 — Validation of a German Version of Kelley’s (1992) Followership
Questionnaire

Authors: Mirko Ribbat, Stefan Krumm, Joachim Hiiffmeier

3.1 Introduction

Traditionally, leadership research has taken the perspective of leaders influencing
their followers (i.e., a leader-centric view; Dinh et al., 2014; Lord et al., 2017). In contrast,
the contribution of followers to the leadership process has long been neglected. In their
review on followership, Uhl-Bien et al. (2014, p. 89) stated that even if “most research on
leadership recognizes the follower in some way, the focus on followership as a research
area in its own right has not occurred until very recently [...].” Followership can be
defined as “behaviors of individuals acting in relation to a leader(s)” (Carsten et al., 2010,
p. 545), including the way followers take responsibility relative to their leader, the way
they communicate, or the way they try to solve problems with their leader. Uhl-Bien et al.
(2014) argued that a deeper understanding of followership is essential for a better
understanding of leadership because without followers there would be neither leaders nor
leadership.

While Kelley (1988) already stressed the organizational value of the follower in the
1980s, empirical tests of extant theoretical approaches to followership remain scant (Oc &
Bashur, 2013; for such approaches, see, for instance, Chaleff, 1995; Hurwitz & Hurwitz,
2015; Kellerman, 2008; Kelley, 1992). A problem that prevents progress is that only very
few validated instruments to study followership are available (Baker, 2007). To the best of
our knowledge, Kelley (1992) was the first to develop a followership questionnaire. The
questionnaire is based on his theoretical account, understanding followership behaviors as
the followers’ active engagement (AE) in the leadership process and their independent,
critical thinking (ICT) toward their leader. According to Kelley (1992), the best followers

actively participate in the leadership process and take initiative (AE), rather than being
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passive and lazy. At the same time, they think for themselves and give constructive
criticism to their leader (ICT), rather than simply taking directions and requiring constant
supervision. Thus, ideal followers have an adequate balance of actively accepting the
follower role and questioning leaders’ decisions. In this way, they contribute to leadership
and, ultimately, to organizational success.

With the current research, we intend to provide a basis for further followership
research in German-speaking countries by adapting and validating a German version of
Kelley’s (1992) followership questionnaire. We therefore translated the original English
version into German and conducted two studies to validate our translation. In Study 1, we
explored the factorial structure of our questionnaire. In Study 2, we tested the convergent,
discriminant, and criterion-related validity of the measurement instrument.

Our study extends current research because there is no validated questionnaire on
followership behavior in German-speaking countries yet. With our study, we provide a
questionnaire for researchers and practitioners to assess the followership behavior of
German-speaking employees. Furthermore, we study the generalizability of prior findings
in another cultural context by testing construct relationships that were also investigated in
other validation studies of Kelley’s instrument (Blanchard et al., 2009; Gatti et al., 2014) in
a sample of German employees.

3.2 The Present Research
3.2.1 Evidence on the Questionnaire’s Structure

Blanchard et al. (2009) conducted a validation study of Kelley’s (1992)
questionnaire for the original English items with a sample of faculty members at a large
university. Gatti et al. (2014) conducted a validation study for their Italian translation with
a sample of employees from different organizational settings. The two factors
conceptualized by Kelley (1992) emerged in both studies (i.e., AE and ICT), while the

items partly loaded on different dimensions than Kelley had predicted. Notably, Blanchard
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et al. (2009) found an additional third factor. However, they argued that the first four items
of Kelley’s questionnaire do not tap into follower behavior but into attitudes and affect
(e.g., the first item: “Does your work help you fulfill some societal goal or personal dream
that is important to you?”). They suggested eliminating these four items as the goal of
Kelley’s instrument is to tap into behavior. Hence, we followed the suggestion of
Blanchard et al. (2009)—an approach also taken by Gatti et al. (2014). In both validation
studies, the final adjusted instrument contained 14 items. Blanchard et al. (2009) reported
reliabilities of o = .86 for AE and o = .74 for ICT with a factor correlation of r = .38,
p <.001. In the Italian version, the reliabilities were o = .94 for AE and o = .79 for ICT
with a factor correlation of r = .55, p <.001 (Gatti et al., 2014). While Blanchard et al.
(2009) did not conduct a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and therefore did not report
model fit indices, Gatti et al. (20