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ABSTRACT
The primary purposes of this study were to develop a followership competency
instrument and examine the extent to which the instrument validly and reliably measures
the characteristics of followership in a Korean manufacturing company. To accomplish
these purposes, this study focused on (a) generating items that measured followership
competencies (an initial set of 40 items was identified after an extensive review of the
literature and survey responses from 106 employees); (b) identifying underlying
dimensions (based on a total of 267 responses); (c) providing evidence of factor structure
and convergent and discriminant validity from factor analysis (based on a total of 396
responses); and (d) providing evidence of internal consistency reliability (based on a total
of 663 responses).
After review of the initial 40 items by six subject matter experts, 30 relevant items
were retained. With these 30 items, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted.
Results led to the identification of four underlying dimensions of followership
competencies with 16 items: Goal Orientation, Working Toward Goals, Enthusiasm, and
Intellectuality. Through confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), the factor structure of the
four-factor measurement model with 16 items was confirmed and evidence of convergent
and discriminant validity from factor analysis was provided. In addition, the
unidimensionality of the followership competency instrument was also confirmed by
examining a second-order CFA model with four sub-factors. Last, evidence of the
internal consistency reliability of the overall scale as well as each factor was provided.
Study findings provide a starting point for empirical research on followership in
academia and suggest the foundation for followership competency modeling for practice.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
This chapter provides a brief introduction to this study. It is divided into eight
sections: (1) background; (2) problems and main purposes; (3) significance; (4) research
questions; (5) definitions of terms used in this study; (6) limitations; (7) assumptions; and
(8) conceptual framework.
Background
The concepts of leader and follower that have emerged since human beings began
to engage in grouping have undergone changes (see Kakabadse & Korac-Kakabadse,
1998). Whereas followers were regarded as passive recipients in the past, today’s
followers perform their roles as active co-producers in organizations (Shamir, 2007). In
today’s flattened organizational structure, power and responsibility are shared with
people from various strata (Kellerman, 2008), and followers are considered as partners
who pursue common goals through their relationship with leaders (Chaleff, 2003). There
is no doubt that leaders are important to organizational success, but followers also
contribute to organizational effectiveness in other ways (Yukl, 2006). In fact, the
importance of followership has never been more emphasized, and effective followership
is regarded as an essential factor in the success of an organization (Kelley, 1988).
In spite of the importance of followership in today’s organizations, leadership has
been the focus of much attention while less attention has been paid to the topic of the
follower and the leader-follower relationship (Chaleff, 2003; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995;
Kellerman, 2008; Kelley, 1998, 2008; Meindl, 1995; van Knippenberg, van Knippenberg,
& Giessner, 2007). Recently, followership has been a main focus of interest among

2
academics since Kelley’s (1988) article, “In Praise of Followers”, was published in the
Harvard Business Review. This was followed by Kelley’s 1992 book, The Power of
Followership: How to Create Leaders People Want to Follow, and Followers Who Lead
Themselves and Chaleff’s 1995 book, The Courageous Follower: Standing Up To and
For Our Leaders. More recent publications include The Art of Followership: How Great
Followers Create Great Leaders and Organizations, edited by Riggio, Chaleff, and
Lipman-Blumen (2008), and Followership: How Followers Are Creating Change and
Changing Leaders, written by Kellerman (2008). Despite the increased number of articles
and publications in both academic and practical fields, followership should be
investigated to determine its importance in today’s organization.
While followership study has a different history from leadership study, leadership
and followership are intertwined. Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) insisted that the domain of
leadership includes leader and follower, as well as their relationship, rather than leader
alone. A leader and a follower affect each other through their relationship (Herold, 1977;
Yukl, 2006). Because no leader exists without followers (Chaleff, 2003; Kilburn, 2010),
leadership and followership are inseparable (van Knippenberg, van Knippenberg, &
Giessner, 2007). Therefore, leadership should be viewed from both leader-centered and
follower-centered perspectives (Meindl, 1995; van Knippenberg, van Knippenberg, &
Giessner, 2007).
The Problem
Research on leadership has been accumulating for a long time, and various
leadership theories have been proposed. Based on definitions of leadership from varied
perspectives, many instruments designed to access leadership have been developed
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(Northouse, 2010; Yukl, 2006). While many quantitative as well as qualitative studies on
leadership have been conducted over the past 100 years (Avolio, Walumbwa, & Weber,
2009), research on followership has been relatively neglected (Baker, 2007; Yukl, 2006).
But, the importance of followership should be not be underestimated because most
people, even those in leadership positions, are followers in organizations (Chaleff, 2003,
Hollander, 1978; Kellerman, 2008); people who are leaders of certain groups or teams
may also be someone’s followers in higher-level groups or teams. Although the attention
to followership has been growing since Kelley’s (1988, 1992) work, it still does not
adequately indicate the importance of the topic of followership.
According to leadership theory today, leadership is not shown only as an
individual trait, but also considered as a complex dyadic relationship between a leader
and a follower. This means that in addition to the dimension of a leader itself, the
dimensions of a follower who interacts with a leader as well as the relationship between
the leader and the follower are important in determining leadership. Therefore, the focus
of the current leadership field has become broader, and the aspect of follower has been
covered as a topic in leadership studies (Avolio, Walumbwa, & Weber, 2009; Kellerman,
2008). As pointed out earlier, the topic of followership is still in early stages compared to
the leadership field (Baker, 2007; Kelley, 1992; Yukl, 2006). Baker (2006) found only
481 citations relating to followership between 1928 and 2004 in 26 electronic databases.
These citations included opinion pieces, letters to the editor, newspaper and popular
magazine articles, trade publication articles, scholarly studies, and theoretical pieces in
academic journals. A more serious fact is that empirical studies on followership total
fewer than 20; only 10 were published between 1955 and 1988 (Baker, 2006). One main
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reason for the small number of empirical studies may be the absence of a valid and
reliable followership instrument.
This is not to say that no attempt has been made to develop a followership
instrument. As of December 2012, two instruments relate to followership. The first
followership instrument is Kelley’s (1992) followership questionnaire, which was
introduced in his book, The Power of Followership: How to Create Leaders People Want
to Follow, and Followers Who Lead Themselves. Unfortunately, however, there is no
evidence of its validation (Kilburn, 2010). An unvalidated instrument is not suitable for
use in academic studies but may be useful in practical applications. Research
methodology designs are not to include an unvalidated measure because of the lack of
evidence of validity and reliability and because using an unvalidated measure causes both
random and systematic measurement errors (Viswanathan, 2005).
The second instrument is an implicit followership theories (IFTs) instrument,
which was recently developed and validated by Sy (2010). It measures how leaders
perceive effective followers, just as the implicit leadership theories (ILTs) instrument
measures followers’ perception of effective leaders. Although the IFTs instrument is
useful in identifying what characterizes an effective follower in a specific culture or
setting, it is difficult to determine the extent to which an individual is qualified as a
follower and which competencies have to be developed to be an effective follower in an
organization.
For these reasons, development of a followership instrument and evidence of its
validity and reliability are necessary to the growth of the followership field. Therefore,
the primary purpose of this study was to develop an instrument that may be used to assess
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followership competency and to examine the extent to which the instrument validly and
reliably measures the characteristics of followership.
Significance of the Research
Two significant points can arise from this study. The first is a validated
followership instrument that may be used to measure how an individual is competent as a
follower, and also may be used in research methodology design. Although social science
studies do not have to be qualified in a quantitative way, quantitative approaches enable
more intensive studies (Thurstone, 1954). Because an instrument that is not reliable and
valid may undermine understanding of organizational phenomena (Hinkin, 1995), it is
critical to construct a sound measurement (Schoenfeldt, 1984). Therefore, this study
attempted to develop a new instrument and determine whether levels of reliability and
validity were sufficient for its use in future academic studies. A validated tool could
ignite future research studies in the followership field (Kilburn, 2010), further
understanding of followership, and provide an opportunity to move followership theory
forward based on an increased number of quantitative studies on followership.
Second, study results will benefit not only academia but also have practical
applications in the field. A newly developed measurement instrument may provide
leaders with information on their followers’ competencies. Leaders may use this
information in decision-making about strategic directions for effective organizational
change or goal achievement and to lead their followers in effective ways. Also, followers
can diagnose the nature of their own followership and work to make up for their weak
points and become effective followers as well as great leaders in the future (Kelley, 1992).
Through exact measurement of followership using a reliable, valid instrument, the leader-
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follower relationship could also improve, leading eventually to achievement of
organizational purposes.
Research Questions
This study posed three research questions in order to accomplish the main purpose
of this research:
1. What competencies characterize effective followers in a Korean
manufacturing company?
2. To what extent can the evidence of factor structure of the newly developed
instrument and its convergent and discriminant validity from factor analysis
be identified?
3. How reliable is the measure to assess competencies required for effective
followers?
Definitions of Terms
Key terms used in this research are leader, leadership, follower, followership,
competencies, and individual contributor. This section defines these major terms as
follows.
Leader. A leader has been defined from various perspectives. A leader is defined
as “an individual (or, rarely, a set of individuals) who significantly affects the thoughts,
feelings, and/or behaviors of a significant number of individuals” (Gardner, 1995, p. ix).
Another definition of leaders is “individuals with relatively more power and authority
than the other members of the group” (Hughes, Ginnett, & Gurphy, 1999, p. 523). Burns
(1979) believed that a leader is one who initiates and maintains the leader-follower
relationship in which communication and exchange take place. A leader plays the major
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role in achieving a purpose shared with followers. A leader motivates his/her followers
and devotes him- or herself to satisfying the followers’ needs. Therefore, this study
defined a leader as one who generally initiates and maintains the relationship between a
leader and a follower with more power and authority than other group members (Burns,
1979; Hughes, Ginnett, & Gurphy, 1999).
Leadership. There are as many definitions of leadership as attempts to define the
concept (Stogdill, 1974). It has been defined from various perspectives such as traits,
behaviors, influence, interaction patters, role relationship, and occupation of an
administrative position (Yukl, 2006). But, most definitions of leadership involve the
following concepts: a process, influence, a group or organizational context, and goal
attainment (Northouse, 2010; Yukl, 2006). Hollander (1978) stressed that leadership is
not a person; rather, it is a process. Therefore, the definition of leadership taken in this
study is a process of influencing a group of individuals to accomplish a common goal
(Northouse, 2010; Roach & Behling, 1984).
Follower. There are also different definitions of follower. Kellerman (2008)
defined followers by rank as “subordinates who have less power, authority, and influence
than do their superiors and who therefore usually, but not invariably, fall into line” (p.
xix). Other scholars, however, have a different view of follower; they insist that follower
is not the synonym of subordinate (Chaleff, 2003; Vecchio, 2007b). Whereas a
subordinate is one who reports to or supports an individual of higher rank, a follower is
one who “shares a common purpose with the leader, believes in what the organization is
trying to accomplish, wants both the leader and organization to succeed, and works
energetically to this end” (Chaleff, 2003, p. 15). This study adopted Chaleff’s (2003)
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perspective, so the operational definition of follower in this study is one who possesses
appropriate competencies to pursue common goals through the relationship with a leader
rather than a subordinate who just carries out a superior’s orders.
Followership. The dictionary definition of followership is “the capacity or
willingness to follow a leader” (Merriam-Webster’s online dictionary, 2011). Kelley
(1988) defined it as “the vision to see both the forest and the trees, the social capacity to
work well with others, the strength of character to flourish without heroic status, the
moral and psychological balance to pursue personal and corporate goals at no cost to
either, and, above all, the desire to participate in a team effort for the accomplishment of
some greater common purpose” (p. 147). Chaleff (2003) posited that courageous
followership is the followers’ will to support their leader to accomplish a common goal
and to challenge their leaders if the leaders’ behaviors and policies undermine
organizational values. Also, Kellerman (2008) defined followership as “a relationship
(rank), between subordinates and superiors, and a response (behavior), of the former to
the latter” (p. xx). This study took Kelley’s (1988) and Chaleff’s (2003) definitions of
followership, and defined followership as the competencies required for a follower to
accomplish common goals effectively through the relationship with a leader.
Competence. According to White (1959), competence refers to “an organism’s
capacity to interact effectively with its environment” (p. 297). White emphasized that
competency might be regarded as an inborn attribute, but human competence can be
developed through continuous learning. Also, Eraut (1998) defined competence as “the
ability to perform the tasks and roles required to the expected standard” (p. 132).
Competencies are the characteristics required to perform a job in a superior way, such as

9
generic knowledge, skills, trait, and motive, as well as social role (Boyatzis, 1982).
Worley, Rothwell, and Sullivan (2010) argued that competency encompasses any
characteristic that results in a successful outcome in performing a job. Therefore, this
study viewed competency as the knowledge and skills, attitudes, values, personal
characteristics, and behavior including relationships, which enable an individual to
perform his/her role in a superior way.
Individual contributor. Hill (2003) referred to an individual, pre-promotion to
manager, as an individual contributor. The individual contributor’s primary responsibility
is to perform specific technical tasks based on personal expertise, experience, or action
while a manager formally takes charge of a team or group. Based on Hill (2003)’s
definition, this study defined individual contributors as individuals who are not in charge
of group or team leaders based on a formal organizational chart although sometimes they
informally perform the leader role.
Limitations
This study had four limitations. The first limitation concerns biased data. An ideal
concept of followership may vary depending on the culture of an industry (Kellerman,
2008; Kelley, 2008). The sample for this study was selected from a Korean
manufacturing company, and therefore might not represent employees in all industries in
South Korea. For this reason, the data gathered from a manufacturing company in South
Korea might cause biased results and may not represent the Korean work setting.
Therefore, it might be difficult to apply the results of this study to other industries not
included in this study.
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The second limitation concerns a lack of follow-up to increase response rates. An
online survey approach was used for this study, and the surveys were confidential and
anonymous in order to increase the probability of response. There are various ways to
enhance a response rate for an online survey, such as follow-ups, monetary or
nonmonetary incentives (e.g., cash, vouchers, lotteries, or donations) and so forth
(Deutskens, De Ruyter, Wetzels, & Oosterveld, 2004). However, this study used only a
follow-up email approach to send a reminder to all survey participants one week after
survey distribution because the participants’ responses were saved automatically and
anonymously, and there was no way to distinguish the participants who had already
responded from the participants who did not respond. Although this study was able to use
a limited approach to increase response rates, various approaches might have been used
to ensure higher response rates.
The third limitation is that the first survey, which asked participants to describe
followership competencies, provided them with the definition of follower—doing so may
have influenced participants’ responses. In Korea, follower and followership are not
commonly used terms; moreover, there is no exact Korean word to represent the terms
follower and followership. Therefore, survey participants might not be familiar with the
concepts and thus unable to correctly understand the survey question. Although survey
participants might be influenced by the definition provided in the survey, without correct
understanding of the meaning of follower they might describe inappropriate
competencies, which might eventually affect the credibility of the measure. For this
reason, this study decided to provide the definition of follower to help participants gain a
clearer understanding of the survey.
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Finally, the research study was conducted in an organization located in South
Korea yet was based on followership research conducted in Western cultures. Like the
universality of leadership (Bass, 2007), followership can be expected to be a universal
phenomenon in human society. However, followership may be affected by culture
because culture influences people’s beliefs and behaviors, as mentioned earlier (Kelley,
2008; Schein, 1990), so a discrepancy may be found in the notion of followership
between Western and Asian cultures. Nevertheless, followership theory in this study is
based on Western, especially U.S., research studies because available literatures on
followers are mostly U.S. in the origin and focus (Brown & Thornborrow, 1996), and
followership is not yet as well known in Korean academia as in U.S. academia. To
address this limitation, a survey from Korean workers was also conducted to generate
followership competency items and reviewed by six Korean leadership experts to ensure
the relevance of the items in the Korean context.
Assumptions
This study was conducted under three assumptions. First, a leader and a follower
influence each other through the relationship between them. Yukl (2006) argued that
followership involves a process whereby the relationship and the influence occur as
leadership does. The leadership process is a social exchange between leaders and
followers. For example, leaders provide vision and direction to followers, and in
exchange the followers become self-directed and focus on their vision. For security and
protection provided by leaders, followers show gratitude and loyalty. Leaders regard
followers as valued organizational members, and followers who feel like members of a
group are willing to cooperate with other members and sacrifice themselves to help group
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members. Also, for a sense of pride and self-respect afforded by leaders, followers show
respect and obedience (Messick, 2005). Heller and Van Til (1982) contended that good
leadership enhances followers, just as good followership reinforces leaders. Therefore, it
can be said that leaders and followers are inextricably intertwined (Vecchio, 2007a).
The second assumption is that followership can be developed and improved.
There are two different perspectives on leadership: One is that a person with leadership
responsibility is born to be a great leader, and the other one is that a great leader is
developed through education and development (Hollander, 1978; Kakabadse & KoracKakabadse, 1998). Leadership may be innate and developed through experience (Hughes,
Ginnett, & Curphy, 1999; Vecchio, 2007a). This study takes the same viewpoint on
followership. Someone may be born an effective follower, but this quality may also be
improved (Brown & Thornborrow, 1996). Even people who do not have inherent
followership traits can be good followers through experiences, training, self-management
and development, and so forth (Kelley, 1988). Also, followership is considered a
determinant of effective leadership (Vecchio, 2007a), so developing followership may be
viewed as a process that people go through who want to be a good leader. Therefore, this
study was based on the premise that followership as well as leadership can be developed;
one who exerts the effort necessary to be a good follower has the potential to be a good
leader in the future.
The third assumption is that followership competencies can be measured
(Intagliata, Ulrich, & Smallwood, 2000). The operational definition of competence in this
study involves attitudes, traits such as values and personality, and behaviors including
relationship. Thurstone (1928) maintained that attitude can be measured when people
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intend to tell the truth and pressure on the attitude to be measured is minimized. Human
value is also measured with a subjective metric (Thurstone, 1954). Personality (Smith &
Archer, 2008; Wiggins, 2003) and leader behaviors (Stodgdill, 1957) can be measured as
well. An attempt to measure this relationship in the leadership field already exists (e.g.,
the Leader-Member Exchange [LMX]; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). Therefore, just as
leader competencies can be measured, followership may be measured as well.
Conceptual Framework
Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) asserted that leadership can be viewed from three
perspectives: leader, follower, and relationship. From the leader-based perspective, the
main focus is on the leader’s characteristics and behavior as these enhance performance.
On the other hand, the follower-based approach emphasizes the follower’s characteristics
and behavior as these exist to improve outcomes. The relationship-based leadership
perspective pays attention to the dyadic relationship between leaders and followers.
Graen and Uhl-Bien stressed that all three domains of leadership should be investigated
in the leadership field.
Graen and Uhl-Bien (1991) suggested a leadership-making model (see Figure 11). The model is composed of three primary components: the leader’s characteristics, the
follower’s characteristics, and the leadership relationship. Both leaders and followers
may contribute to team effectiveness indirectly by forming a leadership relationship
between them; the maturity of the leadership relationship may directly influence team
effectiveness. Shamir (2007) also argued that followers should act as a co-producer of
leadership and its consequences. Both leaders’ and followers’ characteristics and
behaviors influence the leadership relationship as well as its consequences. Hence,
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leaders and followers should be investigated equally as co-producers of the leadership
relationship.

Internalization of the Team

Transformation

Leader

Base
Contribution

Maturity of the Leadership
Relationship
Incremental
Influence

Follower

Base
Contribution

Teamwork Effectiveness
Figure 1-1. Three-component model of leadership. Adapted from “The Transformation of
Professionals into Self-Managing and Partially Self-Designing Contributors: Toward a
Theory of Leadership-Making” by G. B. Graen and M. Uhl-Bien, 1991, Journal of
Management Systems, 3(3), p. 30. Copyright 1991 by Maximilian Press, Publisher, for
the Association of Management/International Association of Management. Reprinted
with permission.
Since the mid-1970s, the LMX theory, which focuses on the relationship between
leaders and followers, has been studied, revised, and refined (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995;
Northouse, 2010; Yukl, 2006). Although in the leader-member relationship a leader and a
follower interact with each other to achieve a goal, only one party in the relationship, the
leader, has received attention; the other party, the follower, has been out of favor.
Leadership studies have been oriented toward leader-centered theory rather than
follower-centered theory. To better balance study on the leadership relationship and its
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consequences, the follower aspect should receive more attention (Meindl, 1995; Shamir,
2007; Yukl, 2006).
Kellerman (2008) asserted that cultivating followership is as important as
cultivating leadership. Followership is a prerequisite of leadership and organizational
success (Kelley, 1988; Latour & Rast, 2004; Townsend & Gebhardt, 1997), and there is
no leadership without followership (Hollander, 1978; Van Knippenberg, Van
Knippenberg, & Giessner, 2007). Thus, this study was conducted based on the conceptual
framework of the follower-centered perspective on leadership.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
This chapter consists of five sections. The first section describes historical
perspectives on leadership and followership. The second section focuses on the leaderfollower relationship. In order to provide a comprehensive understanding of the
relationship, this section contains perspectives on followers, followers’ roles, and leadermember exchange theory. The third section introduces three models of followership:
Kelley’s effective followership, Chaleff’s courageous followership, and Kellerman’s
followership models. In the fourth section, implicit followership theories are described;
the fifth section contains explanations of various followership approaches. The final
section discusses followership competencies that could be the basis of items and factors
included on the followership instrument developed in this study.
Historical Perspectives
Leadership has been an interesting subject of study for more than 2,500 years
(Kakabadse & Korac-Kakabadse, 1998; Yukl, 2006). A tremendous amount of research
on leadership has been conducted since Plato’s Academy, founded in 387 B.C., which is
regarded as the origin of leadership training centers (Kakabadse & Korac-Kakabadse,
1998). Plato was one of the greatest leaders to influence and turn out many followers,
such as Aristotle. Aristotle is also known as a tutor of Alexander the Great, who is
acknowledged as one of the greatest heroic leaders in world history (Cambridge
University Press, 1994; Grint, 2007). Although these individuals were good followers as
well as great leaders, history praises their leadership rather than their followership. As a
result, an extensive academic literature exists on leadership as well as a multitude of
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memoirs admiring of great leaders (Hogan & Kaiser, 2005), while little literature and few
memoirs have been written on prominent followers (Kelly, 1992). Even though
followership is not a new concept, only recently has the main subject of this study,
followership, begun to receive attention from the academic and practice fields. The
reason is that leadership has been greatly emphasized over followership, which was
relatively neglected until the mid-20th century (Baker, 2007).
Although much more emphasis has been placed on leadership than on
followership, the reality is that no leader exists without followers (Chaleff, 2003; Kilburn,
2010). The leader-follower relationship naturally develops in any group of people (Van
Vugt, 2006). However, the perspective on the leader-follower relationship has varied
depending on the evoluation of human society throughout history (Baker, 2007).
Primitive society
In a primitive society based on a communalistic economy, leadership was not
demonstrated for political purposes, but for the communal good (Diamond, 1974). The
main role of a leader was in making decisions for tribal members—usually when to move
to find a good place to obtain water, hunt, and sleep safely (Van Vugt, 2006). A leader
also assumed responsibility as a peacekeeper to protect tribal members from battles that
threatened their lands, foods, or other resources (Posner, 1980). Usually, the eldest took
charge as a leader rather than heroes, and tribal members in a primitive society followed
the leader’s decision (Diamond, 1974; Posner, 1980). However, as hunting or battle for
survival in a primitive society evolved into war for aggression and rule, distinguished
warriors became leaders (Kakabadse & Korac-Kakabadse, 1998). Since then, the equal
leader-follower relationship has become a hierarchical structure.
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Ancient society
In an ancient regime, two different perspectives on leadership were established.
The first one is that leadership is developed based on insights and wisdom accumulated
from life experiences. The other perspective is that a heroic leader is born. According to
the former perspective, Socrates believed that leaders and followers seek new meanings
and interpretations of their common issues together, and leaders empower followers
through the leader-follower relationship. Plato distinguished leaders from followers in the
following manner: A leader is one who is mature in terms of critical, wide perspective
and wisdom, and a follower is one who is not. Followers can be developed into leaders
through learning. Also, Aristotle emphasized that people can gain practical wisdom
through living experience, maturity, and responsibility as householders and civic
community members. From Aristotle’s perspective, what differentiates a leader from a
follower is not inherent greatness, but a will to act (Kakabadse & Korac-Kakabadse,
1998). Although someone wants to be a leader, the lack of virtue hinders him or her from
being one (Bass, 2007).
The latter perspective on leadership in an ancient society is that of a heroic leader.
Hunting-based pre-heroic leadership evolved into heroic leadership. In war, distinguished
warriors became leaders. Heroic leaders are upfront and direct, and they should possess
strength, courage, as well as charisma to lead their soldiers (Kakabadse & KoracKakabadse, 1998). The best example of heroic leaders is Alexander the Great, who was
Aristotle’s follower. Alexander the Great is regarded as one of the greatest generals in
history because he was a genius tactician with coherent visions and plans for battle, was
courageous, and was able to care for his soldiers and inspire them to achievement
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(Kolenda, 2001). These two perspectives on leadership in an ancient society influenced
today’s view of leadership (Kakabadse & Korac-Kakabadse, 1998).
Mid-18th century
Before the Revolutionary War, most European Americans lived in stratified
societies in which the poor, obscure, and weak were required to obey the rich, honored,
and powerful. However, the colonial press caused the defiance of the highest constituted
powers. With the Revolutionary War as momentum, people engaged in civil disobedience
and resisted the absolute authority (Kellerman, 2008).
Late 19th century
In the late 19th century, the perspective on leader and follower was affected by
Social Darwinism (Kelley, 1992), and the concept of prescriptive leadership dominated
(Kakabadse & Korac-Kakabadse, 1998). The philosophy of prescriptive leadership can be
explained by Friedrich Nietzsche's (1901/1968) Superman. Superman is the image of an
ideal leader. It is not characterized by leadership attributes, and it even challenges
Christian morality (Kakabadse & Korac-Kakabadse, 1998). The creation of Nietzsche's
doctrine of Superman was affected by Social Darwinism (Claeys, 2000).
Social Darwinism evolved from the concept of survival of the fittest in The Origin
of Species written by Charles Darwin in 1859. According to this ideology, social
evolution is preceded based on the law of natural selection of favorable heritable variants
(Claeys, 2000; Halliday, 1971). In other words, in human society, as in other species, the
one who wins in a competition will receive power, perks, and privileges, while a loser
will not. A hierarchical power structure was justified in this way (Kelley, 1992). Social
Darwinism also influenced the justification of racism, eugenics, imperialism, Nazism,
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and Fascism (Hawkins, 1997; Leonard, 2009). During World War II, hierarchical and
authoritarian structures were dominant based on the win-lose proposition (Baker, 2007),
but attention to Social Darwinism as a theory began to decline after World War II
(Hawkins, 1997).
20th century
After World War II, as the economy improved, corporations guaranteed job
security to employees but required them to show loyalty, obey, and work hard for the
organizations in exchange. In this era, the aspects of follower and leader-follower
relationship in leadership were neglected, and only the leader facet was at the center of
leadership. However, as competition around organizations intensified, leaders realized
that their followers were not competent enough to take initiative, envision problems, and
collaborate with leaders. As a result, organizations required more leaders who were able
to offer new ideas, speak up, and criticize for organizational performance improvement.
For this reason, during the 1950s and 1960s, leadership was emphasized in both the
academic and practice fields, while followership was ignored (Berg, 1998).
However, as organizational structures flattened, power and responsibility have
been shared with a various level of people (Kellerman, 2008). So, followers have started
to be recognized as organizational members who take responsibility for organizational
purposes and are able to inspire others, solve problems, think long term, and move on
with a vision rather than as subordinates who obey leaders’ orders (Berg, 1998).

21
Leader-Follower Relationship
Leadership and followership are not very different. Hughes, Ginnett, and Curphy
(1999) described the relationship between leadership and followership using the concept
of the Möbius strip. Like the property of the Möbius strip that has only one side,
leadership and followership seem to be on different sides, but these two concepts
eventually merge. In other words, leadership and followership cannot be considered
separately in organizations. However, most research studies in the leadership field are
based on leader-centered theory, and very few research studies are about followercentered theory (Yukl, 2006). To make leadership studies more comprehensive, the scope
of leadership should be expanded to include followership (Kellerman, 2008).
This study adopted the following definition of leadership: the process of
influencing a group of individuals to accomplish a common goal (Northouse, 2010;
Roach & Behling, 1984). Followership is defined as the competencies required as a
follower to accomplish common goals effectively within the relationship with a leader
(Chaleff, 2003; Kelley, 1988). As these definitions of leadership and followership
indicate, a leader and a follower influence each other by forming a reciprocal relationship
(Yukl, 2006). Leaders’ behaviors and attitudes influence followers’ performance, and
vice versa (Herold, 1977). Thus, an understanding of the leader-follower relationship is
critical to comprehending followership.
The traditional hierarchy between leaders and their followers in organizations has
weakened over time, and the relationship between them has become flexible (Kellerman,
2008). Many of today’s scholars agree that a leader and a follower are linked by a
common goal and aspiration (Bjugstad, Thach, Thompson, & Morris, 2006; Gibb, 1954;
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Northouse, 2010). To maintain the leader-follower relationship, a leader should have a
will to lead, and a follower should show a will to follow a leader (Gibb, 1954). However,
the leader-follower relationship may be altered based on how leaders perceive their
followers, and what roles followers perform in the relationship. Therefore, perspectives
on followers and roles of followers are explained to help understand the leader-follower
relationship. In addition, the reciprocal relationship between leaders and followers can be
explained by the Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) theory (Hughes, Ginnett, & Curphy,
1999).
Perspectives on followers
The leader-follower relationship may be altered based on how followers are
viewed. Different perspectives on followers can be explained by Theory X and Theory Y,
which are the sets of assumptions on human nature. Theory X and Theory Y have
different perspectives on followers, and each theory may affect the leader-follower
relationship differently. Theory X and Theory Y were introduced in McGregor’s (1960)
book, The Human Side of Enterprise. McGregor contended that leadership is a
complicated relationship among leaders, followers, organizations, and social, economic,
and political environments. Thus, how leaders view their followers may affect the leaderfollower relationship.
McGregor’s Theory X
According to McGregor (1960), Theory X, the traditional view of direction and
control through the exercise of authority, assumes that humans dislike work inherently,
prefer to be directed, wish to avoid responsibility, and are relatively little ambitious, so
they have to be coerced, controlled, directed, or threatened with punishment to achieve
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organizational objectives. However, McGregor pointed out that direction and control are
not appropriate motivational approaches when dealing with followers whose prior needs
are social and egoistic. Maslow (1954) divided human needs into five levels—
physiological, safety, love/belonging, esteem, and self-actualization, in that order. These
human needs have a hierarchy, with physiological needs at the most basic level of human
needs and self-actualization at the highest level. Maslow claimed that if the lower-level
needs are not satisfied, there is no motivation for the higher-level needs. Therefore, if
leaders use coercion, threaten, or punishment to improve organizational performance,
followers are not satisfied with safety, and their social and egoistic needs are not
stimulated. In addition, Theory X overlooks the fact that human beings have capabilities
to learn and grow continuously (McGregor, 1960). In fact, McGregor claimed that
Theory X is quite limited by its use in managerial theory due to the difficulty in
discovering and utilizing followers’ potentialities in organizations.
McGregor’s Theory Y
In contrast to Theory X, Theory Y does not believe that human beings dislike
work inherently. Theory Y assumes that physical and mental work is as natural as play or
rest to humans. Unlike Theory X, Theory Y believes that external control, threat, and
punishment are not the only way to achieve organizational objectives. Theory Y assumes
that people make a commitment to organizational objects through self-direction and selfcontrol, and may feel ego and self-actualization needs through their commitment to their
work. Theory Y posits that humans can grow and develop; from this perspective,
followers are viewed as more active organizational members who have a will to commit
themselves to organizational objectives, and can improve themselves through learning.
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The psychological environment, such as the relationship between leaders and followers,
is important because followers can be encouraged to commit to organizational objectives
and provided with opportunities to exercise initiative, ingenuity, and self-direction
(McGregor, 1960).
According to Vecchio (2007a), subordinates are passive in their work and lack
responsibility and commitment, unlike followers. Therefore, leaders utilizing the concept
of Theory X are likely to see people as subordinates rather than followers. From the
perspective of Theory Y, however, people in organizations may be viewed as followers
rather than subordinates.
Follower’s role orientation
Followership is a role rather than a person (Kelley, 1988). Changes in social,
economic, and political environments around organizations affect power and authority in
organizations and influence the leader-follower relationship. As a result, the follower’s
roles differ from those expected in the past. For example, followers are required to be
more actively involved in problem-solving processes in collaboration with their leaders
rather than to obey their leaders’ orders (Hughes, Ginnett, & Curphy, 1999).
Howell and Méndez (2008) insisted that individuals’ role orientations are
determined by their duties and responsibilities in their organizational positions. Howell
and Méndez suggested three kinds of follower role orientations that affect the
effectiveness and performance of the leader-follower relationship. The first is
followership as an interactive role, which complements or supports the leadership role. If
followers perform this role effectively, they play active roles in creating collaborative and
supportive leader-follower relationships and empowering their leaders (Howell & Shamir,
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2005). However, this role orientation may be less effective. They may attach themselves
to their leaders and rely on what their leaders think and decide. Another example of
ineffective followership in this role orientation is that followers may use the relationship
with their leader to access important organizational information and adjust themselves to
fit in with organizational trends.
The second follower role orientation is followership as an independent role
(Howell & Méndez, 2008). From the perspective of this role orientation, followers act
more independently than in the past. As organizations become more flattened, followers’
competencies have become more important (Kelley, 1988). Thus, organizations provide
the workforce with development opportunities—as a result, employees have become selfdetermining compared to the past (Howell & Méndez, 2008). Competent independent
followers can substitute for middle managers, since the number positions at this level
have decreased in flattened organizations, and this followership can fill leadership
vacancies. However, this form of followership may interfere with the leader’s influence
on followers when followers think that they are more competent in decision-making than
their leaders.
The third orientation is followership as a shifting role (Howell & Méndez, 2008).
In some situations, most leaders are followers as well (Chaleff, 2003). In fact, most
people now need to change their roles as followers or as leaders in their organizations
depending on the situations. However, this role orientation may not be effective when
followers are required to conform and fail to challenge organizations. In addition, a
follower who collaborates with a team for personal benefit may not perform in a
leadership role because the first priority for this type of follower is his/her own interest
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rather than public interest (Howell & Méndez, 2008). Good followers are motivated by
public interest rather than self-interest (Kelley, 2008), and followership is considered a
determinant of effective leadership (Vecchio, 2007a). Thus, followers who place a high
priority on personal benefit may not be able to perform the leadership role effectively as a
shifting role.
Shamir (2007) also identified five follower roles as a part of the leadership
process. The first role is as a recipient of leader influence, which is a traditional
viewpoint. From this perspective, leaders’ traits and behaviors influence followers’
attitudes, behaviors, and perceptions, as well as performance. Thus, followers do not take
active roles in the leader-follower relationship. The second role is as a moderator of
leader impact. From this perspective, followers are still affected by leaders, but the
impact of the leader’s influence is moderated by the followers’ ability, motivation,
attitudes, and so forth. The next role is as a substitute for leadership. Highly capable and
motivated followers may substitute for leadership when provided with needed guidance,
support, and motivation. The fourth role is that of a constructor of leadership. According
to this view, leadership is a perception that is cognitively or socially constructed by
followers. Followers play active roles in the construction of leadership based on the
followers’ biased preference. The final role is a follower as a leader. According to this
view, leadership is a function that can be shared with group members. Therefore, leaders
and followers are inseparable in their roles, and any member can lead the group when the
necessity arises.
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Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) theory
Leadership can be viewed as a relationship based on the interaction between
leaders and followers (Graen & Uhl-Bein, 1995; Hollander, 1978; Hollander &
Offermann, 1990; Shamir, 2007). This perspective regards both leaders and followers as
co-producers of the leadership relationship, and the LMX theory is based upon this
premise (Shamir, 2007). LMX describes the exchange relationship that is developed
within the vertical dyadic linkage (VDL) between leaders and followers over time
through the role-making processes (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Graen & Cashman,
1975). Before the LMX theory, leadership was considered to be a process in which
leaders treated their followers as a group. However, the LMX theory views leadership as
a dyadic process through which leaders and followers interact with each other (Northouse,
2010).
The LMX theory evolved from VDL theory, which focuses on the vertical linkage
that leaders form with their followers (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975). Dansereau,
Graen, and Haga insisted that leaders form different vertical dyads with followers based
on the leader-member relationship rather than using an average leadership style. Two
general types of vertical dyad linkages are the in-group and the out-group—
organizational members become affiliated with either the in-group or the out-group.
Members in the in-group have high-quality exchanges and high mutual trust, respect, and
obligation with their leader. On the other hand, out-group members have low-quality
exchanges and a low degree of mutual trust, respect, and obligation. In-group members
are more dependable as well as highly involved and get more information and concern
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from their leaders than out-group members (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Graen &
Uhl-Bien, 1995).
After the VDL studies, LMX theory focused on the leadership-making model
mentioned earlier (see Figure 1-1); effective leadership can be achieved through a rolemaking process (Graen & Uhl-Bein, 1991, 1995). Graen and Uhl-Bein contended that
through a role-making process, the leadership relationship is built according to the
following three phases: (a) stranger, (b) acquaintance, and (c) mature.
The stranger phase is a role-finding stage in which leaders and followers come
together as strangers and begin to evaluate each other’s motivations, abilities, and
resources as areas of exchange. The relationship in this stage is contractual. Based on the
results of this phase, they may stay at the initial stage or proceed to the next stage. The
next step is the acquaintance phase, or the so-called role-making phase. In this phase,
leaders and followers begin to form the dyadic relationship. They start to exchange more
information and resources, but the level of the exchange, trust, loyalty, and the
incremental influence of their relationship is still limited. As leaders and followers
exchange and collaborate with each other, the relationship moves to the mature phase. In
the mature phase, leaders and members become interlocked and learn how to collaborate
effectively; thus, this phase is called the role-implementing stage. During this phase, the
dyadic relationship between leaders and followers matures. In this phase, the levels of the
exchange and incremental influence between leaders and followers are high, and mutual
trust, respect, and loyalty are also developed (Graen & Uhl-Bein, 1991, 1995).
According to Graen & Uhl-Bien (1995), high-quality LMX relationships have a
positive influence on leaders, followers, groups, and organizations. For example, a high-
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quality leader-follower relationship is characterized by high levels of trust, open
communication, and followers’ participation in decision-making processes (Sias &
Jablin, 1995). Woods (2009) found a relationship between LMX and followership:
Actively engaged followers have a higher possibility of high LMX than passive followers.
Therefore, followers who have a higher level of followership on a followership
instrument may show higher LMX on an LMX instrument.
Models of Followership
Even though followership has received relatively less attention than leadership,
several studies have been conducted on this topic. The followership literature has several
common themes: leaders and followers as role; leaders and followers sharing a common
goal; and the need for followers to be active in their roles to achieve a common goal
shared with their leaders (Baker, 2007). In addition, certain typological approaches to
followership, based on the characteristics of followers, have been described in the
literature (Kilburn, 2010). In this section, three followership typologies are explored:
Kelley’s (1988, 1992) effective followership, Chaleff’s courageous followership (2003),
and Kellerman’s followership (2008).
Kelley’s effective followership
Kelley (1988) insisted that effective followers are motivated, enthusiastic,
intelligent, and self-reliant when they pursue an organizational goal. These characteristics
are what differentiate effective followers from ineffective followers. However, every
follower has a different reason to follow a leader. It is important for both a leader and a
follower to know why people are motivated to follow because understanding the reason
could improve the relationship between them (Kelley, 1992).

30
In order to explain the reasons to follow a leader, Kelley (1992) suggested seven
paths to followership: apprentice, disciple, mentee, comrade, loyalist, dreamer, and
lifeway. The apprentice, on the followership path, is eager to be a leader so this kind of
follower exerts special effort to qualify for leadership by mastering followership. The
followership path of disciple is not common in today’s organizations. It is a form of
followership similar to the relationship between a teacher and a student in ancient Greek
society, like the relationship between Plato and Aristotle. Followers in this type of
followership path want to identify themselves with their leaders. The mentee is a
followership path for personal maturation rather than for leadership skill mastery.
Comrades can usually be seen in a group or team situation in which people bond together
for intimacy and social support. Comradeship happens when people work together with
goodwill toward the group. It is a kind of intimacy felt from belonging. Loyalists choose
a leader to follow and show emotional commitment to that person. The dreamer is a
follower who focuses on a personal dream rather than on being a leader. This type of
follower wants to follow leaders who have the same goals as theirs. The last followership
path is lifeway. For these followers, wanting to follow and help others is their
personality. They value the synergy that occurs when they complement their leader
(Kelley, 1992).
Although every follower has a different reason to take the followership path, it is
important for followers to know their own followership styles because doing so provides
them with insights into their strengths as well as weaknesses and enables them to exert
themselves as effective followers (Kelley, 1992). Kelley (1988, 1992) suggested a
followership style model and a followership questionnaire. Kelley’s followership model
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has two behavioral dimensions that distinguish effective followers from others:
independent, critical thinking and activeness. The model classifies followership style into
five patterns: Sheep, Yes People, Alienated Followers, Survivors, and Effective
Followers (see Figure 2-1).

Independent, Critical Thinking

Effective
Followers
Active

Passive

Alienated
Followers

Survivors

Sheep

Yes
People

Dependent, uncritical Thinking
Figure 2-1. Kelley’s five followership patterns. Adapted from “In Praise of Followers,”
by R. E. Kelley, 1988, Harvard Business Review, 66(6), p. 145. Copyright 1988 by
Harvard Business School Publishing. Reprinted with permission.
Sheep are passive and uncritical followers. They lack initiative and a sense of
responsibility in their work, and do not want to perform beyond the tasks given to them.
Yes People are active, but they are still short on enterprise. They respect the leader’s
authority and want to take orders from their leaders. Alienated Followers are able to think
critically and independently, but they are not active and are often disengaged in
performing their roles. Survivors adopt a safe way to survive change and do not want to
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take a risk. The last followership pattern is Effective Followers. They are energetic and
responsible for carrying out their duties. They are risk takers, self-starters, and
independent problem-solvers. This is an exemplary followership pattern to which
followers should move (Kelley, 1988, 1992). Kelley’s followership questionnaire was
developed to assess one’s followership type; results show the followership type to which
an individual follower corresponds (Kelley, 1992).
Kelley’s followership questionnaire and followership model may be useful tools
in measuring and categorizing followership in practice but are difficult to use in academic
studies due to the lack of evidence of validation (Kilburn, 2010). However, this first
attempt is meaningful in the field of followership and could be used in cultivating
effective followership (Kelley, 1988). Kelley (1988) suggested four steps in becoming an
effective follower. First, followership and leadership should be redefined because the
definitions may affect our expectations of leaders and followers. It is important to get rid
of the stereotype that the leadership role is more active and important than the follower’s.
It is necessary to recognize that the followership role is as active and important as the
leadership role although the activities they perform are different.
The second step is to polish followership skills (Kelley, 1988). Kelley suggested a
review of the following topics to improve one’s followership: improving independent,
critical thinking; self-management; disagreeing agreeably; building credibility; aligning
personal and organizational goals and commitments; acting responsibly toward the
organization, the leader, coworkers, and oneself; understanding similarities and
differences between leadership and followership roles; and moving between the two roles
with ease.
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Third, performance evaluation and feedback offer important information to
followers who wish to know how well they perform their roles in organizations.
Evaluations from various perspectives such as peers, subordinates, superiors, and self can
provide rich sources for followership improvement.
Finally, as the fourth step, organizational structures that encourage followership
are necessary. Followership is intertwined with organizational value (Kelley, 1998),
which is the belief about how people should behave in organizations (Cummings &
Worley, 2008; Schein, 1990). Value is one of the critical elements in defining
organizational culture (Schein, 1990). Therefore, the value of good following should be
woven with organizational culture, and creating proper organizational culture is critical to
enhancing followership.
Chaleff’s courageous followership
Chaleff (2003) explained the relationship between leaders and followers as an
action circle around a common purpose. Followers do not circle around leaders, but both
leaders and followers go around a common purpose. In other words, followers do not
work for their leaders, but leaders and followers pursue a common goal together to
accomplish it (Chaleff, 2003). Powerful followers can support powerful leaders for their
common interest. Thus, a dynamic, self-responsible, and synergistic relationship between
a leader and a follower is important. Chaleff believed that a new followership model is
required for this relationship and suggested courageous followership as such a model.
Chaleff’s courageous followership model has five dimensions through which followers
can improve their relationship with their leaders.
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The first dimension is the courage to assume responsibility for themselves and
their organizations. Courageous followers seek opportunities to fulfill their potential and
to grow by themselves rather than wait until leaders or organizations provide such
opportunities. Moreover, courageous followers take responsibility for organizational
improvement by initiating value-based action. The second dimension is the courage to
serve their leaders and organizations to achieve a common purpose with passion. The
courage to challenge is the third dimension of courageous followership. Courageous
followers have the responsibility to stand up, stand out, dare to accept denial, and initiate
conflict when they feel what their leaders or groups are doing undermines a common
purpose and integrity. The fourth one is the courage to participate in transformation if
necessary to achieve a common purpose although a change process is uncertain and
difficult. The last dimension is the courage to take moral action. Courageous followers
should possess a higher set of values in pursuing a common goal (Chaleff, 2003).
To the five dimensions required for courageous followers, Chaleff (2003) added
the courage to listen to followers as a leader’s responsibility to support and respond to
courageous followership. Because a leader and a follower move toward a common goal,
and this journey can continue through a dynamic, self-responsible, and synergistic
relationship between a leader and a follower, they should support each other to achieve
their common goal successfully.
Chaleff (2003) insisted that self-assessment is necessary for courageous followers
to determine how they should improve themselves and draw their own growth paths.
Thus, Chaleff proposed a new courageous followership model as a standard (see Figure
2-2). Chaleff used two critical dimensions of courageous followership for the model: the
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degree of support and the degree of challenge. Based on these two dimensions,
followership is classified into four styles: Resource, Individualist, Implementer, and
Partner.
High Support

Implementer

Partner

Low

High

Challenge

Challenge
Resource

Individualist

Low Support
Figure 2-2. Chaleff’s styles of followership. Adapted from “The Courageous Follower:
Standing Up to and for Our Leaders,” by I. Chaleff, 2003, p. 41. Copyright 1995, 2003
by Ira Chaleff. Reprinted with permission.
Resources are followers who show low support and low challenge. They tend to
carry out only tasks given to them and do not want to perform beyond their quota of work.
The second style of followership is the Individualist, who challenges a leader’s behavior
or policies but does not want to support a leader. The next style is Implementer. This type
of follower is willing to serve the leader but does not want to tell the truth about the
leader’s problematic actions or policies. The last followership style is the Partner, who is
willing to serve a leader and has the courage to question the leader’s behavior or policy
that is contrary to the common interest. This type of follower can act as a true partner of a
leader to achieve their shared goal (Chaleff, 2003).
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Chaleff (2003) also suggested how to use self-assessment results with the
courageous followership model. People can connect their followership style to
hypothetical situations they may face in their work environments—one that is
challengeable and problematic situation and could happen in the real world. People can
practice dealing with the situation. This practice can help people understand the elements
of courageous followership although the real-world situation might be somewhat
different from the hypothetical one.
Kellerman’s followership
Kellerman (2008) claimed that followers can be defined by their ranks and
behaviors and defined followership as “a relationship (rank), between subordinates and
superiors, and a response (behavior), of the former to the latter” (p. xx). Kellerman
suggested a typology of followers to change people’s behavior and to improve the
relationship between leaders and followers. Unlike Kelley’s (1988, 1992) and Chaleff’s
(2003) models, Kellerman’s model uses a single metric, the level of engagement, to
divide followers into five types. All followers fall somewhere on a continuum, one end of
which represents a follower who feels and does nothing, and the other end of which
stands for a follower who is passionately committed and involved. The five types are
Isolate, Bystander, Participant, Activist, and Diehard, and are depicted in Figure 2-3.

Detached
Isolate

Disengaged
Bystander

Highly engaged
Participant

Figure 2-3. Kellerman’s follower types

Activist

Diehard
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Isolates typify followers who are completely detached while the other four
follower types are engaged though there are some differences in the degree of
engagement. They do not respond to their leaders and are alienated. They know nothing
and do nothing. Bystanders are those who tend to stand aside and do nothing. They
observe but do not participate. They are disengaged from their leaders. Followers who are
Participants are in some way engaged. They try to have an impact on their leaders or
organizations. Activists are followers who are engaged energetically. They are willing to
act for their leaders, but sometimes they may unseat their leaders if they jeopardize the
effectiveness of the whole process. Diehards are followers who are truly dedicated as
parts of organizations. They are deeply devoted to their leaders, but in some cases they
are ready to drag them down from their positions. They are willing to sacrifice even their
lives if necessary as the word Diehard implies. They could be considered as potential
leaders (Kellerman, 2008).
Kellerman (2008) distinguished good followers from bad followers with two
criteria: the level of engagement and motivation. Kellerman insisted that a good follower
is highly engaged. Although the level of engagement is low, it is better than no
engagement. Also, a follower motivated by the public interest is better than one
motivated by personal interest. Based on the two criteria, good and bad followers could
be identified as follows: (a) To do nothing and to be in no way involved are to be a bad
follower, (b) To support a good leader who is effective and ethical is to be a good
follower, (c) To support a bad leader who is ineffective and/or unethical is to be a bad
follower, (d) To oppose a good leader who is effective and ethical is to be a bad follower,
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and (e) To oppose a bad leader who is ineffective and/or unethical is to be a good
follower.
Generally, followers who follow bad leaders or who are uninterested and inactive
are bad. Typical types of a bad follower are Isolates and Bystanders, who do not support
good leaders, oppose bad leaders, or participate in group dynamics as members. On the
contrary, good followers are actively involved as group members. They are willing to
support good leaders who are effective and ethical and to be against bad leaders who are
ineffective and/or unethical. Therefore, Participants, Activist, and Diehards could be
considered as good followers (Kellerman, 2008).
Kellerman (2008) maintained that there are two purposes to a typology of
followers: theoretical and practical. Theoretically, it provides a simple and clear standard
to distinguish a type of follower. Practically, it offers a different lens that helps people
see the leader-follower relationship from a new perspective and know what they should
do to improve it although the typology itself does not present a specific solution.
Kellerman pointed out that followership is more important than the type of follower
because followership is about what followers should or should not do in response to
leadership.
Implicit Followership Theories
Implicit theories are about people’s stereotypes or prototypes about traits, skills,
or behaviors that a particular type of individual, position, or context may possess (Yukl,
2006). Followership as well as leadership is also explained by implicit theories because
both are socially constructed processes (Meindl, 1995; Uhl-Bien & Pillai, 2007).
According to implicit leadership theories (ILTs), effective leaders are distinguished from
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ineffective leaders by individual traits and implicit beliefs and values about leaders (Eden
& Leviatan, 1975; Keller, 1999). ILTs are also affected by organizational or national
culture (Dorfman, Hanges, & Brodbeck, 2004; Yukl, 2006). According to Meindl,
Ehrlich, and Dukerich (1985), leadership is the romanticized concept through a social
construction process among followers. From this perspective, leadership is described by a
leader-follower linkage that is constructed by followers (Meindl, 1995). Thus, leadership
is determined by followers’ beliefs and assumptions about effective leaders (Eden &
Leviatan, 1975).
By the same token, followership can also be explained from the social
construction perspective (Uhl-Bien & Pillai, 2007). Implicit cognitive schemas of
followers provide an underlying structure of the meaning of followership. Followership
schemas are socially constructed through individuals’ past experiences with leaders and
other followers as well as the group’s shared system that is a result of social contagion
(Meindl, 1995; Uhl-Bien & Pillai, 2007). They shape personal perceptions or
interpretations about the trait and behaviors that typify followers, which are called
implicit followership theories (IFTs; Sy, 2010; Uhl-Bien & Pillai, 2007). Like ILTs, IFTs
are also based on the expectations of the exchanges between leaders and followers (de
Vries & van Gelder, 2005).
Sy (2010) pointed out that Eastern culture may have a different followership
prototype from that in Western culture. For example, Hofstede (1983) measured four
cultural dimensions from 50 countries: power distance, uncertainty avoidance,
individualism, and masculinity. Power is important in the social construction of
followership because it may differentiate leaders from followers (Uhl-Bien & Pillai,
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2007). Hofstede’s power distance dimension is highly related to the leader-follower
relationship, which is the basis of ILTs and IFTs. Power distance index (PDI) is measured
by the following items: (a) subordinates’ perception of whether their bosses make
decisions autocratically or paternalistically, (b) subordinates’ perception of whether they
are afraid to disagree with their superiors, and (c) subordinates’ dispreference of bosses’
decision making in a consultative way. The results show that the PDI of the United States
is 40, which is the middle level, and South Korea’s PDI is 60, which is a relatively high
power distance level (Hofstede, 1983).
Gerstner and Day (1994) examined the difference in leadership prototypes in
eight different countries in Asia, Europe, as well as America, based on Hofstede’s (1980,
1983) cultural dimensions. The results showed reliable differences in followers’
perceptions of leadership in different cultures, including attributes required of business
leaders. In addition to leadership, cultural differences also affect followership. Hofstede
(1980) insisted that power distance influences a follower’s participation in the leader’s
decision-making process. While the countries with a higher PDI show little concern about
participative management, followers in the countries with a higher PDI participate in and
even initiate decision-making processes. Hofstede contended that power distance also
affects followership. Power distance is one of the critical factors that influence the leaderfollower relationship, and the perception of effective followers may vary depending on
the national culture. Thus, a different followership instrument is necessary to assess
followership in different cultures.
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Followership Approaches
In the leadership field, leadership is conceptualized according to various aspects
such as trait, behavior, skills, process, style, situational, and power-influence, as well as
integrative approaches (Northouse, 2010; Yukl, 2006). To comprehend leadership
effectiveness, Yukl (2006) emphasized that all aspects of leaders, followers, and
situations should be investigated and suggested key variables of each aspect to be
considered in leadership studies. First, as characteristics of leaders, Yukl (2006) proposed
traits (e.g., motives, personality, values), confidence and optimism, skills and expertise,
behavior, integrity and ethics, influence tactics, and attributions about followers. Second,
as characteristics of followrs, Yukl suggested traits (e.g., needs, values, self-concepts),
confidence and optimism, skills and expertise, attributions about the leaders, trust in the
leader, task commitment and effort, and satisfaction with job and leader. Lastly, as
characteristics of situation, Yukl recommended type of organizational unit, size of unit,
position power and authority of leader, task structure and complexity, task
interdependence, environmental uncertainty, and external dependencies.
However, unlike leadership, due to the deficiency of followership studies, there
have been few research studies on followership approaches. Because followership is a
part of leadership though not the same (Hughes, Ginnett, & Curphy, 1999), leadership
approaches could be adapted for followership conceptualizations. Four leadership
approaches that might be adapted by followership to understand the variable of followers’
characteristics are explained below.
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Trait approach
The trait approach is based on the view that some people are born with innate
qualities of leaders, such as personality, motives, values, and skills (Northouse, 2010;
Yukl, 2006). Leadership research studies that take a trait approach attempt to isolate traits
and characteristics that distinguish leaders from nonleaders (Geier, 1967). Jago (1982)
contended that leadership traits include physical and constitutional factors, personality
characteristics, and social characteristics, as well as skills and abilities (see Table 2-1).
Table 2-1
Leadership traits
Leadership Traits
Physical and
Constitutional Factors

Activity & energy, appearance & grooming, height, weight

Personality
Characteristics

Achievement drive & ambition, adaptability, adjustment &
normality, aggressiveness, alertness, antiauthoritarianism,
dominance, emotional balance & control, enthusiasm,
extraversion, independence & nonconformity, initiative,
insightfulness, integrity, objectivity, originality, persistence,
responsibility, self-confidence, sense of humor, tolerance of
stress

Social Characteristics

Cooperativeness, interpersonal skills & sensitivity, popularity
& prestige, sociability, socioeconomic position, talkativeness,
tact

Skill and Ability

Administrative ability, intelligence, judgment, knowledge,
technical competence, verbal fluency

Note. Adapted from “Leadership: Perspectives in theory and research” by A. G. Jago,
1982, Management Science, 28(3), p. 317. Copyright 1982 by The Institute of
Management Sciences. Reprinted with permission.
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However, this initial scientific approach of leadership research was prevalent until
the late 1940s and early 1950s. Although there have been many trait studies over 100
years, they are still too ambiguous and insufficient to explain leadership (Zaccaro, 2007).
Because leadership is a complicated process, it is explained by relationship as well as
many other factors rather than a single specific trait (Geier, 1967; Gibb, 1947). Leader
traits are important, but they are only a precondition of leadership. Therefore, other
actions should be taken to acquire successful leadership (Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1991).
Another criticism is that leadership is inherent from the perspective of the trait approach
rather than developed through experience or training (Northouse, 2010). For the same
reason, if followership takes only a trait approach, followership should be viewed as a
gifted trait and cannot be developed and improved.
Behavioral approach
The behavioral approach, dating back to the late 1940s, focuses on the behavioral
interaction between leaders and followers (Jago, 1982). The behavioral approach views
leadership as a process while the trait approach considers leadership to be an inborn trait
(Northouse, 2010; see Figure 2-4). In Figure 2-4, the left side represents the trait
approach to leadership while the right side represents the behavioral approach to
leadership. Whereas leaders are distinguished from nonleaders by their inherent
leadership qualities from the perspective of the trait approach, the behavioral approach
emphasizes that effective leaders are determined based on how they behave when they
interact with their followers (Jago, 1982). According to Jago (1982), this approach
focuses on two issues: the first is to seek dimensions to identify styles of leader behavior,
and the second issue is to determine the optimal leadership style.
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Leader
Height
Intelligence
Extroversion
Fluency
Other traits

Followers

Leader

Leadership

Interaction

Followers

Figure 2-4. Different view of leadership. Adapted from “Leadership: Theory and
Practice (5th ed.)” by P. G. Northouse, 2010, p. 5. Copyright 2010 by Sage. Reprinted
with permission.
The most famous model of the behavioral approach is Blake and Mouton’s
Managerial Grid (Blake & McCanse, 1991; Blake & Mouton, 1964). In this model, two
dimensions are concern for production and concern for people. The horizontal axis
represents a leader’s concern for performance, and the vertical axis denotes how a leader
cares about the people involved in achieving organizational goals. Each axis has a 9-point
scale, with 9 representing the maximum concern. Based on the two dimensions, five
management styles are illustrated: Impoverished Management, Country Club
Management, Authority-compliance Management, Middle-of-the-Road Management, and
Team Management. In this model, the effective manager type is Team Management,
which shows high levels of concern for both results and people (Blake & McCanse,
1991).
The behavioral approach to identifying an effective style has been used in
followership studies as explained earlier. For example, Kelley (1988, 1992) suggested a
followership model with two dimensions: active engagement and critical, independent

45
thinking (see Figure 2-1). In the model, Kelley classified five followership styles and
described one who is actively engaged and thinks critically and independently as an
effective follower. Chaleff (2003) proposed four followership styles in his courageous
followership model with two dimensions—the degree of support and the degree of
challenge (see Figure 2-2). A supportive and challenging follower is denoted as Partner,
which is the ideal followership style in the model.
The behavioral leadership approach can be useful for leadership training while the
trait approach may be useful in selecting leaders (Jago, 1982). Leadership style models
identified based on leader behaviors may provide meaningful information with which
people can learn how they develop themselves to be effective leaders (Northouse, 2010).
By the same token, the behavioral approach of followership may be useful for followers
to improve their followership.
However, effective leadership styles may differ depending on situations
(Northouse, 2010). Behavioral leadership research studies focus on similarities in
leadership behaviors rather than differences, although gender, race, and culture may
affect notions of leadership behaviors (Chen & Velsor, 1996). Leadership prototype may
vary depending on cultures or situations (Jago, 1982). Likewise, followership may also
be influenced by environmental effects, and an ideal followership style may be altered
depending on cultures and situations.
Situational approach
Based on many research studies from the behavioral perspective, Hersey and
Blanchard (1969, 1977) introduced situational leadership to handle what they perceived
to be a lack of a single effective leadership style, and because they believed that changing

46
leadership styles is required for followers in different growing stages, such as, new,
developing and experienced workers. Then, in 1985, Blanchard, Zigarmi, and Zigarmi
revised situational leadership (Blanchard, Zigarmi, & Nelson, 1993).
From the perspective of the situational leadership approach, leadership processes
are influenced by contextual factors such as followers, task, organization, and external
environment (Barrow, 1977), so that different situations require different leadership
styles (Hersey & Blanchard, 1977). Hersey and Blanchard (1977) focused on followers as
a critical dimension determining leadership and insisted that effective leadership style
varies as the followers’ maturity levels change.
Situational leadership is composed of two parts. The first part represents four
leadership styles identified by two dimensions: directive behavior and supportive
behavior. The second part is the development levels of followers, which are divided into
four development levels, ranging from low development to high development. Based on
the combination of the two parts, for followers with low maturity, a high directive and
low supportive leadership style, called the directing approach, is required. Followers in
the low to moderate development levels demand a high directive and high supportive
leadership style, called the coaching approach. A high supportive and low directive
leadership style, a supporting approach, is appropriate for followers in the moderate to
high development levels. The last style, a delegating approach, is a low supportive and
low directive leadership style, and it is applicable for highly developed followers
(Blanchard, Zigarmi, & Zigarmi, 1985).
Bjugstad, Thach, Thompson, and Morris (2006) attempted to match the original
situational leadership model (Hersey & Blanchard, 1969, 1977) with Kelley’s (1988,
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1992) followership model: participating (supporting) leadership and alienated
followership; selling (coaching) leadership and passive followership; telling (directing)
leadership and conformist followership; and delegating leadership and exemplary
(effective) followership. They insisted that because leaders and followers are linked
together to achieve a shared goal, a more flexible leader-follower relationship is critical
for organizational performance in current organizations. Therefore, effective followership
may vary akin to leadership style, and followership style should change depending on the
leader’s style as it affects the effective leader-follower relationship. This situational
followership approach is a meaningful attempt to provide insights that enable followers to
work effectively with their leaders as well as for leaders.
Situational leadership perceives that followers are the most influential situational
determinant of leader behaviors. Leaders should be flexible in order to meet followers’
needs through an appropriate leadership style (Graeff, 1983). Situational leadership can
also be practically used for leadership training within organizations (Norris & Vecchio,
1992; Northouse, 2010). However, situational leadership has a limitation—it considers
followers’ development levels in terms of competence and commitment, but various
factors influence followers’ preferences for a leadership style, such as education,
experience, age, gender, and so forth (Northouse, 2010). If these factors are also taken
into account, situations might be more complicated, and situational leadership may not be
appropriate for complex situations.
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Integrative approach
Jago (1982) asserted that leadership research should be broadened to fill gaps
between the approaches in this area. Chemers (1997) categorized leadership theory into
three facets: establishing a legitimate base to perform a leadership role, motivating and
directing followers through relationship development, and utilizing resources to achieve
organizational goals. Chemers believed that these three facets should be integrated into a
comprehensive theory of leadership. Recently, the use of the integrative approach that
covers more than one leadership variable in one study has increased (Yukl, 2006).
Likewise, followership study may attempt the integrative approach for a comprehensive
followership theory.
Followership Competencies
Based on the operational definition of competency in this study, followership
competencies can be defined as a follower’s capacities, including knowledge and skills,
attitudes, values, personal characteristics, and behaviors, which enable an individual to
perform his/her follower’s role in a superior way. According to Yukl (2006), the term
trait embraces one’s various attributes such as personality, needs or motives, and value.
Therefore, this study classified followers’ competencies into four categories: knowledge
and skills, behavior, attitude, and trait (see Table 2-2). Each category involves specific
followership competencies that could be the basis of items on the followership instrument
developed in this study.
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Table 2-2
Summary of Followership Competencies
Followership competencies
Knowledge & skills
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Informed
Expertise
Understanding goals
Understanding expectations
Identifying problems
Managing crises & conflict
Controlling problematic
behaviors
Seeing the big picture
Coping with complexity
Performing critical path
activities
Making proper judgment
Improving/changing
processes
Creating supportive
environment
Embracing and Managing
change
Creating new ways of
change
Identifying resources for
change
Critical, independent
thinking
Overcoming group thinking
Working effectively and
collaboratively with others
Function well as a team
member
Communicating
courageously
Disagreeing agreeably

Behavior
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Taking initiative
Challenging
Participating
Self-management
& development
Listening &
providing honest
feedback
Building relationship with others
Serving and
supporting leaders
Taking appropriate
and moral actions
Working hard
Making every
effort to be the
best
Going above and
beyond
Serving as change
agents
Demonstrating
agility
Moving fluidly
between leading
and following

Attitude
• Focus on the
goal
• Share common
goal with leaders
• Passionate
• Commitment
• Engagement
• Loyal
• Identifying with
leaders
• Adhere to
leader’s vision
and priority
• Align personal
& organizational
goals
• Motivated by
public interest
• Maintain the
highest
performance
standard
• Admit mistake

Trait
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Excited
Outgoing
Happy
Energetic
Independent
Moral
Conscientious
Honest
Truthful
Trustworthy
Responsible
Credible &
reliable
Respectable
Courageous
Constructive
Productive
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The first category of followership competencies is knowledge and skills.
Knowledge is defined as “a flux mix of framed experiences, values, contextual
information, and expert insight that provides a framework for evaluating and
incorporating new experiences and information” (Davenport & Prusak, 1998, p. 5).
Knowledge involves “sense perception (the base of all knowledge), conceptual
identification (the integration of perceptual material), stored perceptual and conceptual
knowledge (memory), and skill (the ability to do something)” (Locke, 2000, p. 409).
Knowledge is more than just information (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). Knowledge is
produced by the active processing of information intertwined with the knower’s belief
and commitment and by feedback from action (Locke, 2000, p. 409; Nonaka & Takeuchi,
1995). Therefore, knowledge is associated with human action (Nonaka & Takeuchi,
1995), and skills enable knowledge to be translated into action (Katz, 1955; Locke,
2000).
Skill refers to the ability to do something in an effective way (Katz, 1995; Yukl,
2006). Katz (1955) categorized skills into three approaches: technical, human, and
conceptual. Technical skill includes methods, processes, procedures, or techniques that
are required for performing specific action proficiently. Human skills are the abilities to
effectively and cooperatively work with people as a group member within a team or
group (Katz, 1955). Yukl (2006) used the term interpersonal skills to refer to the abilities
to communicate effectively, empathize with others, and create a cooperative relationship.
Lastly, conceptual skills are the abilities to see the whole by understanding the
relationship among the parts of the whole and integrating them (Katz, 1955). This type of
skill involves creativity, inductive and deductive reasoning ability, and abilities to think
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analytically and logically and conceptualize complicated and ambiguous relationships
(Yukl, 2006).
Kelley (1992) suggested that exemplary followers should possess job and
organizational skills. Followers should clearly understand the goals, have expertise, and
do a great job on critical path activity related to the goal. Also, they should have
conceptual skills such as identifying problems and critical, independent thinking. Chaleff
(2003) insisted that courageous followers should possess the abilities to improve and
transform the process, create new approaches to transformation, and create supportive
environments. Also, they should be able to manage crises and conflict, overcome group
thinking, identify resources required for transformation, and control problematic
behaviors. Kellerman (2008) emphasized that effective followers should always be
informed and possess appropriate abilities to cope with complexity, manage change, and
make proper judgments. In addition, Potter, Rosenbach, and Pittman (1996) contended
that followers must possess the skills to work effectively with others, communicate
courageously, and embrace change. Also, they should be able to see the big picture and
realize what is expected. Latour and Rast (2004) pointed out the capabilities to
collaborate, function well as team members, disagree agreeably, and think independently
and critically as skills needed for effective followers.
The second category is behavior. Behavior refers to “what people do and say”
(Lussier, 2008, p. 6). Behaviors can be classified into three levels: individual, group, and
organizational. Individual behavior is what an individual does and says—it affects group
behavior. Group behavior is considered the interaction of two or more individuals’
behaviors. Also, organizational behavior refers to the collective behavior of individuals
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and groups in an organization. As long as people work as a part of an organization, it is
necessary to build relationships with others (Lussier, 2008). The leader-follower
relationship explained in the previous section is one of the typical relationships that
people can create in an organization by interacting with each other.
Many scholars suggest specific behaviors that characterize effective followers
(Chaleff, 2003, Kellerman, 2008; Kelley, 1988, 1992; Latour & Rast, 2004; Potter,
Rosenbach, & Pittman, 1996; Sy, 2010). Behaviors of effective followers include the
following: taking initiative, challenging, participating, self-management, selfdevelopment, listening and providing honest feedback, building relationships with team
members and leaders, serving leaders, supporting ethical and effective leaders and
opposing unethical or ineffective leaders, taking appropriate and moral actions, serving as
change agents, demonstrating agility, moving fluidly between leading and following,
working hard, going above and beyond, and making every effort to be the best. Since
followership is usually considered from the individual level, most behaviors suggested by
scholars correspond to the individual-level behavior.
The third category is attitude. Attitude is defined as “a strong belief or feeling
toward people, things, and situations” (Lussier, 2008, p. 74). Attitude and trait could be
considered as similar concepts, but there are obvious differences between the two. Both
attitude and trait are latent, hypothetical constructs that are presented by one’s behavior in
a various way (Ajzen, 2005) and could be assessed (Ajzen, 2005; Thurstone, 1928).
However, responses of attitude focus on a specific target such as a person, institution,
policy, etc., and could be evaluative unlike those of traits. The focus of traits is an
individual itself; traits serve to differentiate each individual’s personality type and usually
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are not evaluative. Because traits characterize an individual, it is relatively difficult to
transform them compared to attitude (Ajzen, 2005). Attitude can be developed through
experiences; one’s attitude influences his/her behavior (Lussier, 2008; Sample &
Warland, 1973; Snyder & Tanke, 1976).
Kelley (1988, 1992) suggested that an effective follower should possess the
ability to focus on the goal and respect commitment. According to Chaleff (2003),
followers should share a common purpose with leaders and be passionate about achieving
the goal. Latour and Rast (2004) also pointed out commitment as an attitude that dynamic
followers must have. They asserted that followers should align a personal goal with an
organizational one, adhere to the leader’s vision and priority, maintain the highest
performance standard, and admit mistakes. Potter, Rosenbach, and Pittman (1996)
contended that followers should consider work to be integral to their life and identify
themselves with their leaders. In addition, loyalty (Latour & Rast, 2004; Sy, 2010) and
engagement (Kellerman, 2008) are also regarded as important attitudes in effective
followers.
The fourth factor of the followership competencies is trait. Traits are people's
general characteristics, including personality, needs, or motives, as well as value
(Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1991; Yukl, 2006). Personality is relatively stable as one type of
trait among other types that describe and predict one’s behavior (Lussier, 2008; Yukl,
2006). Basically, personality is a trait affected by genetic and environmental factors, but
it can also be learned through one’s life and changed by other factors such as work,
family, friends, etc. (Lussier, 2008). Needs and motives are important traits as well
because these traits guide, energize, and sustain one’s behavior (Yukl, 2006). Motive is
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an internal process to satisfy needs. It serves to control behavior because in order to meet
needs, people must behave (Lussier, 2008). Also, value is one’s perceptions about what
an individual feels is worthy or important. Value shapes one’s attitude and affects
preference and choice of behaviors (Lussier, 2008; Yukl, 2006). Value is more stable
than attitude, and the process of value change is slower than that of attitude (Lussier,
2008).
Sy (2010) posited that excited, outgoing, and happy people are likely to be
effective followers. Kellerman (2008) cited energetic and independent personalities as the
traits of effective followers and maintained that a good follower is motivated by public
interest rather than by personal interest. Potter, Rosenbach, and Pittman (1996) stressed
the importance of seeing that followers experience satisfaction based on the highest
personal standards. Also, Kelley (1992) emphasized the value components of followers
such as courageous conscience, honesty, credibility, and courage. Responsibility, trust,
respect, reliability, truth, integrity, morality, constructiveness, productivity are also
considered to be value traits of effective followers (Chaleff, 2003; Latour & Rast, 2004;
Potter, Rosenbach, & Pittman, 1996; Sy, 2010).
Chapter Summary
This chapter provided a review of relevant literature to conceptualize the research
framework. First, the leader-follower relationship was examined. Because both leadership
and followership are influenced by the relationship between leaders and followers,
reviewing the leader-followership relationship is necessary to understanding the concept
of followership as well as leadership. How leaders view their followers may affect the
leader-follower relationship; thus, this section discussed perspectives on followers via
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McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y. Then, followers’ role orientation was explained.
Because followership is regarded as a role rather than a person, as leadership is, the
change in the follower’s role orientation may provide insight into the change in the
relationship between leaders and followers. Lastly, the leader-member exchange (LMX)
theory was reviewed.
Next, this chapter reviewed models of followership. Although followership
theories have been neglected compared to theories of leadership, several such models
exist. This section introduced the three best-known followership theories and models:
Kelley’s effective followership, Chaleff’s courageous followership, and Kellerman’s
followership.
In the third section, implicit followership theories (IFTs) were introduced.
According to IFTs, followership and leadership are perceptions of followers and leaders,
and perception may vary depending on situation or culture. Therefore, it is meaningful to
understand that effective followership may be perceived in different ways in different
situations or cultures.
The fourth section discussed followership approaches. Because fewer
followership studies have been conducted compared to leadership studies, a followership
research approach is lacking. Followership is not a very different concept from
leadership; moreover, followership and leadership are on the opposite sides of the
continuum. So, leadership approaches could be applied to followership approaches. For
this reason, this section described leadership approaches as followership approaches.
Lastly, in the final section of the literature review chapter, followership
competencies were described based on results offered in previous literatures. This section
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identified four followership competency categories. Also presented were specific
examples for each category of followership competencies that could be included as items
on the newly developed instrument in this study.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
This chapter focuses on the methodological design for this study. After restating
the purpose of the research and guiding questions, the target population, sample, and data
collection procedures are described. Then, each step in the research process is explained
in detail.
Restatement of Study Purpose
Although research on leadership theories and instruments has been extensively
documented, relatively few studies have been conducted on followership (Baker, 2007).
However, since most people are leaders in some situations and followers in others, the
importance of followership should not be neglected. While Kelley’s (1988, 1992) work
ignited interest in the topic of followership, too few studies have been conducted in this
area to document its importance; even fewer of these studies have been empirical,
according to Baker’s (2006) unpublished doctoral dissertation. One of the main reasons
for the lack of empirical studies might be the absence of a followership instrument with
demonstrated evidence of validity and reliability.
As of December 2012, two instruments related to followership had been
developed: Kelley’s (1992, pp. 89‒92) Followership Questionnaire and Sy’s (2010)
Implicit Followership Theories Scale instrument. However, Kilburn (2010) pointed to a
lack of evidence supporting Kelley’s questionnaire structure and providing construct
validity. Viswanathan (2005) claimed that an instrument with no evidence of validity is
not appropriate for academic studies. The validity and reliability of Sy’s Implicit
Followership Theories (IFTs) scale were tested by confirming its factor structure,
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examining convergent and discriminant validity, establishing a preliminary nomological
network, examining criterion validity, and assessing its internal consistency. However, its
intent is to measure leaders’ perception of effective followers rather than individuals’
followership quality. Thus, the extent to which an individual is competent as a follower in
an organization remains difficult to assess.
For these reasons a reliable and valid followership questionnaire is necessary to
the growth of the empirical study of followership. Therefore, the primary purpose of this
study was to develop an instrument to assess followership competency and to examine
the extent to which the instrument validly and reliably measures the characteristics of
followership.
Research Questions
The research questions guiding this study were as follows:
1. What competencies characterize effective followers in a Korean
manufacturing company?
2. To what extent can the evidence of factor structure of the newly developed
instrument and its convergent and discriminant validity from factor analysis
be identified?
3. How reliable is the measure to assess competencies required for effective
followers?
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Research Procedure
To answer these research questions, a procedure was developed (see Figure 3-1),
using the design based on studies by Hinkin (1995, 1998, 2005):
Steps
Phase 1

Identification of
Research Purpose

Conceptual Framework

Item Generation

Item Development

Item Review

Questionnaire
Administration

Phase 2
Scale Refinement

Validity

Reliability

Figure 3-1. Research procedure

• Problem identification
• Research questions
• Population and sample
• Literature review

• Inductive approach
• Item wording
• Deciding the number of items
• Item scaling
• Judgmental review of
items
• Translation
• Pilot test
• Data collection

• Item reduction
• Deriving and interpreting factors
• Factor structure
• Convergent and discriminant
validity from factor analysis
• Internal consistency
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Target Population and Sample
The target population for this study was employees working for a Korean
manufacturing company that was one of the 2012 Fortune Global 500 companies. The
target organization was one of the largest Korean conglomerates with approximately
100,000 employees as of December 2012; the company is recognized as having wellstructured systems in terms of job, position, work group, and so forth. The sample for this
study was recruited from this target organization. The sampling strategies for Phase 1 and
Phase 2 are described below.
Phase 1 sample
A purposeful sample of 1,000 employees was contacted for item generation in
Phase 1. In all, 187 employees indicated an interest in participating in Phase 1. These
employees participated in the Phase 1 electronic survey on competencies required for
effective followers in the Korean organizational context; the purpose of the survey was to
generate an initial set of items for the followership competency instrument. Of these
participants, 106 employees (response rate of 56.7%) completed the Phase 1 survey.
Phase 2 sample
The total sample size for Phase 2 was 10,000 randomly selected employees. A
total of 1,300 employees indicated an interest in participating. The researcher divided the
1,300 into one group of 500 employees who would be contacted and serve as respondents
for the exploratory factor analysis component of data analysis; the remaining 800
respondents would act as the confirmatory factor analysis component of the data analysis.
Ultimately, 663 employees (response rate of 51.0%) participated in the two data analysis
components of Phase 2.
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Data from these two samples (the 500 sample and the 800 sample) were collected
on two separate occasions: The first sample data set, comprised of data from 267
employees (response rate of 53.4%), was collected to identify underlying factors using
exploratory factor analysis (EFA). The second sample data set, comprised of data from
396 employees (response rate of 49.5%), was gathered to examine factor structure and to
provide evidence of convergent and discriminant validity from factor analysis. In order to
examine the internal consistency reliability of the instrument developed, both data sets
were used.
Data Collection
Data were collected with strict adherence to established human subjects
guidelines. Data collection was conducted after the human subjects protocol had been
approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the Pennsylvania State University
(see Appendix A). An informed consent form was distributed with the survey (see
Appendix B) and filed to protect participants’ rights and confidentiality. The data
collected for this study and the informed consent will be archived for at least three years,
as required by human subjects protection regulations.
To recruit participants, first, managers in the human resource (HR)/human
resource development (HRD) departments of the target organization were contacted by
email or phone; the contact included an explanation of the study purpose and a request
for permission to conduct the survey. A recruitment letter and a web address for the online survey were sent to the HR/HRD managers who agreed to participate in the survey.
Then, on behalf of the researcher, the HR/HRD managers sent an informational
recruitment letter (see Appendix C) to potential participants through their organization’s
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intranet server system and sent an online survey (Qualtrics.com) with an implied
informed consent form (see Appendix B) only to those who expressed their intention to
participate in the survey.
Phase 1 data collection
The purpose of the Phase 1 survey was to collect data needed to generate
instrument items, applying a qualitative approach. Purposeful sampling was used
(Creswell, 2007). The sample in qualitative research should be informationally rather
than statistically representative (Sandelowski, 1995). Sandelowski (1995) claimed that an
adequate sample size in qualitative research is relative, and it should neither be too small
nor too large. If a sample size is too small, it might not be sufficient to develop theory,
and if a sample is too large, it might be informationally redundant.
A purposeful sample for this study was composed of individual contributors.
According to Hill (2003), an individual contributor is an individual before being
promoted to a manager, and the main role of an individual contributor is to perform
specific tasks based on personal expertise, experience, or action rather than taking charge
of a team or group. This study selected individual contributors who had 3- to 10-years of
work experience in the target organization and did not perform their roles as team or
group leaders. Employees with fewer than 3 years of work experience or more than 10
years of work experience were excluded because (a) employees with fewer than 3 years
of work experiences might not be able to identify desirable followership characteristics in
their organization, and (b) employees with more than 10 years of work experiences might
give more weight to their leadership roles, leading a team or group.
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For the first survey, 1,000 employees who met the purposeful sampling criteria
were selected and sent the recruitment letter. From this group, 187 employees expressed
their intention to participate in the survey. An online survey, including the instrument for
item generation with an informed consent form (see Appendix B), was emailed to those
187 employees. Every participant was asked to describe five competencies that
characterized effective followers in their organization. Each participant’s responses were
automatically and anonymously stored on the Qualtrics server.
The participants were given one week to answer the survey; one week after
survey distribution, a follow-up letter was sent to enhance the response rate because the
intranet email system of the target organization stored the received email for only one
week and automatically deleted old emails received more than one week previously.
Then, the participants were given another week to respond to the survey. Although the
purpose of the follow-up letter was to encourage non-respondents to fill out the survey, it
was sent to all participants because they had all responded anonymously, and it was
practically impossible to identify non-respondents among the participants. As a result,
responses from 106 employees (response rate of 56.7%) were gathered and used in item
generation.
Phase 2 data collection
Phase 2 data collection included the second and third online surveys. First, the
recruitment letter was sent to 10,000 randomly selected employees to ascertain their
willingness to participate in the study; 1,300 employees expressed their intention to
participate. The second online survey was sent to 500 employees, and subsequently the
third online survey was sent to 800 employees.
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These two online surveys were composed of items generated based on the first
survey results as well as demographic information items and an informed consent form.
Every participant was asked to complete the survey; each participant’s responses were
automatically and anonymously stored on the Qualtrics server. Participants were given
one week to answer the survey. One week after survey distribution, a follow-up letter
with the online survey link was sent to all participants to ensure a high response rate, and
the participants were given another week to respond to the survey.
The purpose of the second survey was to identify the underlying dimensions of
the followership competencies identified from information obtained in Phase 1 by
conducting EFA. Guadagnoli and Velicer (1988) claimed that a sample size of 150
observations was adequate for accurate EFA. Also, Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson
(2010) recommended a minimum sample size for EFA of “at least five times as many
observations as the number of variables to be analyzed” (p. 102). In the EFA stage, 30
items were analyzed, which means at least 150 observations were needed, so a total of
267 cases (response rate of 53.4%) were gathered in the first component of Phase 2.
The EFA with the data set from the second survey identified items for the third
survey. From the third survey, the second component for Phase 2, a total of 396 cases
(response rate of 49.5%) were collected for confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Kline
(2011) recommended that the ratio of cases to the number of parameters to be estimated
should be at least 10:1; otherwise, the trustworthiness of the results is lowered. Because
the model for CFA had 38 parameters, the minimum amount of data for CFA was 380
cases.
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The demographic information from the two data sets for the quantitative analysis
using EFA and CFA is displayed in Table 3-1. The first data set from the second survey
was for EFA, and the second data set from the third survey was for CFA and internal
consistency. The demographic information included gender, age, education level, work
experience, job category, and work position.
For the first data set, in terms of gender, the research data were composed of 203
males (76.0%) and 60 females (22.5%). With regard to age, 42.7% (n = 114) of the
respondents were in their twenties, and 40.8% (n = 109) were in their thirties. The
majority of the respondents (n = 181; 67.8%) were 4-year college graduates. Of the total
respondents, 156 (58.4%) had worked for the target organization for 5 years or less. The
major job categories of the respondents were engineering (30.3%), software (21.0%), and
general management (37.5%). The work position for most respondents was staff (45.7%).
For the second data set, the research data were composed of 292 males (73.7%)
and 91 females (23.0%). Of the total respondents, 150 (37.9%) were in their twenties, and
151 (38.1%) were in their thirties. With regard to education level, the majority of the
respondents (n = 272; 68.7%) were 4-year college graduates. In terms of work
experiences, 246 (62.1%) had worked for the target organization for 5 years or less. The
major job categories of the respondents were engineering (n = 103; 26.0%), software (n =
75; 18.9%), marketing (n = 56; 14.1%), and general management (n = 125; 31.6%). The
work position for most of the respondents was staff (n = 159; 40.2%).
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Table 3-1
Demographic Information from the Two Data Sets Used in Phase 2
Variable
Gender
Male
Female
No response
Age
20 – 29
30 – 39
40 – 49
50 – 59
No response
Education Level
High school
2- or 3-year college
4-year college
Graduate school – Master’s
Graduate school – Doctorate
No response
Work Experience
~ 60 months
61 – 120 months
121 – 180 month
181 – 240 month
241 month ~
No response
Job Category
Engineering
Technology
Facility
Production
Software
Marketing
Design
General Management
Other
No response
Work Position
Staff
Assistant manager
Manager
Senior manager
General manager
No response

1st Data Set (N = 267)
Frequency
%

2nd Data Set (N = 396)
Frequency
%

203
60
4

76.0
22.5
1.5

292
91
13

73.7
23.0
3.3

114
109
41
2
1

42.7
40.8
15.4
0.7
0.4

150
151
81
4
10

37.9
38.1
20.5
1.0
2.5

6
7
181
61
4
8

2.3
2.6
67.8
22.8
1.5
3.0

8
12
272
77
5
22

2.0
3.0
68.7
19.4
1.3
5.6

156
50
30
22
7
2

58.4
18.7
11.2
8.2
2.6
0.8

246
63
37
28
10
12

62.1
15.9
9.3
7.1
2.5
3.0

81
4
3
2
56
16
1
100
4
0

30.3
1.5
1.1
0.7
21.0
6.0
0.4
37.5
1.5
0.0

103
4
4
4
75
56
2
125
14
9

26.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
18.9
14.1
0.5
31.6
3.5
2.3

122
39
57
30
17
2

45.7
14.6
21.3
11.2
6.4
0.8

159
55
80
68
22
12

40.2
13.9
20.2
17.2
5.6
3.0
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Phase 1: Instrument Development
Phase 1 involved the creation of an initial followership instrument, following the
steps shown in Figure 3-1. In this section, each step of Phase 1 is explained in detail.
Item generation
It is important to begin item generation by identifying the operational definition of
the construct to be measured through the instrument (Churchill, 1979; Lynn, 1986;
Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). In this study, followership was defined as the
competencies required for a follower to accomplish common goals effectively through
the relationship with a leader (Chaleff, 2003; Kelley, 1988).
To generate instrument items in behavioral research, two approaches—deductive
and inductive—are generally used, and it is important to select an appropriate approach
for the study (Hinkin, 1995, 1998, 2005). According to Hinkin (1995, 1998, 2005), a
deductive approach is normally used when a theoretical foundation exists for item
generation while an inductive approach is useful in determining constructs and creating
measures when little relevant theory exists. Since there have been relatively few studies
on followership (Baker, 2007), this study adopted an inductive approach to generate
items for the followership competency instrument.
To generate items on followership competencies using an inductive approach, this
study used two strategies: (a) an extensive literature review on followership; and (b) a
survey to identify characteristics of effective followers. As mentioned earlier, most
followership literature has focused on Western culture (Brown & Thornborrow, 1996),
and culture may affect people’s beliefs and behaviors as well as followership (Kelley,
2008). For this reason, followership competencies from existing research studies may not

68
include appropriate competencies relevant to the Korean context. To address this
limitation a survey from Korean workers was also used to reflect cultural influence. In
addition, as the term followership was not as prevalent as the term leadership in Korea,
some Korean workers might not be familiar with the term followership. As a result,
survey participants might leave out some critical competencies of effective followers; to
address this limitation, an extensive literature review was also conducted. The
combination of an extensive literature review and a survey provides a more balanced
approach to identifying the followership competencies in the Korean context.
In order to extract competencies for effective followers, first, the competencies
gathered from the survey from 106 employees working for the target organization were
listed. Then, similar or related concepts were grouped and categorized by assigning a
proper word that represented concepts under the category—a strategy generally used in
an open coding approach in qualitative research (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). These
identified competencies were compared with competencies from the existing literature on
followership. Then, the competencies from the two approaches were categorized and
refined. In doing so, competencies for effective followers were identified by the
researcher.
Item development
With the initial draft of competencies for effective followers identified, first, the
questionnaire items were worded. In the item-wording stage, researchers should be
careful not to include more than two issues in one item so as not to confuse respondents
and create leading questions that may bias responses (Hinkin, 2005). Second, the number
of items was also decided in this stage. Hinkin (2005) indicated that an instrument with
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too many items is tiresome and suggested developing at least twice as many items as
needed for the final instrument. Because the final followership instrument developed for
this study was expected not to exceed 20 items, a total of 40 items were initially
developed in this stage.
Lastly, the item response scale format for the instrument was selected. Using an
appropriate number of response options is important in that too few options may fail to
discriminate respondents’ perceptions regarding followership competencies; too many
options may cause confusion and frustration for respondents (Gable & Wolf, 1993). This
followership questionnaire utilized a 5-point Likert-type response scale, ranging from
“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree,” for each item with the exception of demographic
items related to gender, work experience, position, job, age, education level, and so forth.
Expert panel review
A panel of experts in the leadership field reviewed the 40 items to assess the
relevance of the instrument items to the concept being measured. For the expert review,
this study adopted the approach recommended by Lynn (1986). The panel of experts for
the item relevance check consisted of six Korean subject matter experts (SMEs) in the
workplace learning and performance (WLP) field. The panel included two university
professors and two doctoral students, as well as two practitioners in the leadership field
because the instrument was to be applied with both practitioners and academics. The two
professors had published research papers on leadership or on measurement development
and validation; the two doctoral students with work experience in the leadership field
were engaged in a doctoral program focusing on leadership; and the two WLP
practitioners with graduate degrees performed their jobs focusing on leadership and

70
followership. This group was asked to assess the extent to which the items were relevant
to measuring competencies for effective followers in the Korean context. Appendix D
contains the guide distributed to the six SMEs for a content analysis review.
Each of the six SMEs rated the degree to which each item was relevant to
followership competencies using a 4-point rating scale: (a) not relevant, (b) somewhat
relevant, (c) quite relevant, and (d) very relevant (Lynn, 1986; Polit & Beck, 2006; Polit,
Beck, & Owen, 2007). Martuza (1977) recommended that items with agreement scores
over .70 be used. In this study, items with an agreement score over .83 (agreement of 5
out of 6 experts) were retained, items with an agreement score of .67 (agreement of 4 out
of 6 experts) were revised based on the comments of the SMEs, and items with
agreement less than .67 were removed (Sauls, 2004). Ten items judged irrelevant were
deleted, and 8 items were revised. As a result, a total of 30 items remained for inclusion
in the Phase 2 instrument.
Questionnaire administration
Followership questionnaire items were refined based on the review by SMEs in
the previous step. In this step, directions were written and the instrument format was
prepared for administration. Then the instrument, which was written in English, was
translated into Korean. To ensure the accuracy of linguistic translation and cultural
applicability, both forward and backward translations were conducted (Brislin, 1970;
McGorry, 2000). The detailed process of the translation is described in the instrument
section of this chapter.
Before the translated instrument was distributed to the sample, a pilot test was
conducted. A pilot test is important in verifying that an instrument works properly pre-
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administration (Hunt, Sparkman, & Wilcox, 1982). Hunt, Sparkman, and Wilcox (1982)
claimed that pilot testing could pretest the following points: (a) items as the components
of the instrument (e.g., length, format, layout, etc.), (b) an individual item itself, and (c)
the data analysis process as well as response rate. The sample for the pilot test should
represent the population and main sample of the study (Ghiselli, Campbell, & Zedeck,
1981). The pilot testing should occur with a small sample (Anderson & Gerbing, 1991;
Hinkin, 1998; Hunt, Sparkman, & Wilcox, 1982). Hunt, Sparkman, and Wilcox (1982)
recommended a sample size between 12 and 30. In this study, the pilot test was
conducted with 27 participants working for the target organization. The results of the
pilot test showed that Cronbach’s alpha for the overall followership scale was .929. Also,
no item had a serious negative influence on the overall Cronbach’s alpha, which was
confirmed by checking the change of the overall Cronbach’s alpha when any item was
deleted.
Through the pilot test, the appropriateness of the instrument was also checked.
Based on participants’ feedback on the pilot test, the questionnaire was refined. These
refinements included corrections and revisions to handle misspelling, clarity of items,
phrasing, length and format of instrument, etc. Then, the refined questionnaire and an
informed consent form were sent to employees who had expressed their intention to
participate in the survey.
Phase 2: Scale Refinement and Validation
The main purpose of the second phase was to identify the underlying dimensions
of the followership competencies, confirm factor structure, and obtain evidence of
convergent and discriminant validity from factor analysis, and reliability. The first step in
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Phase 2 was to refine the scale and hypothesize factor structures by performing EFA. The
second step was to confirm factor structures and provide evidence of convergent validity
and discriminant validity through CFA. The last step was to check internal consistency
reliability. A detailed description of each step, including data analysis, is as follows.
Assumption test
Before starting the analysis, the assumptions of EFA were tested using IBM SPSS
Statistics for Windows (Version 20.0). Hair et al. (2010) suggested the normality and
factorability tests as the assumption test for EFA. For normality, skewness and kurtosis
values of each variable were checked. For factorability, first, the correlation matrix was
checked. Hair et al. (2010) indicated that if the correlation matrix contains many
correlations less than .30, it might not be suitable for factor analysis. In addition, both
Bartlett’s test of sphericity and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling
adequacy were tested to ensure factorability (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). The
purpose of Bartlett’s test of sphericity is to reject the null hypothesis that the correlation
matrix is an identity matrix (Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991). Therefore, the p-value of
Bartlett’s test statistic should be less than p ≤ .05. Also, the value of the KMO measure,
theoretically ranging from 0 to 1, should be higher than .60 for EFA (Tabachinck &
Fidell, 2001).
Scale refinement
In this step, the initial items were reduced and priori factors were predicted using
EFA (Hinkin, 1995, 1998, 2005). First, to remove items showing low correlations with all
other variables, inter-item correlations of the items were checked. If items are measuring
the same construct, they should show high intercorrelations. However, if a specific item
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shows a relatively low inter-item correlation, it may measure a different construct from
one measured by other items and may increase error and undermine reliability (Churchill,
1979). Hinkin (1995, 1998, 2005) and Worthington and Whittaker (2006) recommended
deleting items with intercorrelations less than .40. The inter-item correlations were
calculated using IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows (Version 20.0), and the corrected
item-total correlation value of each item in the SPSS output was checked to delete items
with a value less than .40.
With the reduced items, EFA was conducted using SPSS 20.0 to identify the
dimensions to which each item belonged and to maintain only those items that clearly
loaded on related factors. As a factor extraction method, common factor analysis was
employed. According to Hair et al. (2010), principal components analysis takes into
account the total variance, including the common, specific, and error variance, to extract
factors whereas common factor analysis considers only the common variance and does
not take the unique and error variance into consideration. Therefore, common factor
analysis is more appropriate to identifying underlying factors (Costello & Osborne, 2005;
Hair et al., 2010; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). This study used the principal axis
factoring method in SPSS 20.0 to extract factors.
With regard to factor rotation, this study employed oblique factor rotation.
According to Henson and Roberts (2006), an orthogonal factor rotation is normally used
when factors do not correlate with one anther; an oblique factor rotation is generally
applied when factors may correlate with one another. Since a relationship was possible
among one’s behavior, attitude, traits, and acquired knowledge and skills, and the factors
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extracted would be interrelated, this study employed a Promax rotation (Kappa = 4),
which was an option for the oblique factor rotation provided in SPSS 20.0.
The number of factors to extract was also decided. First, the number of factors
was identified using the eigenvalues; factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 were
considered to be stable factors (Hair et al., 2010; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). In
addition, a scree test plot was implemented to ensure that the number of factors
determined by the eigenvalue was appropriate. The scree test would identify the number
of factors by examining data points above the break point of the slope of the eigenvalue
graph (Cattell, 1966). If the number of factors from the scree test differed from factors
based on eigenvalues, it would be necessary to set the number of factors above and below
and rerun factor analysis to identify the best results (Costello & Osborne, 2005).
After executing factor analysis, the factor loadings of the variables on each factor
in the factor pattern matrix were checked. Hair et al. (2010) proposed a guideline for
statistically significant factor loadings based on sample size. When a sample size is 200, a
factor loading of .40 or above is appropriate; when a sample size is 250, a factor loading
of .35 or above is appropriate. Since the sample size used for EFA in this study was 267,
individual followership items with factor loadings less than .40 were deleted
parsimoniously. Also, a cross-loading was examined to determine whether there was an
item with more than one factor loading above .4 or an item with less than .15 difference
in cross-loadings from its greatest factor loading value; cross-loading items were deleted
(Costello & Osborne, 2005; Hair et al., 2010; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). After
examining cross-loadings, the communality of each item was checked. Items with low
communalities of less than .40 were deleted (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). This
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process was repeated until all items had significant factor loadings and high
communalities (Hinkin, 1995, 1998, 2005). Once the factor loadings, cross-loadings, and
communalities were confirmed, a label for each factor was applied that represented the
common meaning of the items that belonged to a corresponding factor (Hair et al., 2010).
Factor structure and convergent and discriminant validity from factor analysis
In order to confirm the factor structure of the followership competency instrument
developed in the previous step and examine its convergent and discriminant validity from
factor analysis, CFA was performed with LISREL for Windows (Version 8.8). Whereas
EFA does not require a priori hypotheses and parameter estimates, CFA confirms specific
hypotheses and estimates parameters of the hypothesized model (Kline, 2011). Using
CFA as a validation process has some advantages in that it (a) shows the overall fit with
fit indices such as Chi-square (χ2), comparative fit index (CFI), standardized root mean
squared residual (SRMR), and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA); and
(b) provides information on convergent and discriminant validity (Bagozzi, Yi, &
Phillips, 1991).
Before implementing CFA, the data received an initial check. First, missing data
were analyzed. If the missing data comprised less than 5% of total data, they can be
ignored (Kline, 2011). However, if the missing data totaled more than 5%, they needed to
be imputed. For the imputation, a missing value pattern was analyzed using PRELIS and
the Little’s MCAR test in SPSS 20.0. If the missing values were MAR or MACR, the
model-based imputation method could be used (Kline, 2011). After the missing value
analysis, the expectation-maximization (EM) technique was employed to impute missing
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values using PRELIS. After imputation, univariate and multivariate normality was also
checked using PRELIS.
Then, the measurement model for CFA was specified. Based on the EFA result, a
first-order CFA model with four factors for followership competencies with 16 items was
specified and visualized. Then, the specified CFA models were identified. According to
Kline (2011), the general requirements for the model identification were as follows: (a)
all latent variables in any kind of structural equation model should be metric, and (b) the
degree of freedom of the model (dfM) should be equal to zero or greater. When the
number of parameters and observations in the model are exactly the same (dfM = 0), this
model is just identified; when the number of parameters is fewer than the number of
observations of the model (dfM > 0), this model is overidentified. However, the model
with a larger number of parameters than observations (dfM < 0) cannot be identified
(Byrne, 1998; Kline, 2011). The number of observations for the CFA model can be
calculated as follows:
Number of observations = q(q+1)/2
Where q is the number of indicators
In addition, a standard CFA model can be identified if the model has at least two factors
and each factor has at least two indicators (Kline, 2011). Based on these rules, the firstorder CFA models were identified.
Next, a model fit was estimated. CFI, SRMR, RMSEA, and χ2 are the most
commonly used indices for goodness-of-fit (Brown, 2006). Because χ2 is inflated by
sample size, this study also used CFI, SRMR, and RMSEA to evaluate the goodness-offit. The use of CFI and SRMR together is recommended; this is acceptable when CFI is
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greater than .95 and SRMR is less than .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). A RMSEA value less
than .08 represents an acceptable fit while less than .05 represents a good fit (Browne &
Cudeck, 1993). With these fit indices, the factor structure of the followership competency
instrument could be confirmed.
Kline (2011) insisted that when the theory on the number of factors is not clear, a
single-factor model should be analyzed first. If the single-factor model is supported as
being inappropriate, there is room for evaluation of more complex models. After
confirming that the model fit of a single-factor model with 16 items was not acceptable,
the model fit of the first-order CFA model with four factors were estimated. These two
models were compared to determine the more appropriate model to use in assessing
followership competencies. A robust maximum likelihood (ML) method was used for the
CFA model estimation because the normality test indicated the data had mild nonnormality.
In addition to factor structure, convergent validity and discriminant validity of the
first-order CFA model were also examined using the CFA results to provide evidence
that items measure what they are supposed to measure (Hair et al., 2011). According to
Trochim and Donnelly (2008), evidence for both convergent and discriminant validity is
necessary to provide evidence of construct validity. If both or either convergent validity
or discriminant validity is not provided, evidence of construct validity cannot be
demonstrated.
Convergent validity refers to “the degree to which two measures of the same
concept are correlated” (Hair et al., 2011, p. 126). Hair et al. (2011) recommended three
strategies or approaches for estimating convergent validity from factor analysis: factor
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loadings, average variance extracted (AVE), and reliability. First, in the model estimation
results, factor loadings should be explored. All factor loadings should be statistically
significant, and standardized factor loadings should be at least .50 or higher. Second, the
AVE value should be .50 or higher. AVE can be calculated using the following equation:
AVE = !

!
!
!!! !"

!

In this equation, Li is the standardized factor loading, i is the item number, and n is the
total number of items. Third, construct reliability should be calculated using the
estimation results of the model. The construct reliability should be at least .70 or higher
and can be calculated using the following equation:
Construct Reliability =
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In this equation, Li means the standardized factor loading, i is the item number, n is the
total number of items, and ei represents the error variance (Hair et al., 2011).
Discriminant validity refers to “the degree to which two conceptually similar
concepts are distinct” (Hair et al., 2011, p. 126). Hair et al. (2011) suggested examining
discriminant validity through CFA by setting the correlation between any two constructs
to 1.0. Then, this constrained model can be compared to the original model. If the
constrained model is significantly worse than the original model, evidence of
discriminant validity from factor analysis can be provided (Hair et al., 2011). If the
constrained model is significantly worse than the original model, the two factors, whose
correlation was set to 1.0, measure different concepts although they are correlated with
one another.
After the factor structure and convergent and discriminant validity from factor
analysis were examined, an alternative model was suggested. Alternative models should
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be considered because other possible, relevant models may exist (Jöreskog, 1993; Kline,
2011). This study proposed a modified first-order CFA model and a second-order CFA
model with four sub-factors of the followership competencies as alternative models.
These two alternative models were specified, identified, estimated, and evaluated in the
same way used for the first-order CFA model. Lastly, the alternative models were
compared to the first-order model to determine which was a better model.
Reliability
Internal consistency reliability analysis was conducted with the first data set (N =
267) and the second data set (N = 396). Internal consistency reliability is used to assess
the homogeneity of the items measuring the same construct (Henson, 2001). To test the
internal consistency reliability of the Likert-scale items on this followership questionnaire,
the coefficient alpha introduced by Cronbach (1951), called Cronbach’s alpha, was used.
For internal consistency reliability, a newly developed measure should have a Cronbach’s
alpha greater than .70 (Hinkin, 1995, 1998, 2005; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). In this
step, additional item reduction was conducted by eliminating items with a low
Cronbach’s alpha via item analysis (Hinkin, 1998, 2005). IBM SPSS Statistics for
Windows (Version 20.0) and LISREL for Windows (Version 8.8) were used to examine
the reliability of internal consistency.
Research Instruments
This study used two instruments to collect data. First, to generate followership
competency items using an inductive approach, the participants received a questionnaire
on which they were asked to list up to five characteristics, including behavior, attitude,
traits, knowledge, and skills—all of which should be possessed by effective followers in
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the workplace. The questionnaire for Phase 1 included only the directions and five blank
lines (see Appendix B). The second instrument was designed to collect data for EFA and
CFA as well as the reliability test. This instrument was composed of 30 items on
followership competencies developed based on results from the first survey (see
Appendix B).
Both instruments were initially developed in English and then translated into
Korean to enable data collection in South Korea. To assure the accuracy of the linguistic
translation and cultural applicability, both forward and backward translations were
conducted (Brislin, 1970; McGorry, 2000). Six Korean WLP doctoral candidates
studying in the United States were invited to conduct the forward and backward
translations because they had overall knowledge of WLP and were able to communicate
in both Korean and English. First, a panel of three Korean WLP doctoral candidates
studying in the United States reviewed the appropriateness of the translation from English
into Korean. Then, another panel of three Korean WLP doctoral candidates studying in
the United States translated the survey in Korean into English and confirmed the
appropriateness of the translation. After the forward and backward translation processes,
both surveys were distributed to participants who had expressed their intentions to
participate in this study.
Chapter Summary
In this chapter the primary purposes of and research questions for this study were
restated. The diagram for the research procedure was offered so that readers could review
the research design at a glance. The target population and sample were described, and the
data collection method was presented. Next, each step in the research procedure was
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explained in detail. This chapter also included descriptions of each step in the research
analysis process.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS
This chapter presents the results of the data analysis conducted according to the
methodological design presented in chapter 3. The primary purpose of this study was to
develop an instrument that would be used in assessing followership competency and to
examine the extent to which the instrument validly and reliably measured the
characteristics of followership. In order to achieve the study’s purpose, the following
three research questions were posed:
1. What competencies characterize effective followers in a Korean
manufacturing company?
2. To what extent can the evidence of factor structure of the newly developed
instrument and its convergent and discriminant validity from factor analysis
be identified?
3. How reliable is the measure to assess competencies required for effective
followers?
In order to answer these questions, first, a qualitative approach was employed to
identify and analyze the competencies required for effective followers in the Korean
context. Then, the research data were analyzed by conducting EFA and CFA using SPSS
20.0 and LISREL 8.8.
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Instrument Development
Questionnaire item generation
Competencies required of effective followers were identified through an extensive
literature review and a survey of employees of a Korean manufacturing company, the
target organization for this study. Because this study adopted an integrated perspective of
followership, the competencies included traits, behaviors, and attitudes, as well as
appropriate knowledge and skills. The competencies from both the literature review and
the survey were grouped and categorized using an open coding approach; as a result, a
total of 40 competencies for effective followers in the Korean context were identified.
Based on the identified competencies, 40 questionnaire items were developed.
Each item was developed on the basis of meanings connoted by the original
competencies in each competency category due to the possibility that a generated item
could represent different meanings unless the original competencies under each category
were considered. Table 4-1 shows the initially generated 40 questionnaire items on
followership competency in the Korean context.
Table 4-1
Followership Competency Items Generated
Generated Items
•

[Embracing Organizational Goals] I embrace my organization’s goals.

•
•

[Goal Alignment] I align my goals at work with the organizational goals.
[Sharing a Common Goal with Leader] In achieving the organizational goals, I share a
common goal with my leader.
[Pursuing a Common Goal with Leader] I pursue the common goals shared with my leader
together to achieve the organizational goals.
[Giving Priority to Organizational Interest] If there is a conflict between my interest and the
organizational interest, I put a priority on the organizational interest.
[Loyalty toward Organization] In achieving the organizational goals, the object of my
loyalty is my organization rather than my leader.

•
•
•
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•

[Independent Thinking] In a decision-making process to achieve the organizational goals, I
usually try to identify ways on my own rather than solely relying on the leader’s opinion.
[Communicating with Leader on Common Goals] I frequently communicate with my leader
to check whether we are on the same page with our progress toward common goals.
[Energy] I usually feel energetic in the workplace.

•

[Positivity] I always look on the bright side of everything regarding my work.

•

[Activeness] In the workplace, I actively participate in everything that I am involved in.

•

[Honesty] I set honesty above everything else in my organizational work and relations.

•
•

•

[Trustworthiness] I am regarded as trustworthy in achieving the organizational goals.
[Responsibility] I have a strong sense of responsibility when it comes to pursuing common
goals shared with my leader for the achievement of the organizational goals.
[Courage to Share Honest Opinion] I do not hesitate to share my honest opinions with my
leader about our progress toward common goals shared with him/her for the achievement of
the organizational goals.
[Interpersonal Relationship with Leader] I maintain a good relationship with my leader.
[Interpersonal Relationship with Colleagues] I maintain a good relationship with my
colleagues.
[Supporting Leader] I support my leader well to reach the organizational goals.

•

[Productivity] I usually work in an effective and efficient manner in fulfilling my work.

•

[Utmost Efforts] I make every effort to accomplish the organizational goals at work.

•
•

[Engagement] I am passionately engaged in my work to reach the organizational goals.
[Industry] In achieving the organizational goals, I voluntarily go above and beyond what my
leader expects from me.
[Collaboration] I collaborate with team members to achieve the organizational goals
effectively.
[Social Capital] I effectively utilize my social network with a variety of people to achieve
the organizational goals at work.
[Reaching Agreement] In achieving the organizational goals, when I disagree with my
leader’s opinion, I try to reach an agreement through discussion rather than simply obeying
the leader's opinion.
[Drive] I drive initiatives that can contribute to achieving the organizational goals.
[Vision] I try to see the big picture of my organization to achieve sustainable organizational
goals.
[Openness to Change] I am not afraid of change and am confident of managing change in
the future.
[Creativity] I try to come up with a creative approach to solve a problem or to cope with
change.
[Admitting Mistakes] I admit my mistakes and strive to learn from them so that I do not
repeat the same mistakes in the future.
[Self-Development] I constantly develop myself to be competent in my work.
[High Performance Standard] I set a high performance standard in my work to achieve the
organizational goals.
[Expertise] I have expert knowledge in my work field.

•
•

•

•
•

•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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•

[Understanding Job] I understand what is expected of me in fulfilling my job.
[Identifying Problem] I am able to identify problems accurately when things are not going
well at work.
[Managing Crisis] I am capable of handling a crisis properly.

•

[Judgment] I am able to judge a situation correctly even though it is very complicated.

•

[Critical Thinking] I think logically and analytically to make a rational decision.

•

[Communication] I listen to others carefully and provide honest opinions.

•

[Proper Behavior] I behave properly in any situation.

•
•

Note. Item in brackets represents the competency followed by the questionnaire item
reflecting that competency.
Expert panel review
The 40 questionnaire items initially generated were reviewed by a panel
composed of six Korean experts in the WLP field to further validate the relevance of the
items in the Korean context. The experts rated the degree to which each item was relevant
to followership competencies in the Korean context using a 4-point rating scale (1=not
relevant, 2=somewhat relevant, 3=quite relevant, and 4=very relevant). An item was
removed if fewer than 4 out of 6 reviewers rated the item a 3 or 4 on the relevance scale.
An item was revised and retained if 4 out of 6 reviewers rated the item a 3 or 4 on the
relevance scale. An item was retained if 5 or more out of 6 reviewers rated the item a 3 or
4 on the relevance scale. As a result, 10 out of 40 items were deleted, and 30 items were
retained (see Table 4-2).
The initial followership competency questionnaire
After the expert review, using the remaining 30 items the initial followership
competency questionnaire was created. Table 4-3 displays the 30 questionnaire items.
These items were used for data collection to identify the underlying factors, confirm the
factor structure, and provide evidence of convergent and discriminant validity from factor
analysis and internal consistency reliability.
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Table 4-2
Expert Review Regarding the Relevance for Each of the Forty Items
Relevance Rating by Reviewer
R1

R2

R3

R4

R5

R6

# of 3
or 4
rated

[Embracing Organizational Goals] I embrace my organization’s goals.

4

4

3

4

2

4

5

Retain

[Goal Alignment] I align my goals at work with the organizational goals.

4

3

3

4

4

4

6

Retain

[Sharing a Common Goal with Leader] In achieving the organizational goals, I
share a common goal with my leader.

4

3

4

4

3

4

6

Retain

[Pursuing a Common Goal with Leader] I pursue the common goals shared with
my leader together to achieve the organizational goals.

4

3

4

4

3

4

6

Retain

[Giving Priority to Organizational Interest] If there is a conflict between my
interest and the organizational interest, I put a priority on the organizational
interest.

4

4

3

3

2

3

5

Retain

[Loyalty toward Organization] In achieving the organizational goals, the object
of my loyalty is my organization rather than my leader.

4

4

2

2

1

1

2

Remove

[Independent Thinking] In a decision-making process to achieve the
organizational goals, I usually try to identify ways on my own rather than solely
relying on the leader’s opinion.

4

4

2

4

3

3

5

Retain

[Communicating with Leader on Common Goals] I frequently communicate
with my leader to check whether we are on the same page with our progress
toward common goals.

4

4

4

4

4

4

6

Retain

[Energy] I usually feel energetic in the workplace.

4

4

3

1

1

3

4

Retain

[Positivity] I always look on the bright side of everything regarding my work.

4

4

2

2

1

2

2

Remove

[Activeness] In the workplace, I actively participate in everything that I am
involved in.

3

4

4

2

1

4

4

Retain

Item

Retain
or
Remove
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[Honesty] I set honesty above everything else in my organizational work and
relations.

4

4

1

2

1

1

2

Remove

[Trustworthiness] I am regarded as trustworthy in achieving the organizational
goals.

4

3

3

3

3

4

6

Retain

[Responsibility] I have a strong sense of responsibility when it comes to
pursuing common goals shared with my leader for the achievement of the
organizational goals.

4

4

4

2

4

4

5

Retain

[Courage to Share Honest Opinion] I do not hesitate to share my honest
opinions with my leader about our progress toward common goals shared with
him/her for the achievement of the organizational goals.

4

4

4

4

4

4

6

Retain

[Interpersonal Relationship with Leader] I maintain a good relationship with my
leader.

4

4

3

4

3

4

6

Retain

[Interpersonal Relationship with Colleagues] I maintain a good relationship
with my colleagues.

2

4

2

2

2

2

1

Remove

[Supporting Leader] I support my leader well to reach the organizational goals.

4

4

4

4

4

4

6

Retain

[Productivity] I usually work in an effective and efficient manner in fulfilling
my work.

4

4

3

4

3

4

6

Retain

[Utmost Efforts] I make every effort to accomplish the organizational goals at
work.

4

2

4

4

3

4

5

Retain

[Engagement] I am passionately engaged in my work to reach the
organizational goals.

4

2

3

4

1

4

4

Retain

[Industry] In achieving the organizational goals, I voluntarily go above and
beyond what my leader expects from me.

4

4

3

4

4

3

6

Retain

[Collaboration] I collaborate with team members to achieve the organizational
goals effectively.

4

4

3

4

2

4

5

Retain

[Social Capital] I effectively utilize my social network with a variety of people
to achieve the organizational goals at work.

4

4

3

2

3

2

4

Retain

[Reaching Agreement] In achieving the organizational goals, when I disagree
with my leader’s opinion, I try to reach an agreement through discussion rather
than simply obeying the leader's opinion.

4

2

4

3

4

3

5

Retain
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[Drive] I drive initiatives that can contribute to achieving the organizational
goals.

4

4

3

3

4

3

6

Retain

[Vision] I try to see the big picture of my organization to achieve sustainable
organizational goals.

3

3

2

4

3

3

5

Retain

[Openness to Change] I am not afraid of change and am confident of managing
change in the future.

2

4

2

2

1

2

1

Remove

[Creativity] I try to come up with a creative approach to solve a problem or to
cope with change.

4

4

2

2

3

3

4

Retain

[Admitting Mistakes] I admit my mistakes and strive to learn from them so that
I do not repeat the same mistakes in the future.

4

4

1

2

2

2

2

Remove

[Self-Development] I constantly develop myself to be competent in my work.

4

4

1

3

1

3

4

Retain

[High Performance Standard] I set a high performance standard in my work to
achieve the organizational goals.

4

3

3

3

2

4

5

Retain

[Expertise] I have expert knowledge in my work field.

4

3

1

3

1

4

4

Retain

[Understanding Job] I understand what is expected of me in fulfilling my job.

3

4

3

3

4

3

6

Retain

[Identifying Problem] I am able to identify problems accurately when things are
not going well at work.

3

2

1

3

1

2

2

Remove

[Managing Crisis] I am capable of handling a crisis properly.

2

3

1

3

1

3

3

Remove

[Judgment] I am able to judge a situation correctly even though it is very
complicated.

4

2

1

3

1

3

3

Remove

[Critical Thinking] I think logically and analytically to make a rational decision.

4

4

1

3

1

3

4

Retain

[Communication] I listen to others carefully and provide honest opinions.

4

4

1

4

2

3

4

Retain

[Proper Behavior] I behave properly in any situation.

4

2

1

3

1

1

2

Remove

Note. R1 to R6 = Reviewer 1 to Reviewer 6; 1 = not relevant; 2 = somewhat relevant; 3 = quite relevant; 4 = very relevant; # of
Agreement = the number of the experts who rated 3 or 4.
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Table 4-3
The Initially Developed Followership Competency Questionnaire with 30 Items
The Initial Followership Competency Questionnaire
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

I embrace my organization’s goals.
I align my goals at work with the organizational goals.
In achieving the organizational goals, I share a common goal with my leader.
I pursue the common goals shared with my leader together to achieve the organizational
goals.
If there is a conflict between my interest and the organizational interest, I put a priority on
the organizational interest.
In a decision-making process to achieve the organizational goals, I usually try to identify
ways on my own rather than solely relying on the leader’s opinion.
I frequently communicate with my leader to check whether we are on the same page with
our progress toward common goals.
I usually feel energetic in the workplace.
In the workplace, I actively participate in everything that I am involved in.
I am regarded as trustworthy in achieving the organizational goals.
I have a strong sense of responsibility when it comes to pursuing common goals shared
with my leader for the achievement of the organizational goals.
I do not hesitate to share my honest opinions with my leader about our progress toward
common goals shared with him/her for the achievement of the organizational goals.
I maintain a good relationship with my leader.
I support my leader well to reach the organizational goals.
I usually work in an effective and efficient manner in fulfilling my work.
I make every effort to accomplish the organizational goals at work.
I am passionately engaged in my work to reach the organizational goals.
In achieving the organizational goals, I voluntarily go above and beyond what my leader
expects from me.
I collaborate with team members to achieve the organizational goals effectively.
I effectively utilize my social network with a variety of people to achieve the
organizational goals at work.
In achieving the organizational goals, when I disagree with my leader’s opinion, I try to
reach an agreement through discussion rather than simply obeying the leader's opinion.
I drive initiatives that can contribute to achieving the organizational goals.
I try to see the big picture of my organization to achieve sustainable organizational goals.
I try to come up with a creative approach to solve a problem or to cope with change.
I constantly develop myself to be competent in my work.
I set a high performance standard in my work to achieve the organizational goals.
I have expert knowledge in my work field.
I understand what is expected of me in fulfilling my job.
I think logically and analytically to make a rational decision.
I listen to others carefully and provide honest opinions.
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Question One: Followership Competencies
In order to answer the first research question, first, the questionnaire was refined
by reducing the number of items through an expert panel review process. Then, the
underlying dimensions of the followership competencies were identified by conducting
EFA with the 267 cases collected.
Assumption test for EFA
To test the assumptions for EFA, data normality and factorability were checked.
For normality, skewness and kurtosis were checked (see Table 4-4). All but one item had
skewness and kurtosis values that did not violate normality—the exception was the
skewness value for item 23, Interpersonal Relationship with Leader (-1.246). However,
this violation was relatively small considering that there were 237 cases, and the data had
no severe non-normality.
In addition, factorability was also checked using the following three approaches:
(a) correlations of the data matrix, (b) Bartlett’s sphericity test, and (c) Kaiser-MeyerOlkin (KMO) test. Table 4-5 shows the item intercorrelations. Most correlations among
items were significant at the .05 significance level, and a substantial number of the
correlations were over ±.30 (moderate correlations). Therefore, correlations among the
items showed evidence of factorability. In addition, Bartlett’s test of sphericity was
conducted. The test value was 3728.402 (df = 435; p ≤ .000), so the null hypothesis of
Bartlett’s test was rejected. Therefore, Bartlett’s test of sphericity also provided evidence
that at least some variables in the correlation matrix had significant correlations, and the
matrix was appropriate for conducting a factor analysis. Lastly, the result for the KMO

91
measure of sampling adequacy was .931—since it was greater than .60, this provided
additional evidence for conducting EFA (Tabachinck & Fidell, 2001).
Table 4-4
Mean, Standard Deviation, Skewness, and Kurtosis (1st Data Set)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

Item
Embracing organizational goals
Goal alignment
Sharing a common goal with leader
Pursuing a common goal with leader
Giving priority to organizational interest
Energy
Activeness
Engagement
Trustworthiness
Responsibility
Vision
Utmost efforts
Independent thinking
Communicating with leader on common goals
Reaching agreement
Courage to share honest opinion
High performance standard
Drive
Going above and beyond
Supporting leader
Collaboration
Social capital
Interpersonal relationship with leader
Productivity
Creativity
Self-development
Expertise
Understanding job
Critical thinking
Communication

n
267
264
266
264
266
266
265
265
265
266
265
267
266
266
266
266
266
265
266
263
262
266
267
266
266
267
263
265
265
267

1st Data Set (N = 267)
M
SD
S
4.19
.568
-.127
4.02
.635
-.282
4.00
.735
-.812
4.04
.622
-.312
3.70
.806
-.305
3.80
.714
-.560
4.00
.683
-.427
4.05
.664
-.524
3.94
.668
-.387
4.21
.617
-.363
4.08
.718
-.557
4.08
.605
-.344
3.95
.745
-.686
3.61
.805
-.434
3.65
.779
-.497
3.70
.810
-.385
3.82
.715
-.283
3.65
.785
-.277
3.80
.768
-.448
3.87
.658
-.342
4.17
.558
-.093
4.05
.685
-.346
3.92
.754
-1.246
3.97
.610
-.284
3.95
.704
-.711
3.89
.717
-.263
3.72
.773
-.273
4.07
.614
-.140
4.08
.601
-.243
4.15
.605
-.179

K
.392
.394
1.742
.616
-.081
1.198
.437
.859
.469
.378
.378
.919
.988
.173
.175
-.018
.009
-.021
.585
.401
.575
.067
3.320
.640
1.813
-.088
.048
.022
.584
.085

Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation; S = skewness; K = kurtosis. Valid N = 237
(listwise deletion).
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Table 4-5
Correlations Among Items
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

1

1

2

.636** 1

3

.517** .578** 1

4

.543** .601** .725** 1

5

.455** .500** .392** .454** 1

6

.281** .251** .300** .345** .206** 1

7

.313** .313** .309** .336** .289** .568** 1

8

.372** .437** .376** .450** .378** .466** .616** 1

9

.322** .371** .367** .460** .314** .391** .417** .532** 1

10

.431** .471** .451** .447** .452** .345** .438** .541** .555** 1

11

.322** .392** .283** .326** .329** .274** .361** .473** .395** .503** 1

12

.416** .484** .470** .527** .472** .380** .505** .548** .496** .616** .515** 1

13

.125

14

13

14

16

17

18

19

20

21

.306** .461** .437** .195** .392** .388** .405** .428** .420** .363** .461** .392** 1

**

15

.194

.232** .261** .310** .209** .289** .233** .337** .329** .277** .318** .332** .453** .465** 1

16

.057

.084

17

.197** .270** .341** .369** .298** .350** .355** .492** .424** .427** .443** .513** .398** .498** .543** .466** 1

18

.285** .359** .327** .327** .299** .290** .351** .474** .469** .340** .384** .392** .387** .438** .470** .393** .543** 1

19

.247** .294** .323** .391** .327** .412** .467** .507** .585** .448** .403** .537** .511** .489** .480** .415** .500** .600** 1

20

.326** .339** .426** .443** .366** .368** .450** .507** .569** .567** .313** .554** .304** .513** .354** .385** .434** .457** .519** 1

21

.421** .402** .397** .389** .221** .378** .509** .476** .432** .468** .368** .435** .256** .387** .270** .241** .353** .408** .406** .493** 1

22

.274** .294** .286** .292** .191** .253** .249** .270** .313** .360** .321** .221** .165*

23

**

.180

22

.178** .229** .158*

**

.233

**

.383

**

.399

**

.230

**

.440

**

.448

**

.364

**

.441

**

.372

**

.208

**

.369

**

.246

.241** .239** .133*
**

.471

**

.206

.278** .237** .355** .466** .289** .077

**

.415** .434** .492** .413** .376** .241** .432** 1

.295

.188** .211** .322** .271** .256** .223** .242** .352** .354** .390** .449** .369** .444** .367** .370** .375** .399** .448** .461** .249** .305** .166*
.153

26

27

28

29

1

25
26

25

.302** .302** .251** .377** .474** 1

**

.313

*

24

.213** .230** .329** .349** .226** .243** .255** .408** .432** .654** 1

24

**

23

.182** .273** .247** .182** .231** .210** .291** .338** .251** .319** .315** 1

**

.204

15

**

.372

**

.190

**

.382

**

.223

**

.444

**

.251

**

.223

**

.181

**

.403

**

.266

**

.349

**

.382

**

.437

**

.380

**

.481

**

.354

**

.459

**

.358

**

.334

**

.500

**

.470

**

.378

**

.390

**

.208

**

.429

**

.281

**

.396

**

.218

.339

*

.141

**

.356

**

.398

**

.422

**

.300

**

.298

.181** .447** 1

**

.318** .430** .499** 1

*

.275** .477** .471** .464** 1

.231

27

.189

28

.281** .370** .345** .365** .233** .233** .233** .390** .520** .398** .443** .413** .317** .316** .268** .267** .356** .328** .409** .384** .387** .282** .247** .507** .382** .400** .560** 1

29

.276** .311** .351** .315** .269** .205** .296** .376** .384** .462** .451** .376** .385** .301** .313** .269** .389** .347** .387** .305** .310** .296** .251** .514** .484** .415** .449** .557** 1

30

.257** .224** .361** .285** .187** .244** .233** .269** .238** .372** .297** .317** .283** .331** .302** .281** .317** .280** .268** .364** .406** .241** .269** .428** .410** .296** .313** .317** .450** 1

**

.252

**

.236

**

.263

**

.254

**

.229

**

.259

**

.355

**

.448

**

.365

**

.365

**

.351

**

.303

**

.306

**

.204

**

.266

**

.338

**

.402

**

.412

**

**

.342

.231

**

.159

Note. Item numbers are the same as those used in the previous table. Listwise deletion. N = 237.
**p < .01, two-tailed; *p < .05, two-tailed.
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Item deletion
Before conducting EFA, items with relatively low correlations with other items
were checked for item deletion. To determine which items had low correlations with
other items (less than .40), the corrected item-total correlation in the SPSS output was
used (Hinkin, 1995, 1998, 2005; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). However, no item was
found to have a corrected item-total correlation less than .40. Therefore, all 30 items were
used for EFA to determine underlying dimensions (i.e., factors) of the followership
competencies.
Factor extraction
Using the 30 items, EFA was implemented with the first data set (N = 267).
Principal axis factoring as an extraction method and promax (oblique) rotation (Kappa =
4) as a rotation method were employed. Eigenvalues were used as the primary method to
determine the appropriate number of factors. The factors with eigenvalues greater than
1.0 were retained.
EFA was conducted several times to check factor loadings, cross-loadings, and
communalities. Through continuous deletion of the items, a four-factor structure with 16
items was identified (see Table 4-6), and the solution accounted for 65.902% of the
variance. Factor loadings of the items on corresponding factors ranged from .474 to .904
across the constructs, and there was no cross-loading. The communalities of the items
ranged from .406 to .633.
After extracting factors, to confirm the proper number of factors, a scree plot was
also examined. Figure 4-1 displays the result of the scree plot. At the fifth factor, the
slope of the scree plot showed a break. Because only the factors above the break point—
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excluding the factor at the break point—are considered to be effective factors (Costello &
Osborne, 2005), the scree plot identified four factors for retention. Based on both the
eigenvalues and the scree plot, it was decided that the proper number of factors was four.

Table 4-6
Promax -Rotated Common Factor Matrix
Factor
4

Communalities

.018

-.091

.633

-.142

-.006

.094

.555

.793

.091

-.039

-.018

.620

.737

-.175

.030

.040

.477

-.179

.872

-.034

.016

.527

Reaching agreement

.030

.798

-.068

.002

.535

High performance standard

.026

.480

.123

.191

.461

Communicating with leader

.136

.474

.258

-.033

.488

-.092

-.141

.904

.069

.526

Energy

.022

.054

.734

-.120

.431

Engagement

.130

.033

.505

.197

.548

Interpersonal relationship with leader

.095

.159

.503

-.087

.423

Critical thinking

.084

.021

-.089

.732

.444

-.050

.203

-.096

.650

.441

Understanding job

.145

-.015

-.064

.635

.406

Self-development

-.136

-.095

.243

.633

.422

Eigenvalues

6.224

1.754

1.312

1.254

38.900

10.963

8.200

7.839

Item

1

2

3

Pursuing a common goal with leader

.808

.128

Goal alignment

.803

Sharing a common goal with leader
Embracing organizational goals
Courage to share honesty opinion

Activeness

Creativity

% of variance

Note. Factor loadings greater than .40 are shown in boldface. Principal axis factoring;
Promax rotation (Kappa = 4).
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Break

Eigenvalue = 1

Figure 4-1. Scree plot
Factor labeling
Each of the four factors identified was labeled considering the content of the
items belonging to each factor. The labeled factors represented the underlying dimensions
of the followership competencies required in the Korean organization context (see Table
4-7). The first factor is Goal Orientation (Factor 1). This factor represents followers’
awareness of the organizational goals, and it assesses the extent to which followers (a)
embrace organizational goals, (b) align their work goals with their organization’s goals,
(c) share the organizational goals with their leaders to achieve the goals, and (d) pursue
organizational goals in conjunction with their leaders.
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Table 4-7
Factor Labels for Items on the Factor Extracted
Factor Label

Item
[Pursuing a common goal with leader] I pursue the common goals
shared with my leader together to achieve the organizational goals.

Goal
Orientation
(Factor 1)

[Goal alignment] I align my goals at work with the organizational
goals.
[Sharing a common goal with leader] In achieving the organizational
goals, I share a common goal with my leader.
[Embracing organizational goals] I embrace my organization’s goals.
[Courage to share honest opinion] I do not hesitate to share my honest
opinions with my leader about our progress toward common goals
shared with him/her for the achievement of the organizational goals.

[Reaching agreement] In achieving the organizational goals, when I
disagree with my leader’s opinion, I try to reach an agreement through
Working
Toward Goals discussion rather than simply obeying the leader's opinion.
(Factor 2)
[High performance standard] I set a high performance standard in my
work to achieve the organizational goals.
[Communicating with Leader on Common Goals] I frequently
communicate with my leader to check whether we are on the same
page with our progress toward common goals.
[Activeness] In the workplace, I actively participate in everything that
I am involved in.
Enthusiasm
(Factor 3)

[Energy] I usually feel energetic in the workplace.
[Engagement] I am passionately engaged in my work to reach the
organizational goals.
[Interpersonal relationship with leader] I maintain a good relationship
with my leader.
[Critical Thinking] I think logically and analytically to make a rational
decision.

Intellectuality
(Factor 4)

[Creativity] I try to come up with a creative approach to solve a
problem or to cope with change.
[Understanding job] I understand what is expected of me in fulfilling
my job.
[Self-development] I constantly develop myself to be competent in
my work.
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The second factor is Working Toward Goals (Factor 2). This factor has to do with
followers’ approaches to achieving organizational goals and focusing on the process of
working toward those goals. Factor 2 measures (a) whether followers have the courage to
speak out against anything wrong with achieving organizational goals, (b) whether
followers are willing to talk with their leaders to reach agreement rather than simply
following leaders’ opinion when there is disagreement about the way to achieve
organizational goals, (c) whether followers desire to improve organizational performance
by setting a high performance standard, and (d) whether followers keep checking that
they are on the right track in working toward organizational goals by communicating
with their leaders.
The third factor is Enthusiasm (Factor 3). Factor 3 reflects how enthusiastic
followers are about their work. This factor assesses the extent to which (a) followers are
willing to actively participate in every business in the workplace, (b) they are energetic in
the workplace, (c) they are passionately engaged in their work, and (d) they make efforts
to maintain a good relationship with their leader.
The last factor is Intellectuality (Factor 4). This factor assesses whether followers
are able to utilize their intellectual capital for a better work performance. The
intellectuality factor asks whether followers are (a) capable of thinking in a logical and
analytical way, (b) able to derive creative ways to solve problems or to deal with changes,
(c) able to clearly understand their job assigned, and (d) continuing their efforts to be
more competent in their work.
In conclusion, as an answer to the first research question, 16 followership
competencies and four dimensions of the followership competencies were identified. The

98
first dimension was Goal Orientation—followership competencies under the first
dimension included (a) pursuing a common goal with leader, (b) goal alignment, (c)
sharing a common goal with leader, and (d) embracing organizational goals. The second
dimension was Working Toward Goals—competencies under the second dimension were
(a) courage to share honest opinion, (b) reaching agreement, (c) high performance
standard, and (d) communicating with leader on common goals. The third dimension was
Enthusiasm—competencies under the third dimension were (a) activeness, (b) energy, (c)
engagement, and (d) interpersonal relationship with leader. The last dimension was
Intellectuality—competencies under the fourth dimension were (a) critical thinking, (b)
creativity, (c) understanding job, and (d) self-development.
Question Two: Evidence of Factor Structure and Convergent and Discriminant
Validity from Factor Analysis
To confirm the factor structure of the developed followership instrument with
four factors and to provide evidence of its convergent validity and discriminant validity,
CFA was implemented with the second data set (N = 396). CFA was conducted using
LISREL for Windows (Version 8.8).
Preliminary data examination
Since the data set used for CFA contained missing values, the missing data
needed to be handled. First, the pattern of missing data was identified using both SPSS
20.0 and PRELIS. With SPSS 20.0, the result of Little’s missing completely at random
(MCAR) test (chi-squre = 207.789, df = 180, p = .076) showed that the missing values
were MCAR. In addition, the missing data pattern provided by PRELIS was examined,
but no significant missing pattern was observed. There were 23 missing values within the
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396 cases. If a listwise deletion was applied for those missing values, 23 cases (5.81%)
would be deleted, and the effective sample size would be only 373. Therefore, rather than
a listwise deletion, an imputation was implemented by expectation-maximization (EM)
algorithm using PRELIS.
Then, the descriptive statistics and normality of the imputed data were analyzed.
Table 4-8 exhibits mean, standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis; Table 4-9 displays
the test results for univariate normality; and Table 4-10 shows the test results for
multivariate normality. With regard to univariate normality, Table 4-9 shows that pvalues for skewness and kurtosis for several variables were significant, indicating that
those variables were non-normal. However, the actual skewness and kurtosis values in
Table 4-8 were within the acceptable range (-1 < skewnew < 1; Kurtosis < 8) except one
skewness value (-1.131). While they did not severely violate normality, it was concluded
that the data had very mild univariate non-normality; especially since there were 396
cases in the analysis.
In terms of multivariate normality, as shown in Table 4-10, p-values of skewness
and kurtosis were significant, indicating multivariate non-normality of the data. However,
relative multivariate kurtosis was 1.228, meaning that multivariate kurtosis of this data
set was 22.8% greater than that of a normal distribution, and was considered mildly nonnormal (< 1.5). To sum up, the data set had mild univariate and multivariate nonnormality.
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Table 4-8
Mean, Standard Deviation, Skewness, and Kurtosis (2nd Data Set)
2nd Data Set (N = 396)
Variable

Mean

St. Dev.

Skewness

Kurtosis

Pursuing a common goal with leader (F11)

4.043

.633

-.516

1.173

Goal alignment (F12)

4.015

.640

-.246

.210

Sharing a common goal with leader (F13)

3.992

.724

-.834

1.912

Embracing organizational goals (F14)

4.212

.617

-.622

1.588

Courage to share honesty opinion (F21)

3.722

.832

-.316

-.258

Reaching agreement (F22)

3.684

.795

-.498

.222

High performance standard (F23)

3.879

.740

-.293

-.138

Communicating with leader (F24)

3.646

.834

-.392

-.098

Activeness (F31)

4.051

.666

-.471

.649

Energy (F32)

3.854

.732

-.544

1.061

Engagement (F33)

4.068

.658

-.394

.430

Interpersonal relationship with leader (F34)

3.955

.755

-1.131

2.833

Critical thinking (F41)

4.109

.625

-.269

.264

Creativity (F42)

3.947

.708

-.570

1.143

Understanding job (F43)

4.121

.608

-.134

-.081

Self-development (F44)

3.922

.734

-.264

-.233

Note. St. Dev. = standard deviation.
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Table 4-9
Test of Univariate Normality
Skewness

Kurtosis

Skewness and Kurtosis

Variable

z-Score

p-Value

z-Score

p-Value

Chi-Square

p-Value

F11

-4.022

.000

3.340

.001

27.326

.000

F12

-1.998

.046

.911

.362

4.823

.090

F13

-6.068

.000

4.502

.000

57.096

.000

F14

-4.750

.000

4.040

.000

38.880

.000

F21

-2.550

.011

-1.116

.264

7.748

.021

F22

-3.894

.000

.952

.341

16.074

.000

F23

-2.371

.018

-.501

.617

5.873

.053

F24

-3.127

.002

-.314

.753

9.878

.007

F31

-3.702

.000

2.205

.027

18.568

.000

F32

-4.221

.000

3.124

.002

27.571

.000

F33

-3.136

.002

1.612

.107

12.437

.002

F34

-7.663

.000

5.544

.000

89.465

.000

F41

-2.178

.029

1.095

.273

5.941

.051

F42

-4.398

.000

3.284

.001

30.129

.000

F43

-1.100

.271

-.236

.814

1.266

.531

F44

-2.138

.033

-.979

.327

5.528

.063

Table 4-10
Test of Multivariate Normality
Skewness

Kurtosis

Skewneess and Kurtosis

Value

z-score

p-value

Value

z-score

p-value

Chi-square

p-value

36.763

26.557

.000

353.771

15.188

.000

935.960

.000
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Model specification
In the previous part of the study, EFA suggested that the measurement model
assess four factors relating to followership competencies. For that reason, a first-order
CFA model with four factors was specified (see Figure 4-2). This first-order
measurement model was a standard CFA model in that (a) each indicator was continuous
variable and had two causes—a factor and an effort term; (b) the measurement errors
were not correlated with each other and factors; and (c) the factors were assumed to
covary (Kline, 2011).

Goal
Orientation

ξ1

1.0
λ21
λ31
λ41

F11

X1

δ1

F12

X2

δ2

F13

X3

δ3

F14

X4

δ4

F21

X5

δ5

F22

X6

δ6

F23

X7

δ7

F24

X8

δ8

F31

X9

δ9

F32

X10

δ10

F33

X11

δ11

F34

X12

δ12

F41

X13

δ13

F42

X14

δ14

F43

X15

δ15

F44

X16

δ16

ϕ21
Working
Toward Goals

ϕ31
ϕ41

ξ2

1.0
λ62
λ72
λ82

ϕ32

Enthusiasm

ϕ42

ξ3

1.0
λ10,3
λ11,3
λ12,3

ϕ43
Intellectuality

ξ4

1.0
λ14,4
λ15,4
λ16,4

Figure 4-2. Hypothesized first-order CFA model with LISREL notation
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Model identification
The first-order CFA model (see Figure 4-2) had 38 free parameters, including 12
factor loadings (λ21 – λ16,4), four variances (ξ1 – ξ4), and six covariances (ϕ21 – ϕ43), and
16 measurement error variances (δ1 – δ16) and 136 observations calculated using the
equation, p(p+1)/2, where p is the number of indicators. This CFA model was overidentified in that it had fewer free parameters than observations (dfM > 0). Also, because
this model was a standard CFA model that had more than 2 factors with more than 2
indicators, it could be identified (Kline, 2011). Therefore, the first-order CFA model
could be estimated.
Estimating and evaluating model fit
As the starting point of the estimation, a one-factor CFA model was estimated
first because there were few theories on the underlying factors of followership
competencies (Kline, 2011). Due to the mild non-normality of the data, robust maximum
likelihood (ML) was employed as an estimation method. The Satorra-Bentler scaled chisquare for the one-factor CFA model was 860.356 (df = 104; p ≤ .001), which meant that
the model did not fit the data. Because the chi-square is sensitive to sample size, other fit
indices were also checked (RMSEA = .136; CFI = .885; SRMR = .0908). Table 4-11
exhibits the fit indices of the one-factor CFA model. A model fit is acceptable when
RMSEA is less than .08 (Browne & Cudeck, 1993), CFI is greater than .95 (Hu & Bentler,
1999), and SRMR is less than .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). According to these calculated fit
indices, the model fit of the one-factor CFA model was not acceptable, and there was a
justification for examining more complicated CFA models (i.e., the first-order CFA
model specified).
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Next, the model fit of the first-order CFA model with four factors was estimated.
As with the one-factor model, a robust ML estimation method was used due to the mild
non-normality of the data. First, the overall model fit of the first-order CFA model was
examined. Table 4-11 displays the fit indices for the model. The Satorra-Bentler scaled
chi-square for the first-order CFA model was 329.833 (df = 98; p ≤ .001), which meant
that the model did not fit the data. Because chi-square is sensitive to sample size,
RMSEA, CFI, and SRMR were also examined: RMSEA = .0774 (< .08; Browne &
Cudeck, 1993), CFI = .965 (> .95; Hu & Bentler, 1999), and SRMR = .0583 (< .08; Hu &
Bentler, 1999). These fit indices indicated that the first-order CFA model was acceptable
and provided evidence of factor structure of the first-order measurement model with four
factors.
Table 4-11
Fit Indices for One-Factor CFA Model and First-Order (Four Factor) CFA Model
Model

S-B χ2

df

RMSEA

CFI

SRMR

One-Factor Model

860.356**

104

.1360

.885

.0908

First-Order Model

329.833**

98

.0774

.965

.0583

Note. N = 396. S-B χ2 = Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square; df = degree of freedom.
**
p < .001.
Although the fit indices in Table 4-11 showed the first-order CFA model with
four factors was a better model, to confirm this, the one-factor model was compared to
the first-order model with four factors. The chi-square difference statistic (Δχ2) was
employed to test the statistical significance of the decrement or improvement in overall
fits between two nested models. It was used to test the equal-fit hypothesis for two nested
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models (Kline, 2011). Because these two models were nested and a robust ML estimation
method was used due to the mild non-normality of the data, a Satorra-Bentler scaled chisquare difference test was conducted to compare these two nested models. The SatorraBentler statistic is one of the corrected model test statistics, which reflects the degree of
non-normality in the data (Kline, 2011). Table 4-12 shows the Satorra-Bentler scaled chisquare difference test. The Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square difference between the two
models was statistically significant: Δχ2 = 700.074 ~ χ2 (6), p ≤ .001. The result of the chisquare difference test showed that these two models were statistically different, indicating
the constrained (one-factor) model was significantly worse than the first-order (fourfactor) model. Therefore, this study confirmed that the followership competency
instrument had four underlying dimensions.
Table 4-12
Chi-Square Difference Test for the Satorra-Bentler Scaled Chi-Square
One-Factor Model (M0)

First-Order Model (M1)

Degree of Freedom (df)

104

98

Regular chi-square (T)

904.724 (p = .000)

383.169 (p = .000)

Scaled chi-square (TR)

860.356 (p = .000)

329.833 (p = .000)

1.052

1.162

Scaling correction factor (C)
Difference test scaling
correction (CD)
Satorra-Bentler scaled chisquare difference (TRd)

(104 * 1.052 – 98 * 1.162) / 6 = (109.408 – 113.876) / 6
= -0.745
(904.724 - 383.169) / 0.745 = 700.074 ~ χ2 (6)
p = .0000

Note. C = T/TR; CD = (dfM0*CM0 – dfM1*CM1)/(dfM0-dfM1); TRd = (TM0 – TM1)/CD. M0 =
Constrained model; M1 = General model.
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For evidence of convergent validity from factor analysis of the first-order CFA
model, factor loadings, average variance extracted (AVE), and construct reliability were
examined. Figure 4-3 provides the standardized parameter estimates of the first-order
CFA models with four factors. All factor loadings were statistically significant at the .05
significance level, and the standardized loading estimates ranged from .608 to .866,
which were higher than the rule of thumb, .50 or higher (Hair et al., 2010).

Goal
Orientation

.866
.712
.790
.635

F11

.251

F12

.493

F13

.376

F14

.596

F21

.518

F22

.463

F23

.474

F24

.521

F31

.417

F32

.522

F33

.431

F34

.631

F41

.436

F42

.529

F43

.525

F44

.587

.560

.622

.521

Working
Toward Goals

.694
.733
.725
.692

.725

.700

Enthusiasm

.764
.691
.754
.608

.671

Intellectuality

.751
.687
.689
.643

Figure 4-3. Standardized parameter estimates of the first-order CFA. All parameter
estimates are significant at the .05 significance level.
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In addition, average variance extracted (AVE) was calculated using the following
equation (Hair et al., 2010):
AVE = !

!
!
!!! !"

!

The Li represents the standardized factor loading, and i is the number of items. The
calculation results of AVE were .571 for Factor 1, .506 for Factor 2, .500 for Factor 3,
.481 for Factor 4, and .514 for the overall scale. The recommended AVE value for
adequate convergence is .50 or higher (Hair et al., 2010), and all AVE values except
Factor 4 were greater than .50.
Using the CFA results, construct reliability was also calculated using the
following equation (Hair et al., 2010):
Construct Reliability =

!
!
!!! !"
!
!
!
!!! !" ! !!! !"

The Li represents the standardized factor loading, i is the number of items, and ei
represents the error variance. Construct reliability were .840 for Factor 1, .804 for Factor
2, .799 for Factor 3, .787 for Factor 4, and .944 for the overall scale, which were higher
than the suggested reliability, .70 or higher (Hair et al., 2010). Although the AVE value
for Factor 4 was slightly lower than the recommendation, standardized factor loading
estimates and construct reliability provided evidence of the first-order CFA model’s
convergent validity from factor analysis.
Discriminant validity from factor analysis of the first-order CFA model was also
examined by setting the correlations between any two latent variables to 1.0 and by
comparing the model fit of the first-order CFA model with the constrained model fit
values. Table 4-13 shows the Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square difference test results. In
each constrained model, a correlation between two latent variables was set to 1.0. For
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example, in the constrained model (F1-F2), the correlation between Factor 1 (Goal
Orientation) and Factor 2 (Working Toward Goals) was set to 1.0. Each constrained
model was compared to the first-order model by conducting a Satorra-Bentler scaled chisquare difference test, and the test results were displayed in Table 4-13.
Table 4-13
The Satorra-Bentler Chi-Square Difference Test between the First-Order Model and the
Constrained Models
χ2

S-B χ2

df

RMSEA

CFI

SRMR

Δχ2, p-value

First-Order Model

383.169** 329.833**

98

.0774

.965

.0583

Constrained Model (F1-F2)

674.246** 691.576** 101

.1220

.910

.0817

56.784, p = .000

Constrained Model (F1-F3)

630.501** 613.453** 101

.1130

.922

.0793

73.901, p = .000

Constrained Model (F1-F4)

684.967** 695.340** 101

.1220

.910

.0875

63.077, p = .000

Constrained Model (F2-F3)

486.019** 424.746** 101

.0901

.951

.0615 179.092, p = .000

Constrained Model (F2-F4)

497.201** 449.916** 101

.0935

.947

.0645 153.244, p = .000

Constrained Model (F3-F4)

521.944** 474.272** 101

.0967

.943

.0681 154.477, p = .000

2

Note. S-B χ = Satorra-Bentler chi-square; df = degree of freedom. Factors whose
correlation was set to 1.0 are in parentheses.
**p < .01
As shown in Table 4-13, all Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square differences between
the constrained models and the first-order model were statistically significant, indicating
all constrained models were significantly worse than the first-order model. These results
provided evidence of the first-order CFA model’s discriminant validity from factor
analysis, which meant that each construct under the first-order CFA model was
measuring a unique concept (Hair et al., 2010).
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Model re-specification
Although evidence of the factor structure of the first-order (four-factor) model
and its convergent and discriminant validity from factor analysis was provided earlier,
alternative models could be considered because other possible models might exist
(Jöreskog, 1993; Kline, 2011). This study suggested two possible alternative models. The
first alternative model was specified based on the correlation residuals (Kline, 2011).
Table 4-14 reports correlation residuals, corresponding to fitted residuals in LISREL
(Kline, 2011), for the first-order (4-factor) CFA model. The absolute values of the
correlation residuals greater than .10 indicate a possible lack of model fit to the data
(Kline, 2011).
Table 4-14
Fitted Residuals for the First-Order CFA Model
F11 F12 F13 F14 F21 F22 F23 F24 F31 F32 F33 F34 F41 F42 F43 F44
F11
F12
F13
F14
F21
F22
F23
F24
F31
F32
F33
F34
F41
F42
F43
F44

.000
-.015 .000
.013 -.010 .000
-.001 .054 -.033 .000
-.044 -.067 -.045 -.070 .000
-.023 -.012 -.017 -.038 .092 .000
.033 .027 .035 -.008 -.030 -.014 .000
.043 .040 .091 -.016 -.012 -.018 -.016 .000
-.026 .007 -.031 -.003 -.045 -.067 -.009 .020 .000
-.017 -.027 -.017 -.024 -.038 -.004 .003 .035 .024 .000
.023 .043 .006 .024 -.030 -.009 .068 .024 .012 -.029 .000
.033 .002 .036 -.029 .025 .002 -.014 .108 -.013 .055 -.045 .000
-.007 .021 .018 .003 -.008 -.020 .022 .001 .001 -.029 .006 .012 .000
-.025 -.001 .007 -.022 .019 .003 .044 .008 -.014 -.028 .029 -.041 -.005 .000
-.008 .038 .008 .013 -.019 -.031 .027 -.018 -.018 -.038 .022 .008 .020 -.020 .000
-.002 -.004 -.009 -.001 -.071 -.058 .079 .002 .031 -.014 .043 .008 -.023 .033 -.003 .000

Note. Fitted residuals greater than .10 are shown in boldface.
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As shown in Table 4-14, the largest absolute fitted residual was .108 for the
covariance between F24 (communicating with leader) and F34 (interpersonal relationship
with leader). The standardized factor loading of F24 on its original factor (Factor 2;
Working Toward Goals) was .692, and its squared standardized loading (R2smc) was .479,
meaning 47.9% of the variance of the indicator. The standardized loading of F34 on its
original factor (Factor 3; Enthusiasm) was .608 (R2smc = .370). Given the meanings of the
indicators and the moderate squared standardized loadings, F34 could have loaded on
both Factor 2 and Factor 3. Therefore, the first-order CFA model was respecified as
shown in Figure 4-4.
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Figure 4-4. Hypothesized modified first-order CFA model with LISREL notation
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This modified CFA model (see Figure 4-4) had 39 free parameters, including 13
factor loadings (λ21 – λ16,4), four variances (ξ1 – ξ4), and six covariances (ϕ21 – ϕ43), and
16 measurement error variances (δ1 – δ16) and 136 observations calculated using the
equation, p(p+1)/2, where p is the number of indicators. This modified CFA model was
over-identified because it had fewer free parameters than observations (dfM > 0). This
modified CFA model was a nonstandard CFA model because this model contained a
complex indicator, which meant an indicator loaded on more than two factors (Kline,
2011). This nonstandard CFA model was identified because it satisfied the following
rules (Kenny, Kashy, and Bolger, 1998, pp. 253‒254):
1. Each factor on which the complex indicator loads had at least three indicators
whose errors are uncorrelated with each other.
2. Every pair of those factors satisfied the rule that each factor had an indicator that
did not have an error correlation with a corresponding indicator on the other
factor of that pair.
Therefore, the modified first-order CFA model with four factors was identified and could
be estimated.
The overall model fit of the modified first-order CFA model was examined (see
Table 4-15). The Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square was 324.668 (df = 97; p = .000),
meaning that this model did not fit the data. Due to the sensitivity of chi-square to sample
size, RMSEA, CFI, and SRMR were also examined: RMSEA = .0771 (< .08; Browne &
Cudeck, 1993), CFI = .965 (> .95; Hu & Bentler, 1999), and SRMR = .0579 (< .08; Hu &
Bentler, 1999). These fit indices indicated that the modified first-order CFA model was
acceptable.
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Table 4-15
Fit Indices for the First-Order CFA Model and the Modified First-Order CFA Model
χ2

S-B χ2

df

RMSEA

CFI

SRMR

First-Order Model

383.169**

329.833**

98

.0774

.965

.0583

Modified First-Order Model

378.400**

324.668**

97

.0771

.965

.0579

Model

2

Note. N = 396. S-B χ = Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square.
**
p < .001.
Because the fit indices of the modified first-order CFA model were very close to
the fit indices of the original first-order CFA model, these two models were compared to
identify a better model. They were nested, so a Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square
difference test was implemented. Test results showed that the difference between these
two models was statistically significant at the .05 significance level: Δχ2 = 6.013 ~ χ2(1), p
= .0142. This indicated that the original first-order CFA model was significantly worse
than the modified model, so the modified model could be considered as a better model.
Figure 4-5 shows the modified first-order CFA result with the standardized
parameter estimates. All parameter estimates were statistically significant at the .05
signioficance level. However, as seen in Figure 4-5, the standardized factor loading
estimates ranged from .183 to .865, and the indicator F34 had standardized factor
loadings lower than the rule of thumb, .50 (.183 on Factor 2; .455 on Factor 3).
Therefore, this modified first-order CFA model was not appropriate as an alternative
model although the Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square difference test showed the modified
model was a better model. For this reason, another alternative model was suggested.
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Figure 4-5. Standardized parameter estimates of the modified first-order CFA. All
parameter estimates are significant at the .05 significance level.
As the second possible althernative model, a higher-order CFA model was
suggested. A second-order CFA model could be specified as a possible alternative model
because the model had more than three factors that could be the first-order factors, and
each first-order factor could have more than two indicators. Figure 4-6 depicts a secondorder CFA model that has one second-order factor with four first-order factors, each of
which had four items, respectively. This second-order measurement model was a
standard CFA model in that (a) each indicator was a continuous variable and had two
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contributors, a factor and an effort term; (b) the measurement errors were not correlated
with each other and the factors; and (c) the factors were assumed to covary (Kline, 2011).
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Figure 4-6. Hypothesized second-order CFA model with LISREL notation
The second-order CFA model (see Figure 4-6) had 36 free parameters, including
12 first-order regression coefficients (λ21 – λ16,4), four second order regression
coefficients (γ11 – γ41), 16 measurement error variances (ε1 – ε16), and four residual error
terms (ζ1 – ζ1); the number of observations was 153. The second-order CFA model was
over-identified in that the number of free parameters was fewer than the number of
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observations (dfM > 0). In addition, this was a standard CFA model that had more than 2
factors with more than 2 indicators. Therefore, the second-order CFA model with a
second-order factor and four-first order factors were identified and could be estimated.
The overall model fit of the second-order CFA model was examined. As shown in
Table 4-16, the Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square for the second-order CFA model was
330.850 (df = 100; p = .000), which meant that the model did not fit the data. However,
chi-square is sensitive to sample size, and thus RMSEA, CFI, and SRMR were also
examined: RMSEA = .0764 (< .08; Browne & Cudeck, 1993), CFI = .965 (> .95; Hu &
Bentler, 1999), and SRMR = .0590 (< .08; Hu & Bentler, 1999). These fit indices
indicated that the second-order CFA model was acceptable.
Table 4-16
Fit Indices for the First-Order CFA Model and the Second-Order CFA Model
χ2

S-B χ2

df

RMSEA

CFI

SRMR

First-Order Model

383.169**

329.833**

98

.0774

.965

.0583

Second-Order Model

386.253**

330.850**

100

.0764

.965

.0590

Model

Note. N = 396. S-B χ2 = Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square.
**
p < .001.
The fit indices of the second-order CFA model were very close to the fit indices
for the first-order CFA model (see Table 4-16). In order to identify a better model, these
two models were compared. Because the first-order model and the second-order model
were nested and a robust ML estimation was used, a Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square
difference test was conducted to compare these two nested models. Results indicated that
the difference between the two models was not statistically significant: Δχ2 = 2.184 ~ χ2
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(2),

p = .3355. When model fit measures for the two models are similar, normally the

simpler model is preferred over the complex model based on the parsimony principle
(Kline, 2011). Although the second-order CFA model was parsimonious compared to the
first-order CFA model in terms of degrees of freedom, the second-order CFA model was
not considered a simpler one because it had two levels whereas the first-order CFA model
had only one level (Hair et al., 2010). Therefore, based on the fit indices and the SatorraBentler scaled chi-square difference test, this investigator concluded that the secondorder CFA model had the same level of model fit as the first-order CFA model.
The standardized parameter estimates of the second-order CFA models are
displayed in Figure 4-7. All factor loadings were statistically significant at the .05
significance level, and the standardized loading estimates ranged from .607 to .865,
which were higher than the rule of thumb, .50 or higher (Hair et al., 2010). Therefore, it
was concluded that there was evidence of factor structure of the second-order CFA
model, and the followership competency instrument developed in this study represented a
unidimensional measure with four sub-factors.
In conclusion, to answer research question two, CFA was conducted. Results
confirmed the factor structure hypothesized through EFA; evidence of convergent
validity and discriminant validity from factor analysis was offered. Additionally, a
second-order factor analysis confirmed that the followership competency instrument was
unidimensional.
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Figure 4-7. Standardized parameter estimates of the second-order CFA. All parameter
estimates are significant at the .05 significance level.
Question Three: Internal Consistency Reliability
The internal consistency reliability was explored using SPSS 20.0. Table 4-17
exhibits the results of Cronbach’s alpha coefficient test and corrected item-total
correlations with the first and second data sets (1st data set N = 267; 2nd data set N = 396).
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the overall followership summated scale score was .892
with the first data set and .900 with the second data set. With the first data set,
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .853 for Factor 1, .799 for Factor 2, .784 for Factor 3,
and .769 for Factor 4. With the second data set, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .840 for
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Factor 1, .805 for Factor 2, .795 for Factor 3, and .780 for Factor 4. With the first data set,
the corrected item-total correlation of each item was between .458 and .669 for the
overall scale and between .490 and .752 for the subscale. With the second data set, the
corrected item-total correlation of each item ranged from .434 to .673 for the overall scale
and from .536 to .753 for the subscale.
Table 4-17
Mean, Standard Deviation, Cronbach’s alpha, and Item-Total Correlation
1st Data Set (N = 267)

2nd Data Set (N = 396)

Corrected Item-Total
Correlation
Factor
Goal
Orientation

Working
Toward
Goals

Enthusiasm

Intellectuality

SD

Main
scale

Subscale

F11

4.04 .626

.630

.752

F12

4.02 .640

.537

.702

F13

4.00 .747

.596

.707

F14

4.19 .826

.458

F21

3.68 .747

F22

Corrected Item-Total
Correlation
SD

Main
scale

Subscale

4.06 .612

.625

.753

4.04 .614

.540

.678

4.02 .727

.589

.668

.638

4.21 .575

.434

.605

.464

.631

3.67 .807

.521

.648

3.64 .791

.544

.684

3.62 .786

.578

.681

F23

3.83 .725

.619

.577

3.80 .701

.659

.580

F24

3.60 .812

.638

.560

3.60 .798

.642

.575

F31

3.99 .697

.563

.672

4.00 .679

.611

.673

F32

3.78 .725

.531

.621

3.79 .732

.542

.650

F33

4.04 .672

.669

.593

4.06 .661

.673

.576

F34

3.92 .764

.521

.490

3.90 .766

.544

.536

F41

4.08 .609

.552

.616

4.07 .591

.594

.618

F42

3.95 .718

.520

.571

3.94 .693

.540

.598

F43

4.09 .617

.520

.549

4.07 .630

.538

.581

F44

3.90 .726

.483

.558

3.87 .718

.510

.558

Variable M

α

.853

.799

.784

.769

Cronbach’s alpha for the scale = .892

Note. Listwise deletion.

M

α

.840

.805

.795

.780

Cronbach’s alpha for the scale = .900
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According to Hinkin (1995, 1998, 2005) and Nunnally and Bernstein (1994), a
newly developed instrument should attain a minimum Cronbach’s alpha of .70. Because
all Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the overall scale and subscales were over .70 in both
data sets, the followership competency instrument developed in this study was reliable in
terms of internal consistency. Also, the fact that all corrected item-total correlations in the
first and second data sets were greater than .40, which was a cutoff criterion in this study,
supported the finding that the followership competency instrument had internal
consistency reliability. In addition to Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, construct reliability,
which was calculated for convergent validity from factor analysis in the earlier part of
this chapter, also provided evidence of internal consistency reliability. Construct
reliability was .840 for Factor 1, .804 for Factor 2, .799 for Factor 3, .787 for Factor 4,
and .944 for the overall scale.
In conclusion, to answer research question three, the internal consistency
reliability was assessed. Since all values for Cronbach’s alpha and construct reliability for
each factor and the overall scale were greater than .70, the followership competency
instrument developed in this study was reliable in terms of internal consistency.
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter summarizes the research process and findings, provides a discussion
on the findings, and suggests implications for both academic researchers and WLP
practitioners. Also, study limitations and recommendations for future research are
discussed.
Summary
This study was initiated to draw attention to followership and develop a valid and
reliable followership competency instrument. In that leadership is a process of
influencing a group of individuals to accomplish a common goal (Northouse, 2010;
Roach & Behling, 1984), leadership without effective followership by organizational
members may not be able to achieve organizational goals. Therefore, along with
leadership, followership should be regarded as one of the critical elements in
organizational success. However, leadership has received much attention while the topic
of followership has been relatively neglected (Baker, 2007; Yukl, 2006). This unbalanced
focus on leadership and followership has been the case not only in practice but also in
academia. Researchers’ indifference to the topic of followership has led to a dearth of
attempts to develop valid and reliable followership instruments; in turn, the absence of a
valid and reliable instrument has limited empirical research on followership. Therefore,
the purposes of this study were to develop a followership competency instrument and
provide evidence of its factor structure, convergent and discriminant validity from factor
analysis, and reliability by posing research questions, as follows:
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1. What competencies characterize effective followers in a Korean
manufacturing company?
2. To what extent can the evidence of factor structure of the newly developed
instrument and its convergent and discriminant validity from factor analysis
be identified?
3. How reliable is the measure to assess competencies required for effective
followers?
To answer the research questions, this study was conducted in two phases. The
first phase involved development of a followership competency instrument, and the
second phase focused on testing its reliability and validity in terms of factor structure and
convergent and discriminant validity from factor analysis. The target population was a
large Korean manufacturing company with more than 100,000 employees as of
December 2012, and the sample was selected from among its employees. In the first
phase, a total of 106 employees participated in the survey, providing their opinions on
followership competencies required in the Korean work environment. In the second
phase, data were gathered twice. The first data set was composed of 276 responses
collected for exploratory factor analysis (EFA), and the second data set, composed of 396
responses, was gathered for confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Then, both data sets
were used in the internal consistency reliability test.
In the first phase, initial instrument items were generated through an inductive
approach. Both the extensive literature review and the survey were employed to generate
followership competency items that reflect effective followers’ characteristics in the
Korean work environment. The followership competencies collected from the existing
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literature and the survey responses from 106 employees were sorted using an open coding
approach frequently used in a qualitative study; using a 5-point Likert-type scale 40
initial items were generated. These items were reviewed by six Korean subject matter
experts to evaluate whether they were relevant to assessing followership competencies in
a Korean work environment. As a result, 10 items judged irrelevant were removed—
using the remaining 30 items the initial followership competency instrument was created.
Before survey administration, a pilot test was conducted with 27 participants who worked
for the target organization. The pilot test showed that the reliability of the overall scale
was satisfactory (α = .929). Based on feedback from the pilot test, the instrument was
polished and then distributed to the sample to collect data for Phase 2 analysis.
In the second step, first, EFA was implemented with the data set comprised of 276
cases to identify underlying dimensions of followership competencies and to reduce the
number of items. The number was reduced to 16 items, and four underlying dimensions
(i.e., factors) were identified: Goal Orientation, Working Toward Goals, Enthusiasm, and
Intellectuality. Four items fell under each factor, respectively: (a) pursuing a common
goal with leader, goal alignment, sharing a common goal with leader, and embracing
organizational goals under Goal Orientation; (b) courage to share honest opinions,
reaching agreement, high performance standards, and communicating with leader on
common goals under Working Toward Goals; (c) activeness, energy, engagement, and
interpersonal relationship with leader under Enthusiasm; and (d) critical thinking,
creativity, understanding jobs, and self-development under Intellectuality.
Second, to locate evidence of factor structure and convergent and discriminant
validity from factor analysis, a CFA was conducted with the data set comprised of 396
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cases. This data set included missing values, which were missing completely at random
(MCAR) according to Little’s MCAR test (χ2 = 207.789, df = 180, p = .076). To deal
with these missing values, an imputation using an expectation-maximization (EM)
algorithm was implemented. Because the data set showed a mild non-normality, robust
maximum likelihood (ML) estimation was employed.
First, CFA for a one-factor model with 16 items was implemented—the result
revealed that the one-factor model was not acceptable (Satorra-Bentler scaled χ2 =
860.356 [df = 104, p = .000]; RMSEA = .136; CFI = .885; SRMR = .0908). Hence, a
first-order (four-factor) CFA model with 16 items was specified and estimated. Although
the Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square, which is sensitive to the sample size, was
significant (χ2 = 329.833; df = 98; p = .000), other fit indices showed that the first-order
CFA model was acceptable (RMSEA = .0774; CFI = .965; SRMR = .0583). Although the
fit indices already proved that the first-order CFA model with four factors was a better
model compared to the one-factor model, a model comparison between the one-factor
model and the first-order model with four factors was also conducted to ensure that the
first-order model with four factors was better. The result of the model comparison
showed that the Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square difference between the two models was
statistically significant: Δχ2 = 700.074 ~ χ2 (6), p = .000. Therefore, it was confirmed that
the one-factor model was significantly worse than the first-order model with four factors.
All factor loadings of the first-order CFA model with four factors were
significantly significant at the .05 significance level, and its standardized factor loadings
ranged from .608 to .866. Average variance extracted (AVE) were .571 for Factor 1, .506
for Factor 2, .500 for Factor 3, .481 for Factor 4, and .514 for the overall scale, and
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construct reliability were .840 for Factor 1, .804 for Factor 2, .799 for Factor 3, .787 for
Factor 4, and .944 for the overall scale. Factor loadings, AVE, and construct reliability
provided evidence of the first-order CFA model’s convergent validity from factor
analysis. Discriminant validity from factor analysis of the first-order CFA model was also
examined by setting the correlations between any two latent variables to 1.0 and
comparing this constrained model with the original first-order CFA model. As a result, it
was proved that the original first-order CFA model was a better mode than any
constrained model, and evidence of the first-order CFA model’s discriminant validity
from factor analysis was found.
While the first-order CFA model with four factors was proved to be an acceptable
model, alternative models were specified to seek other available models. This study
proposed a modified first-order CFA model with a complex indicator loaded on more
than one factor and a second-order CFA model with one second-order factor and four
first-order factors as alternative models and estimated these alternative models. First, the
modified first-order CFA model showed acceptable fit indices (RMSEA = .0771; CFI
= .965; SRMR = .0579) although Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square for this model was
significant (χ2 = 324.668; df = 97; p = .000). However, the standardized factor loadings of
this model ranged .183 to .865, and the complex indicator loaded on two factors had
standardized factor loadings lower than the rule of thumb, .50 (.183 on Factor 2; .455 on
Factor 3). Therefore, it was concluded that the modified first-order CFA model with a
complex indicator loaded on two factors was not appropriate as an alternative model.
Second, the model fit of the second-order CFA model provided evidence of factor
structure (RMSEA = .0764; CFI = .965; SRMR = .0590) although Satorra-Bentler scaled
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chi-square for this model was significant (χ2 = 330.850; df = 100; p = .000). All factor
loadings of the second-order CFA model were statistically significant at the .05
significance level, and the standardized factor loading estimates ranged from .607 to .865.
The second-order CFA model was compared with the first-order CFA model—the
Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square difference between the two models was not statistically
significant—Δχ2 = 2.184 ~ χ2 (2), p = .3355—nor statistically different. Therefore, it was
concluded that the second-order CFA model had the same level of model fit to the firstorder CFA model, and this result provided evidence that the followership competency
instrument was unidimensional.
Lastly, the reliability of the scale developed was tested in terms of internal
consistency with the two data sets gathered for EFA and CFA. For the first data set, the
reliability of the overall scale was .892, and the reliability of the sub-scale ranged
from .769 to .853. For the second data set, the reliability of the overall scale was .900,
and the reliability of the sub-scale ranged from .780 to .840. Construct reliability from the
CFA results was .944 for the overall scale, and construct reliability of each factor ranged
from .787 to .840. Since the reliability of the newly developed instrument was higher
than .70, the followership competency instrument developed in this study was reliable in
terms of internal consistency.
Conclusion
This research was motivated by the fact that the topic of followership has been
relatively neglected compared to that of leadership in academia as well as practice
although most workforce members are followers who should be considered important
human resources in organizational success. This study was initiated to shed new light on
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the importance of followership to organizational success, developed a followership
competency instrument, and provided evidence of factor structure, convergent and
discriminant validity from factor analysis, and reliability.
A followership competency instrument was developed and its initial construct
validity and reliability were assessed in a Korean conglomerate. To generate instrument
items, both the literature on this topic written in the Western context and findings from a
survey of Korean workers were reviewed to reconcile cultural differences in perspectives
on the characteristics of effective followers. There seemed to be little difference in
followership competencies between these two sources—in other words, most
competencies identified on the survey were also found in the literature on competencies.
With few exceptions, such as sense of humor, tact, sycophancy, working speedily, etc.,
which were offered in survey answers, these items were excluded because (a) these
competencies did not correspond with the definition of effective follower adopted in this
study, and/or (b) these competencies were mentioned by only a few survey participants.
The reason for the few cultural differences in followership competency could be
explained by globalization. The world has been globalized; further, the target
organization was a global company that had several overseas branches and employed
many foreign employees. As globalization advances, companies with a global reach, like
the target organization, inevitably require global competencies to survive in a competitive
globalized business world (Morrison, 2000). In this regard, followers are required to
possess competencies that make them competitive in the globalized business market.
The instrument was developed to measure competencies that should be found in
effective followers as contributors to organizational success. However, some items in this
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followership competency instrument may be similar to items used to measure leadership
competencies. For example, on the servant leadership questionnaire (Liden, Wayne, Zhao,
& Henderson, 2008), questions about understanding the organization and its goals and
involvement in community activities are similar to items on the followership
questionnaire, and the leadership trait questionnaire (Northouse, 2010) asks whether one
is able to communicate effectively, stay on goals, and get along well with others. These
similarities between followership competencies and leadership competencies are natural
in that effective followership is a prerequisite for effective leadership.
Followership as a natural antecedent to leadership is not the same as leadership
(Hughes, Ginnett, & Curphy, 1999). A great leader is first a follower, so being a
competent follower is a part of the process of becoming an effective leader. Also, this
study viewed leadership as a process through which a leader influences others to achieve
a common goal (Northouse, 2010; Roach & Behling, 1984), and the core concept of
followership taken in this study is to share a common goal with a leader and pursue it
together as a conative organizational member (Chaleff, 2003; Kelley, 1988). Given these
definitions of leadership and followership, followership and leadership should not be
considered discrete concepts—in fact, a common area may exist between followership
competencies and leadership competencies although there are unique competencies for
followers and for leaders. Figure 5-1 depicts the relationship between followership
competencies and leadership competencies as main roles performed in organization
change. This study interpreted common competencies from the follower’s view because
this instrument was developed to measure the follower’s competencies.
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Figure 5-1. Relationship between followership competencies and leadership
competencies
This study proved that followership competency is unidimensional by conducting
a higher-order factor analysis. In the EFA stage, this study used an oblique rotation to
identify underlying factors, assuming that these were correlated with one another.
According to Gorsuch (1983):
Rotating obliquely in factor analysis implies that the factors do overlap and that
there are, therefore, broader areas of generalizability than just a primary factor.
Implicit in all oblique rotations are higher-order factors. It is recommended that
these be extracted and examined so that the investigator may gain the fullest
possible understanding of the data. (p. 255)
Therefore, this study implemented a second-order CFA to prove the unidimensionality of
the newly developed instrument. Through a first-order CFA, the four sub-factors, which
were correlated with each other, were identified, and through a second-order CFA, the
underlying general factor of these four sub-factors was identified (Gorsuch, 1983). This
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factor generalizability enabled a broad perspective on the scale (Thompson, 1990). This
study proved that followership competency, which is the concept to be measured via this
newly developed instrument, was a unidimensional concept with four correlated subfactors: Goal Orientation, Working Toward Goals, Enthusiasm, and Intellectuality.
Study findings have implications for both academia and practice. First, from the
academic researchers’ perspective, this study may provide a starting point for empirical
research studies on followership (Kilburn, 2010). As Baker (2006) insisted, empirical
study of followership has been limited. Schwab (1999) suggested three empirical research
components: cases, measures, and scores. Cases refer to the objects that a researcher
wishes to investigate in an empirical study; measures mean an instrument employed to
obtain scores on the cases; and scores represent the data or information on the cases
gathered utilizing the measures used. Therefore, without reliable and valid measures, it
might be difficult to conduct empirical studies. As noted by Kilburn (2010), the
development of followership research as a part of leadership requires a valid and reliable
followership instrument. In this sense, this study may contribute to followership research
by providing a followership competency instrument with evidence of factor structure,
convergent and discriminant validity from factor analysis, and internal consistency
reliability. This effort needs to be continued in the interest of followership research in
academia, enabling additional studies on its reliability and validity tests and on
relationships with other relevant concepts that may influence followership. Then,
researchers can explore how followership works as an antecedent, consequence, mediator,
or moderator in relationships with other concepts.
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Second, from the WLP practitioner’s perspective, this study also provides the
basis for followership competency modeling utilizing a quantitative approach. Figure 5-2
depicts the followership competency model, which shows that followership competencies
required for effective followers are composed of four dimensions: Goal Orientation,
Working Toward Goals, Enthusiasm, and Intellectuality. These four dimensions are
related so that all four should be developed together, and none should be neglected. This
competency model can provide WLP practitioners in an organization with the basis for
actions relating to employee development and organizational performance. To ensure
successful utilization of the followership competency model, WLP practitioners should
regard followers as the driving force in organizational success. With this notion of
follower, WLP practitioners can provide practical and useful supports for follower
development and eventually contribute to long-term organizational success.

Goal
Orientation

Enthusiasm

Followership
Competency

Intellectuality

Working
Toward Goals

Figure 5-2. Practical competency model for effective followership
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Competency modeling is different from job analysis. The concept of competency
encompasses multiple individual characteristics associated with performance (Worley,
Rothwell, & Sullivan, 2010). Competency includes not only knowledge and skills but
also traits, attitudes, motives, behaviors, and so forth (Boyatzis, 1982). Whereas job
analysis focuses on tasks assigned to an individual, competency modeling focuses on
humans as a critical resource contributing to organizational performance. Therefore, in
job analysis what an individual accomplishes is the main interest whereas in competency
modeling how an individual accomplishes outcomes is the main concern (Shippmann et
al., 2000). In this sense, the followership competency model suggested in this study could
provide a basis for a systematic approach to human resources management and
development.
The application of the followership competency model can provide benefits to an
organization, leaders, and individuals. First, at the organizational level, an organization
can utilize followership competency modeling to manage and develop its human
resources successfully. Based on the followership competency model suggested in this
study, the organization needs to create its own unique competency model that reflects its
vision, mission, and values and also clarify the right people needed by the organization.
Then, this specified followership competency model may be utilized as a standard in
selecting the right people to contribute to achieving organizational goals in a hiring
process. In addition, the followership competency model can be used as criteria in
determining possible leadership candidates (Kilburn, 2010).
Further, WLP practitioners can provide opportunities for incumbent employees to
systematically strengthen their competencies. These opportunities should not be limited

132
to job training programs—they should also include programs and meetings that aid
employees in realizing their worth as organizational members and contributions toward
organizational success. Given that an effective follower has high potential for leadership
success in the future, hiring the right people and managing and developing employees
based on the followership competency model are critical to an organization’s ability to
sustain a long-term competitive advantage.
The followership competency instrument also may be useful to leaders. Leaders
exert significant influence on their followers’ development and performance (Dvir, Eden,
Avolio, & Shamir, 2002). To support this, leaders must learn about their followers’
weaknesses and strengths; the followership competency instrument may provide
information on both. With this information, leaders can provide more practical supports
for their followers’ competency development. In addition, leaders can use the information
to assign appropriate tasks or jobs to their followers to maximize performance.
Further, the followership competency instrument can provide an individual
follower with a direction for self-development in the organization. Instrument items can
provide employees with ideas about current and future competencies needed to contribute
to organizational success. Also, employees can evaluate their weaknesses and strengths
by comparing their results to others’. The use of the followership competency instrument
in employees’ self-development will make them more aware of their value in an
organization’s success—as their organization thrives, so too may they grow within their
organization.
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Recommendations
This study was conducted in the Korean work environment. There has been a
debate about whether a successful leader in domestic situations is also capable in
international situations (Jokinen, 2005); the same logic might also be applied to followers.
As the world becomes more globalized, employees, especially those who are working for
a global company like the target organization, may demand values, attitudes, or behaviors
that correspond with those in the globalized business world. However, this study
generated followership competency items and examined their reliability and initial
construct validity based on a survey of Korean employees working for the target
organization. Hence, additional studies are needed to confirm whether the competencies
suggested in this study are also effective in other cultures and whether the followership
competency instrument also works in other countries with different cultures.
Although this study attempted to provide evidence of the factor structure of the
newly developed followership instrument and its convergent and discriminant validity
from factor analysis, further evidence of convergent and discriminant validity is
necessary for use in academic study. With regard to construct validity, various types of
validity could be examined, such as face validity, content validity, predictive validity,
concurrent validity, convergent validity, and discriminant validity (Trochim & Donnelly,
2008). This study explored the instrument’s content/face validity through a review by
experts, and convergent and discriminant validity through CFA. However, to gain strong
evidence of the instrument’s construct validity, various types of validity should be
investigated. For example, predictive validity can be assessed by examining whether an
effective follower will achieve organizational goals or will become an effective leader.
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Also, evidence of concurrent validity can be provided by comparing followership
between permernent workers and temporary workers in an organization.
In addition, convergent validity and discriminant validity can be checked with
other measures to provide more evidence of construct validity. For example, one possible
future study could be a test of the convergent validity of this followership competency
instrument with Sy’s (2010) implicit followership questionnaire. Even though Sy’s
implicit followership questionnaire has been designed to assess a leader’s perception of
effective followers in his/her organizational context, it measures the same construct as the
followership competency instrument developed in this study—competencies required for
effective followers. Also, the discriminant validity of this followership instrument can be
assessed via in-role behavior performance. Doing so would be meaningful because while
both followership and in-role behavior are ultimately examined to improve work
performance, these two differ in that followership emphasizes organizational members’
proactiveness at work whereas in-role behavior focuses on members’ reactiveness at
work. The followership competency instrument covers competencies that include traits,
attitudes, motives, and behaviors, as well as knowledge and skills necessary to perform
an assigned job whereas in-role job performance deals with the capability to perform an
assigned job.
Additional reliability and validity tests are required with samples from various
industries as well as various cultures. The target organization for this study was a single
Korean company, albeit a conglomerate with many different businesses and work
functions. However, every organization has its own unique culture that reflects its vision,
mission, and values, and each organization regards effective followers in a different way.
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Therefore, in further study, the followership competence instrument will need to be tested
for reliability and validity in different organizations.
Along with the cultural difference, it will be meaningful to investigate differences
in followership among sub-groups. One possible suggestion could be to investigate
gender differences. For instance, traditional Korean society has strong beliefs about
gender roles; due to the influence of this social construct, differences in employment
roles and wages between male and female workers still exist in South Korea although
these gaps have narrowed. During economic crises, these situations are even more
disadvantageous to female workers in terms of recruitment, wages, promotion, and layoffs (Kim & Voos, 2007). This unfavorable situation might affect the followership of
female workers and cause a difference in followership between male and female workers.
An investigation of gender differences in followership could have implications for
organizations as they seek to enhance female workers’ followership and help them
contribute more as organizational members.
Lastly, this study offers recommendations to top executives and WLP
practitioners in an organization. Many organizations have focused on developing
effective leaders for organizational success. However, as the business world has changed,
and organizational structure has been flattened, power and responsibility have been
decentralized. Top executives and WLP need to pay more attention to nurturing effective
followers rather than focusing on leadership. To do so, the followership competency
instrument should be used and a self-assessment system should be developed. Using the
self-assessment system, employees can evaluate their own competencies as followers,
and their results can be saved. Employees can compare their results to others’ and gain
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insights into their relative strengths and weaknesses as followers in their organization.
More importantly, top executives and WLP practitioners must provide an educational
path through which a new employee can evolve into a competitive follower as well as an
effective future leader. Top executives and WLP practitioners should recognize that
competent followers are the basis of organizational competitiveness.
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Date:
From:

March 22, 2013
The Office for Research Protections ‐ FWA#: FWA00001534
Stephanie L. Krout, Compliance Coordinator

To:
Re:

Cho Hyun Park
Determination of Exemption

IRB Protocol ID:
42074
Follow‐up Date:
March 21, 2018
Title of Protocol:
Development and initial validation of an instrument to assess
followership in a Korean manufacturing company (Phase 1)
The Office for Research Protections (ORP) has received and reviewed the above referenced
eSubmission application. It has been determined that your research is exempt from IRB initial
and ongoing review, as currently described in the application. You may begin your research.
COMMENTS: (a) A letter of agreement/permission from an individual in a decision‐making
position at the Korean manufacturing company indicating their willingness to participate in this
research study must be obtained and kept in your research records. The letter does not need to be
submitted to our office; however, a copy could be requested at any time. (b) Although consent
documents are no longer reviewed for Exemption level studies (and will be removed from
PRAMS), please be sure to remove the following from the document as for these items are not
required for Exemption level research studies:
(i) “Discomforts and Risks” section, (ii) PSU ORP/IRB/OHRP may review research records
statement in the “Statement of Confidentiality” section. For guidelines on Exemption
Informed Consent Forms please visit our website at:
http://www.research.psu.edu/orp/humans/conducting‐study/preparing‐ new‐
application/informed‐consent/guidelines‐templates‐sample‐icfs.
The category within the federal regulations under which your research is exempt is:
45 CFR 46.101(b)(2): Research involving the use of educational tests (cognitive,
diagnostic, aptitude, achievement), survey procedures, interview procedures or observation
of public behavior, unless: (i) information obtained is recorded in such a manner that human
subjects can be identified, directly or through identifiers linked to the subjects; and (ii) any
disclosure of the human subjects' responses outside the research could reasonably place the
subjects at risk of criminal or civil liability or be damaging to the subjects' financial
standing, employability, or reputation.
Given that the IRB is not involved in the initial and ongoing review of this research,
it is the investigator’s responsibility to review IRB Policy III “Exempt Review
Process and Determination” which outlines:

•

What it means to be exempt and how determinations are made
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•
•
•

What changes to the research protocol are and are not required to be reported to the
ORP
Ongoing actions post‐exemption determination including addressing problems and
complaints, reporting closed research to the ORP and research audits
What occurs at the time of follow‐up

Please do not hesitate to contact the Office for Research Protections (ORP) if you have any
questions or concerns. Thank you for your continued efforts in protecting human participants in
research.
This correspondence should be maintained with your research records.
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Date:
From:
To:
Re:

April 15, 2013
The Office for Research Protections ‐ FWA#: FWA00001534
Stephanie L. Krout, Compliance Coordinator
Cho Hyun Park
Determination of Exemption

IRB Protocol ID:

42833

Follow‐up Date:

April 14, 2018

Title of Protocol:
Development and initial validation of an instrument to assess
followership in a Korean manufacturing company
The Office for Research Protections (ORP) has received and reviewed the above referenced
eSubmission application. It has been determined that your research is exempt from IRB initial
and ongoing review, as currently described in the application. You may begin your research.
The category within the federal regulations under which your research is exempt is:
45 CFR 46.101(b)(2) Research involving the use of educational tests (cognitive, diagnostic,
aptitude, achievement), survey procedures, interview procedures or observation of public
behavior, unless: (i) information obtained is recorded in such a manner that human subjects
can be identified, directly or through identifiers linked to the subjects; and (ii) any
disclosure of the human subjects' responses outside the research could reasonably place the
subjects at risk of criminal or civil liability or be damaging to the subjects' financial
standing, employability, or reputation.
Given that the IRB is not involved in the initial and ongoing review of this research,
it is the investigator’s responsibility to review IRB Policy III “Exempt Review
Process and Determination” which outlines:
• What it means to be exempt and how determinations are made
• What changes to the research protocol are and are not required to be reported to the
ORP
• Ongoing actions post‐exemption determination including addressing problems and
complaints, reporting closed research to the ORP and research audits
• What occurs at the time of follow‐up
Please do not hesitate to contact the Office for Research Protections (ORP) if you have any
questions or concerns. Thank you for your continued efforts in protecting human participants in
research.
This correspondence should be maintained with your research records.
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Implied Informed Consent Form for Social Science Research
The Pennsylvania State University
Title of Project:

Development and Initial Validation of an Instrument to Assess
Followership in a Korean Manufacturing Company

Principal Investigator: Cho Hyun Park
409J Keller Building
University Park, PA 16802
(814) 470-3282; cxp458@psu.edu
Advisor:

Dr. William J. Rothwell
310B Keller Building
University Park, PA 16802
(814) 863-2581; wjr9@psu.edu

1. Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this research study is to develop an instrument to
assess followership and to assess its reliability and validity.
2. Procedures to be followed: You will be asked to describe five competencies that effective
followers should possess in the Korean private organizational environments.
3. Duration: It will take about 10 minutes to complete the survey.
4. Benefits: The benefits to participation in this study might be the engagement in processes
that may enhance your self-reflection and self-understanding, and the personal pride from
contributing to knowledge.
5. Discomforts and Risks: There are no risks anticipated in connection with your participation
in this study. Your employer will not know whether or not you have chosen to participate in
this study and will not know your responses. Your responses will be used only for academic
research purposes.
6. Statement of Confidentiality: Your participation in this research is confidential. The data
will be stored and secured in a password-protected file of the researcher’s computer. The
Pennsylvania State University’s Office for Research Protections, the Institutional Review
Board, and the Office for Human Research Protections may review records related to this
research study. In the event of a publication or presentation resulting from the research, no
personally identifiable information will be shared.
7. Right to Ask Questions: Please contact Cho Hyun Park at (814) 470-3282 or
cxp458@psu.edu with questions, complaints, or concerns about this research.
8. Voluntary Participation: Your decision to be in this research is voluntary. You are free to
not answer any questions you do not want to answer. You can stop answering at any time if
you do not want to answer. Refusal to take part in or withdrawing from this study will
involve no penalty or loss of benefits you would receive otherwise.
You must be 18 years of age or older to take part in this research study. Completion and return of
the survey implies that you have read the information in this form and consent to take part in the
research. Please print this form to keep for your records.
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사회과학분야 연구를 위한 참여 동의서
팬실베니아 주립대학교

연 구 제 목 : 한국 제조업체에서의 팔로어십 측정을 위한 진단지 개발 및 타당성 검증
연구자:

박조현
409J Keller Building
University Park, PA 16802
(814) 470-3282; cxp458@psu.edu

지 도 교 수 : Dr. William J. Rothwell
310B Keller Building
University Park, PA 16802
(814) 863-2581; wjr9@psu.edu
1. 연 구 목 적 : 이 연구는 팔로어십을 측정하기 위한 진단지를 개발하고, 이것의
타당성 및 신뢰도를 검증하기 위한 것입니다.
2. 절 차 : 귀하는 한국의 사기업에서 유능한 팔로어들이 갖추어야할 5 가지 역량을
기술하도록 요청받을 것입니다.
3. 소 요 시 간 : 설문 응답을 모두 마치시는데 약 10 분정도 소요됩니다.
4. 연 구 참 여 혜 택 : 귀하는 본 연구 참여를 통해 스스로를 되돌아 보고 자신을 보다
더 잘 이해하시는데 도움이 될것입니다. 또한, 본 연구에 참여하심으로써
귀하께서는 지식창출에 기여하실 수 있습니다.
5. 비 밀 보 장 : 귀하의 연구참여에 대한 모든 사항은 비밀로 유지됩니다. 모든
데이터는 연구자의 개인 컴퓨터내의 암호화된 파일에 안전하게 보관될 것입니다.
참여자의 개인 정보는 어떠한 경우에도 공유되지 않을 것입니다.
6. 문 의 : 본연구와 관련하여 문의사항, 불만, 혹은 의견이 있으시면, 박조현 (전화 1814- 470-3282 (미국), 82-70-8289-3760 (한국) 또는 이메일 cxp458@psu.edu)에게
연락하시기 바랍니다.
7. 자 발 적 참 여 : 귀하의 연구 참여는 자발적인 것입니다. 답변을 원하지 않는 질문에
대해서는 응답을 하지 않으셔도 됩니다. 또한, 언제든지 응답을 중단하실 수 있으며,
이로 인하여 어떠한 불이익도 발생하지 않음을 알려드립니다.
본 연구에 참여하시기 위해 귀하는 반드시 18 세 이상이어야 합니다. 모든 설문 문항에
응답하시고 제출하시는 것은 귀하께서 위의 안내사항을 모두 읽었으며 참여에 동의한
것을 의미합니다. 귀하의 기록보관을 위해 이 양식을 출력하여 보관하시기 바랍니다.
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Survey for the Competencies of Effective Followers
Directions: Every organization is composed of leaders and followers, and every
organizational member might be either a leader or a follower or both. The concept of
follower is different from that of subordinate. Whereas a subordinate refers to a passive
one who just carries out the order from his/her leader, a follower means one who actively
pursues a common goal shared with his/her leader to achieve organizational performance.
As a follower in your organization, you are requested to write five competencies that an
effective follower should possess including behaviors, traits, attitudes, and knowledge
and skills. You may list more than five competencies, if you wish. No particular order of
writing your suggested competencies is required.
Your participation will provide assistance and success in developing the first validated
followership instrument that will be used to measure how an individual is competent as a
follower in Korean private organizations. Thank you for your participation.
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Note: Questions concerning this survey should be directed to Cho Hyun Park, a doctoral
candidate in the Workforce Education and Development program at Penn State
University, University Park, PA 16802. Please contact Cho Hyun Park at 1-814-470-3282
or cxp458@psu.edu with questions or concerns about this study.
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유능한 팔로어의 역량에 대한 설문조사
모든 조직은 리더와 팔로어로 구성되어 있으며, 모든 조직 구성원은 리더 또는
팔로어이거나, 혹은 리더이자 동시에 팔로어일 수도 있습니다. 팔로어라는 개념은
부하직원과는 차이가 있습니다. 부하직원은 리더의 지시를 수행하는 수동적인 조직의
구성원을 의미하는 반면, 팔로어는 조직의 성과를 위하여 리더와 함께 공통의 목표를
공유하고 이를 달성하기 위해 적극적으로 노력하는 조직 구성원을 의미합니다.
조직의 구성원으로서 귀하가 생각하시는 유능한 팔로어가 갖추어야 할 5 가지 대표적인
역량을 아래에 기술해 주시기 바랍니다. 유능한 팔로어의 역량에는 행동, 특성, 태도, 지식
및 기술 등이 모두 포함될 수 있습니다. 원하시는 경우, 5 개 이상의 역량을 기술하실 수
있습니다. 역량을 기술하실 때 순서는 고려하지 않으셔도 됩니다.
귀하의 응답은 한국 기업 상황에서 팔로어로서의 역량을 측정하기 위한 최초의 진단지를
개발하는데 큰 도움이 될 것입니다. 설문에 참여해 주셔서 감사합니다.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

참고: 본 설문과 관련한 문의사항이나 의견이 있으시면, 팬실베니아주립대학교
인적자원개발 박사과정 박조현 (1-814-470-3282 or cxp458@psu.edu)에게 연락하시기
바랍니다.
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Implied Informed Consent Form for Social Science Research
The Pennsylvania State University
Title of Project:

Development and Initial Validation of an Instrument to Assess
Followership in a Korean Manufacturing Company

Principal Investigator: Cho Hyun Park
409J Keller Building
University Park, PA 16802
(814) 470-3282; cxp458@psu.edu
Advisor:

Dr. William J. Rothwell
310B Keller Building
University Park, PA 16802
(814) 863-2581; wjr9@psu.edu

1. Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this research study is to develop an instrument to
assess followership and to assess its reliability and validity.
2. Procedures to be followed: You will be asked to answer 30 questions on this survey.
3. Duration: It will take about 20 minutes to complete the survey.
4. Benefits: The benefits to participation in this study might be the engagement in processes
that may enhance your self-reflection and self-understanding, and the personal pride from
contributing to knowledge.
5. Discomforts and Risks: There are no risks anticipated in connection with your participation
in this study. Your employer will not know whether or not you have chosen to participate in
this study and will not know your responses. Your response will be used only for academic
research purposes.
6. Statement of Confidentiality: Your participation in this research is confidential. The data
will be stored and secured in a password-protected file of the researcher’s computer. The
Pennsylvania State University’s Office for Research Protections, the Institutional Review
Board, and the Office for Human Research Protections may review records related to this
research study. In the event of a publication or presentation resulting from the research, no
personally identifiable information will be shared.
7. Right to Ask Questions: Please contact Cho Hyun Park at (814) 470-3282 or
cxp458@psu.edu with questions, complaints, or concerns about this research.
8. Voluntary Participation: Your decision to be in this research is voluntary. You are free to
not answer any questions you do not want to answer. You can stop answering at any time if
you do not want to answer. Refusal to take part in or withdrawing from this study will
involve no penalty or loss of benefits you would receive otherwise.
You must be 18 years of age or older to take part in this research study. Completion and return of
the survey implies that you have read the information in this form and consent to take part in the
research. Please print this form to keep for your records.
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사회과학분야 연구를 위한 참여 동의서
팬실베니아 주립대학교
연 구 제 목 : 한국 기업에서의 팔로어십 측정을 위한 진단지 개발 및 타당성 검증
연구자:

박조현
409J Keller Building
University Park, PA 16802
(814) 470-3282; cxp458@psu.edu

지 도 교 수 : Dr. William J. Rothwell
310B Keller Building
University Park, PA 16802
(814) 863-2581; wjr9@psu.edu
1. 연 구 목 적 : 이 연구는 팔로어십을 측정하기 위한 진단지를 개발하고, 이것의 타당성 및
신뢰도를 검증하기 위한 것입니다.
2. 절 차 : 귀하는 본 설문조사에서 총 30 문항에 응답하도록 요청받을 것입니다.

3. 소 요 시 간 : 설문 응답을 모두 마치시는데 약 20 분정도 소요됩니다.
4. 연 구 참 여 혜 택 : 귀하는 본 연구 참여를 통해 스스로를 되돌아 보고 자신을 보다 더 잘
이해하시는데 도움이 될것입니다. 또한, 본 연구에 참여하심으로써 귀하께서는
지식창출에 기여하실 수 있습니다.
5. 비 밀 보 장 : 귀하의 연구참여에 대한 모든 사항은 비밀로 유지됩니다. 모든 데이터는
연구자의 개인 컴퓨터내의 암호화된 파일에 안전하게 보관될 것입니다. 참여자의 개인
정보는 어떠한 경우에도 공유되지 않을 것입니다.
6. 문 의 : 본연구와 관련하여 문의사항, 불만, 혹은 의견이 있으시면, 박조현 (전화 1-814- 4703282 (미국), 82-70-8289-3760 (한국) 또는 이메일 cxp458@psu.edu)에게 연락하시기
바랍니다.
7. 자 발 적 참 여 : 귀하의 연구 참여는 자발적인 것입니다. 답변을 원하지 않는 질문에
대해서는 응답을 하지 않으셔도 됩니다. 또한, 언제든지 응답을 중단하실 수 있으며, 이로
인하여 어떠한 불이익도 발생하지 않음을 알려드립니다.
본 연구에 참여하시기 위해 귀하는 반드시 18 세 이상이어야 합니다. 모든 설문 문항에
응답하시고 제출하시는 것은 귀하께서 위의 안내사항을 모두 읽었으며 참여에 동의한 것을
의미합니다. 귀하의 기록보관을 위해 이 양식을 출력하여 보관하시기 바랍니다.
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Followership Competency Questionnaire
The following items are to assess your competency as a follower in your organization.
Please read the statements carefully and indicate the extent to which each statement
reflects your competency as a follower using the 5-point rating scale.
1 ------------------- 2 ------------------- 3 ------------------- 4 ------------------- 5
Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Item

1

2

3

4

5

1. I embrace my organization’s goals.

O

O

O

O

O

2. I align my goals at work with the organizational goals.

O

O

O

O

O

3. In achieving the organizational goals, I share a common
goal with my leader.

O

O

O

O

O

4. I pursue the common goals shared with my leader
together to achieve the organizational goals.

O

O

O

O

O

5. If there is a conflict between my interest and the
organizational interest, I put a priority on the
organizational interest.

O

O

O

O

O

6. I usually feel energetic in the workplace.

O

O

O

O

O

7. In the workplace, I actively participate in everything
that I am involved in.

O

O

O

O

O

8. I am passionately engaged in my work to reach the
organizational goals.

O

O

O

O

O

9. I am regarded as trustworthy in achieving the
organizational goals.

O

O

O

O

O

10. I have a strong sense of responsibility when it comes to
pursuing common goals shared with my leader for the
achievement of the organizational goals.

O

O

O

O

O

11. I try to see the big picture of my organization to achieve
sustainable organizational goals.

O

O

O

O

O

12. I make every effort to accomplish the organizational
goals at work.

O

O

O

O

O

13. In a decision-making process to achieve the
organizational goals, I usually try to identify ways on
my own rather than solely relying on the leader’s
opinion.

O

O

O

O

O
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14. I frequently communicate with my leader to check
whether we are on the same page with our progress
toward common goals.

O

O

O

O

O

15. In achieving the organizational goals, when I disagree
with my leader’s opinion, I try to reach an agreement
through discussion rather than simply obeying the
leader's opinion.

O

O

O

O

O

16. I do not hesitate to share my honest opinions with my
leader about our progress toward common goals shared
with him/her for the achievement of the organizational
goals.

O

O

O

O

O

17. I set a high performance standard in my work to achieve
the organizational goals.

O

O

O

O

O

18. I drive initiatives that can contribute to achieving the
organizational goals.

O

O

O

O

O

19. In achieving the organizational goals, I voluntarily go
above and beyond what my leader expects from me.

O

O

O

O

O

20. I support my leader well to reach the organizational
goals.

O

O

O

O

O

21. I collaborate with team members to achieve the
organizational goals effectively.

O

O

O

O

O

22. I effectively utilize my social network with a variety of
people to achieve the organizational goals at work.

O

O

O

O

O

23. I maintain a good relationship with my leader.

O

O

O

O

O

24. I usually work in an effective and efficient manner in
fulfilling my work.

O

O

O

O

O

25. I try to come up with a creative approach to solve a
problem or to cope with change.

O

O

O

O

O

26. I constantly develop myself to be competent in my
work.

O

O

O

O

O

27. I have expert knowledge in my work field.

O

O

O

O

O

28. I understand what is expected of me in fulfilling my job.

O

O

O

O

O

29. I think logically and analytically to make a rational
decision.

O

O

O

O

O

30. I listen to others carefully and provide honest opinions.

O

O

O

O

O
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팔로어십 역량 진단
다음 문항들은 귀하의 팔로어로서의 역량을 측정하기 위한 것입니다. 문항들을
자세히 읽으시고, 각 문항이 팔로어로서의 귀하의 역량을 얼마나 잘 나타내는지를
다음의 5 점 척도를 이용하여 표시해 주시기 바랍니다.
1 ------------------ 2 ------------------ 3 ------------------ 4 ------------------ 5
전혀 그렇지 않다 그렇지 않다
보통이다
그렇다
매우 그렇다

Item

1

2

3

4

5

1. 나는 조직의 목표를 수용한다.

O

O

O

O

O

2. 나는 일에 있어서 나의 목표를 조직의 목표와 일치시킨다.

O

O

O

O

O

3. 조직의 목표를 달성하는데 있어, 나는 나의 리더와 공통의
목표를 공유한다.

O

O

O

O

O

4. 나는 조직의 목표 달성을 위해 나의 리더와 공유한 공통의
목표를 함께 추구해 간다.

O

O

O

O

O

5. 만약 나의 이익과 조직의 이익 사이에 충돌이 있다면,
나는 조직의 이익에 우선순위를 둔다.

O

O

O

O

O

6. 대체로 나는 직장에서 활기가 넘친다.

O

O

O

O

O

7. 나는 직장에서 나와 관련된 모든 일에 적극적으로
참여한다.

O

O

O

O

O

8. 나는 조직의 목표를 달성하기 위해서 나의 일에
열정적으로 몰입한다.

O

O

O

O

O

9. 나는 조직의 목표를 달성하는데 있어서 신뢰할 만한
사람으로 여겨진다.

O

O

O

O

O

10. 나는 나의 리더와 조직의 목표 달성을 위해 공유한 공통의
목표를 추진하는데 있어서 강한 책임감을 가지고 있다.

O

O

O

O

O

11. 나는 조직의 지속가능한 목표 달성을 위해서 조직의 큰
그림을 보려고 노력한다.

O

O

O

O

O

12. 나는 일에 있어서 조직의 목표를 달성하기 위하여 노력을
아끼지 않는다.

O

O

O

O

O

13. 조직의 목표 달성을 위한 의사결정 시, 나는 대체로
리더의 의견에만 전적으로 의존하기보다는 내 스스로도
방법을 찾으려고 노력한다.

O

O

O

O

O

14. 나는 조직의 목표를 향해 나아가는 데 있어서 리더와 내가
서로 같은 방향으로 나아가고 있는지 확인하기 위하여
자주 대화를 나눈다.

O

O

O

O

O
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15. 나는 조직의 목표를 달성함에 있어 리더와 의견이
일치하지 않을 때, 단순히 리더의 의견에 복종하기 보다는
논의를 통해 합의점을 찾으려 노력한다.

O

O

O

O

O

16. 나는 나의 리더와 조직의 목표 달성을 위해 공유한 공통의
목표를 추진하는데 있어서 나의 솔직한 의견을 공유하는
것을 주저하지 않는다.

O

O

O

O

O

17. 나는 조직의 목표달성을 위하여 내 일에서 높은
성과목표를 세운다.

O

O

O

O

O

18. 나는 조직의 목표달성에 기여할 수 있는 새로운 일들을
추진한다.

O

O

O

O

O

19. 조직의 목표를 달성하는 데 있어서, 나는 내 리더가
나에게 기대하는 것 이상으로 자발적으로 일한다.

O

O

O

O

O

20. 나는 조직의 목표를 달성하기 위해서 나의 리더를 잘
보좌한다.

O

O

O

O

O

21. 나는 조직의 목표를 효과적으로 달성하기 위해 팀원들과
협력한다.

O

O

O

O

O

22. 나는 일에 있어서 조직의 목표를 달성하기 위하여 다양한
사람들과의 인맥을 효과적으로 활용한다.

O

O

O

O

O

23. 나는 나의 리더와 좋은 관계를 유지하고 있다.

O

O

O

O

O

24. 나는 대체로 효과적이고 효율적으로 업무를 수행한다.

O

O

O

O

O

25. 나는 문제 해결이나 변화 대처를 위해 창의적인 방법을
고안해 내려고 노력한다.

O

O

O

O

O

26. 나는 나의 일에 있어서 능력을 쌓기 위해 끊임없이
스스로를 개발한다.

O

O

O

O

O

27. 나는 나의 업무 분야에서 전문적인 지식을 보유하고 있다.

O

O

O

O

O

28. 나는 나에게 주어진 업무를 정확히 파악한다.

O

O

O

O

O

29. 나는 합리적인 결정을 내리기 위해서 논리적이고
분석적으로 생각한다.

O

O

O

O

O

30. 나는 다른 사람의 말에 귀를 기울이고, 솔직한 의견을
이야기한다.

O

O

O

O

O
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Recruitment Letter
I am Cho Hyun Park, a Ph.D. student in Workforce Education and Development at the
Pennsylvania State University in the U.S.A. I am conducting a study entitled
“Development and initial validation of an instrument to assess followership in a Korean
manufacturing company.” In doing the study, I am in need of your participation and
would like to courteously invite you to participate in the survey. This survey is a part of
my research for the data collection procedures. For your better understanding, I am
providing the following information on the research that I am conducting. Please read this
information carefully.
•

Research Background: The purpose of the study is to develop and validate an
instrument to assess followership in the Korean work environment. This survey is
designed to ask your perceptions of effective followers in your organization. There
are no right or wrong answers. It is very important that you describe your opinion
about what competencies characterize effective followers in your organization as
thoughtfully and frankly as possible. This survey will take approximately 10 minutes
to complete.

•

Selection Criteria: Any employees working for a selected Korean organization can
participate in this study upon their voluntary agreement of participation. Gender,
position, tenure, and task are not considered for participant selection.

•

Confidentiality: Your participation in this study is confidential. The information that
you provide will be kept anonymously and confidentially and will be used only for
academic research purposes. The data will be stored and secured in a passwordprotected file. In the event of a publication or presentation resulting from the research, no
personal information will be shared.

•

Voluntary Nature of the Study: The participation is absolutely upon your agreement.

Your participation is voluntary, so you may decide whether or not to participate in the
survey. Your employer will not know whether or not you have chosen to participate in
the study.

During or/and after your survey, if you have any questions, please contact me via the
contact information under my signature. Thank you.
Sincerely,
Cho Hyun Park, Ph.D. Candidate
The Pennsylvania State University, University Park, USA
Phone: 1-814-470-3282 (USA), 82-70-8289-3760 (Korea)
Email: cxp458@psu.edu
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연구참여 의뢰서
저는 미국 펜실베니아주립대학교에서 인적자원개발 Ph.D. 과정을 밟고 있는
박조현입니다. 저는 “한국 제조업체에서의 팔로어십 측정을 위한 진단지 개발 및 타당성
검증”이라는 제목으로 연구를 진행하고 있습니다. 이 연구를 진행하는 과정에서, 귀하의
참여가 필요하기에, 귀하의 설문 참여를 정중히 의뢰하고자 합니다. 이 설문은 제 연구의
데이터 수집의 일환으로 진행되는 것입니다. 귀하의 이해를 돕기 위해서, 다음과 같이 제
연구에 대한 안내를 드리오니, 주의깊게 읽어주시기 바랍니다.
•

연 구 배 경 : 이 연구의 목적은 한국의 사기업에서 팔로어십을 측정하기 위한 진단지를
개발하고 타당성을 검증하기 위한 것입니다. 설문은 귀하의 조직에서의 유능한
팔로어에 대한 귀하의 인식을 물어보기 위한 것입니다. 설문 문항에 대한 정답은
없습니다. 귀하의 조직에서 유능한 팔로어가 갖추어야 할 역량에 대한 귀하의 의견을
신중하고 솔직하게 답해 주시기 바랍니다. 설문에 소요되는 시간은 약 10 분 정도
입니다.

•

참 여 자 선 발 과 정 : 연구 참여에 자발적으로 동의한 한국 사기업의 임직원이라면
누구나 연구 참여 대상자가 될 수 있습니다. 성별, 직위, 업무 경력 및 직무는 참여자
선발에 고려되지 않습니다.

•

비 밀 유 지 : 귀하의 본 연구에의 참여는 비밀로 진행됩니다. 귀하께서 제공해주신
정보들은 익명으로 기밀로 보관될 것이며, 학문을 위한 연구의 목적으로만 사용될
것입니다. 데이터들은 암호화된 파일에 안전하게 보관될 것이며, 참여자의 개인
정보는 어떠한 경우에도 공유되지 않을 것입니다.

•

자 발 성 의 원 칙 : 본 연구 참여는 전적으로 귀하의 자발적인 연구 참여 동의에 따라
진행되므로, 설문에 참여하실지에 대한 여부는 귀하께서 결정하실 수 있습니다. 또한,
귀하의 연구 참여 결정 및 응답 내용은 귀하의 회사 또는 상사에게 절대 통보되지
않습니다.

설문에 참여하시는 동안에나 설문을 마치고 난 후 질문이 있으시면, 연구자 박조현
(cxp458@psu.edu, 미국 1-814-470-3282 / 한국 82-70-8289-3760)에게 연락하시기 바랍니다.
감사합니다.
미국 펜실베니아주립대학교
박조현 드림
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Recruitment Letter
I am Cho Hyun Park, a Ph.D. student in Workforce Education and Development at the
Pennsylvania State University in the U.S.A. I am conducting a study entitled
“development and initial validation of an instrument to assess followership in a Korean
manufacturing company.” In doing the study, I am in need of your participation and
would like to courteously invite you to participate in the survey. This survey is a part of
my research for the data collection procedures. For your better understanding, I am
providing the following information on the research that I am conducting. Please read this
information carefully.
•

Research Background: The purpose of the study is to develop and validate an
instrument to assess followership in the Korean work environment. This survey is
designed to assess your followership and other related psychological concepts. There
are no right or wrong answers. It is very important that you reflect on yourself and
answer the questions as thoughtfully and frankly as possible. This survey will take
approximately 20 minutes to complete.

•

Selection Criteria: Any employees working for a selected Korean organization can
participate in this study upon their voluntary agreement of participation. Gender,
position, tenure, and task are not considered for participant selection.

•

Confidentiality: Your participation in this study is confidential. The information that
you provide will be kept anonymously and confidentially and will be used only for
academic research purposes. The data will be stored and secured in a passwordprotected file. In the event of a publication or presentation resulting from the research, no
personal information will be shared.

•

Voluntary Nature of the Study: The participation is absolutely upon your agreement.

Your participation is voluntary, so you may decide whether or not to participate in the
survey. Your employer will not know whether or not you have chosen to participate in
the study.

During or/and after your survey, if you have any questions, please contact me via the
contact information under my signature. Thank you.
Sincerely,
Cho Hyun Park, Ph.D. Candidate
The Pennsylvania State University, University Park, USA
Phone: 1-814-470-3282 (USA), 82-70-8289-3760 (Korea)
Email: cxp458@psu.edu
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연구참여 의뢰서
저는 미국 펜실베니아 주립대학교에서 인적자원개발 Ph.D. 과정을 밟고 있는
박조현입니다. 저는 “한국의 사기업에서의 팔로어십 측정을 위한 진단지 개발 및 타당성
검증”이라는 제목으로 연구를 진행하고 있습니다. 이 연구를 진행하는 과정에서, 귀하의
참여가 필요하기에, 귀하의 설문 참여를 정중히 의뢰하고자 합니다. 이 설문은 제 연구의
데이터 수집의 일환으로 진행되는 것입니다. 귀하의 이해를 돕기 위해서, 다음과 같이 제
연구에 대한 안내를 드리오니, 주의깊게 읽어주시기 바랍니다.
•

연 구 배 경 : 이 연구의 목적은 한국의 사기업에서 팔로어십을 측정하기 위한 진단지를
개발하고 타당성을 검증하기 위한 것입니다. 설문은 귀하의 팔로어십과 이와 관련된
심리학적인 개념을 측정하기 위한 것입니다. 설문 문항에 대한 정답은 없습니다. 각
질문에 대해서 귀하 자신을 되돌아보고 신중하고 솔직하게 답해 주시기 바랍니다.
설문에 소요되는 시간은 약 20 분 정도 입니다.

•

참 여 자 선 발 과 정 : 연구 참여에 자발적으로 동의한 한국 사기업의 임직원이라면
누구나 연구 참여 대상자가 될 수 있습니다. 성별, 직위, 업무 경력 및 직무는 참여자
선발에 고려되지 않습니다.

•

비 밀 유 지 : 귀하의 본 연구에의 참여는 비밀로 진행됩니다. 귀하께서 제공해주신
정보들은 익명으로 기밀로 보관될 것이며, 학문을 위한 연구의 목적으로만 사용될
것입니다. 데이터들은 암호화된 파일에 안전하게 보관될 것이며, 참여자의 개인
정보는 어떠한 경우에도 공유되지 않을 것입니다.

•

자 발 성 의 원 칙 : 본 연구 참여는 전적으로 귀하의 자발적인 연구 참여 동의에 따라
진행되므로, 설문에 참여하실지에 대한 여부는 귀하께서 결정하실 수 있습니다. 또한,
귀하의 연구 참여 결정은 귀하의 회사 또는 상사에게 절대 통보되지 않습니다.

설문에 참여하시는 동안에나 설문을 마치고 난 후 질문이 있으시면, 연구자 박조현
(cxp458@psu.edu, 1-814-470-3282 (USA), 82-70-8289-3760)에게 연락하시기 바랍니다.
감사합니다.
박조현 드림
미국 팬실베니아 주립대학교
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Expert Panel Review Guide
Directions: Followership is defined as “the competencies required for a follower to accomplish common goals effectively through the
relationship with a leader.” Based on the definition of followership, please judge the extent to which each item is relevant to the
competencies that effective followers should possess. You can rate the relevance for each item (1 = not relevant, 2 = somewhat
relevant, 3 = quite relevant, 4 = very relevant). If you rate 1 (not relevant) or 2 (somewhat relevant), please leave your comments.
Items

Rating

Comments

1. [Embracing Organizational Goals] I embrace my organization’s goals.

1

2

3

4

2. [Goal Alignment] I align my goals at work with the organizational goals.

1

2

3

4

3. [Sharing a Common Goal with Leader] In achieving the organizational goals, I share
a common goal with my leader.

1

2

3

4

4. [Pursuing a Common Goal with Leader] I pursue the common goals shared with my
leader together to achieve the organizational goals.

1

2

3

4

5. [Giving Priority to Organizational Interest] If there is a conflict between my interest
and the organizational interest, I put a priority on the organizational interest.

1

2

3

4

6. [Loyalty toward Organization] In achieving the organizational goals, the object of my
loyalty is my organization rather than my leader.

1

2

3

4

7. [Independent Thinking] In a decision-making process to achieve the organizational
goals, I usually try to identify ways on my own rather than solely relying on the
leader’s opinion.

1

2

3

4

8. [Communicating with Leader on Common Goals] I frequently communicate with my
leader to check whether we are on the same page with our progress toward common
goals.

1

2

3

4

9. [Energy] I usually feel energetic in the workplace.

1

2

3

4
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10. [Positivity] I always look on the bright side of everything regarding my work.

1

2

3

4

11. [Activeness] In the workplace, I actively participate in everything that I am involved
in.

1

2

3

4

12. [Honesty] I set honesty above everything else in my organizational work and
relations.
13. [Trustworthiness] I am regarded as trustworthy in achieving the organizational
goals.
14. [Responsibility] I have a strong sense of responsibility when it comes to pursuing
common goals shared with my leader for the achievement of the organizational
goals.
15. [Courage to Share Honest Opinion] I do not hesitate to share my honest opinions
with my leader about our progress toward common goals shared with him/her for
the achievement of the organizational goals.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

16. [Interpersonal Relationship with Leader] I maintain a good relationship with my
leader.
17. [Interpersonal Relationship with Colleagues] I maintain a good relationship with my
colleagues.
18. [Supporting Leader] I support my leader well to reach the organizational goals.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

19. [Productivity] I usually work in an effective and efficient manner in fulfilling my
work.
20. [Utmost Efforts] I make every effort to accomplish the organizational goals at work.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

21. [Engagement] I am passionately engaged in my work to reach the organizational
goals.
22. [Industry] In achieving the organizational goals, I voluntarily go above and beyond
what my leader expects from me.
23. [Collaboration] I collaborate with team members to achieve the organizational goals
effectively.
24. [Social Capital] I effectively utilize my social network with a variety of people to
achieve the organizational goals at work.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4
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25. [Reaching Agreement] In achieving the organizational goals, when I disagree with
my leader’s opinion, I try to reach an agreement through discussion rather than
simply obeying the leader's opinion.

1

2

3

4

26. [Drive] I drive initiatives that can contribute to achieving the organizational goals.

1

2

3

4

27. [Vision] I try to see the big picture of my organization to achieve sustainable
organizational goals.
28. [Openness to Change] I am not afraid of change and am confident of managing
change in the future.
29. [Creativity] I try to come up with a creative approach to solve a problem or to cope
with change.
30. [Admitting Mistakes] I admit my mistakes and strive to learn from them so that I do
not repeat the same mistakes in the future.
31. [Self-Development] I constantly develop myself to be competent in my work.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

32. [High Performance Standard] I set a high performance standard in my work to
achieve the organizational goals.
33. [Expertise] I have expert knowledge in my work field.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

34. [Understanding Job] I understand what is expected of me in fulfilling my job.

1

2

3

4

35. [Identifying Problem] I am able to identify problems accurately when things are not
going well at work.
36. [Managing Crisis] I am capable of handling a crisis properly.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

37. [Judgment] I am able to judge a situation correctly even though it is very
complicated.
38. [Critical Thinking] I think logically and analytically to make a rational decision.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

39. [Communication] I listen to others carefully and provide honest opinions.

1

2

3

4

40. [Proper Behavior] I behave properly in any situation.

1

2

3

4
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