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Abstract. While most leadership research takes the perspective of leaders influencing their followers, more recent research focused on the
question how followers may influence their leaders. Kelley’s (1992) followership questionnaire was the first to assess followership behavior. To
provide a basis for further research on followership in German-speaking countries, we conducted two studies to establish the psychometric
properties of a German version of Kelley’s questionnaire. In Study 1, we explored the factorial structure of our translation in a heterogeneous
employee sample (N = 451). In Study 2, we tested for convergent, discriminant, and criterion-related validity in another heterogeneous employee
sample (N = 413). The results indicate satisfactory psychometric properties for two followership dimensions (i.e., active engagement and
independent, critical thinking). Correlations of these two followership dimensions with other constructs were mostly in line with our expec-
tations. We discuss the usefulness of the German followership questionnaire for research and practice.
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Traditionally, leadership research has taken the perspective
of leaders influencing their followers (i.e., a leader-centric
view; Dinh et al., 2014; Lord et al., 2017). In contrast, the
contribution of followers to the leadership process has long
been neglected. In their review on followership, Uhl-Bien
et al. (2014, p. 89) stated that even if “most research on
leadership recognizes the follower in some way, the focus
on followership as a research area in its own right has not
occurred until very recently [. . .].” Followership can be
defined as “behaviors of individuals acting in relation to a
leader(s)” (Carsten et al., 2010, p. 545), including the way
followers take responsibility relative to their leader, the way
they communicate, or the way they try to solve problems
with their leader. Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) argued that a deeper
understanding of followership is essential for a better un-
derstanding of leadership because without followers there
would be neither leaders nor leadership.
While Kelley (1988) already stressed the organizational

value of the follower in the 1980s, empirical tests of extant
theoretical approaches to followership remain scant (Oc &
Bashur, 2013; for such approaches, see, for instance,
Chaleff, 1995; Hurwitz &Hurwitz, 2015; Kellerman, 2008;
Kelley, 1992). A problem that prevents progress is that only
very few validated instruments to study followership are
available (Baker, 2007). To the best of our knowledge,

Kelley (1992) was the first to develop a followership
questionnaire. The questionnaire is based on his theo-
retical account, understanding followership behaviors as
the followers’ active engagement (AE) in the leadership
process and their independent, critical thinking (ICT)
toward their leader. According to Kelley (1992), the best
followers actively participate in the leadership process and
take initiative (AE), rather than being passive and lazy. At
the same time, they think for themselves and give con-
structive criticism to their leader (ICT), rather than simply
taking directions and requiring constant supervision. Thus,
ideal followers have an adequate balance of actively ac-
cepting the follower role and questioning leaders’ deci-
sions. In this way, they contribute to leadership and,
ultimately, to organizational success.
With the current research, we intend to provide a basis

for further followership research in German-speaking
countries by adapting and validating a German version
of Kelley’s (1992) followership questionnaire. We there-
fore translated the original English version into German
and conducted two studies to validate our translation. In
Study 1, we explored the factorial structure of our ques-
tionnaire. In Study 2, we tested the convergent, discrim-
inant, and criterion-related validity of the measurement
instrument.
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Our study extends current research because there is no
validated questionnaire on followership behavior in
German-speaking countries yet. With our study, we
provide a questionnaire for researchers and practitioners
to assess the followership behavior of German-speaking
employees. Furthermore, we study the generalizability of
prior findings in another cultural context by testing
construct relationships that were also investigated in
other validation studies of Kelley’s instrument (Blanchard
et al., 2009; Gatti et al., 2014) in a sample of German
employees.

The Present Research

Evidence on the Questionnaire’s Structure

Blanchard et al. (2009) conducted a validation study of
Kelley’s (1992) questionnaire for the original English
items with a sample of faculty members at a large uni-
versity. Gatti et al. (2014) conducted a validation study
for their Italian translation with a sample of employees
from different organizational settings. The two factors
conceptualized by Kelley (1992) emerged in both studies
(i.e., AE and ICT), while the items partly loaded on
different dimensions than Kelley had predicted. Notably,
Blanchard et al. (2009) found an additional third factor.
However, they argued that the first four items of Kelley’s
questionnaire do not tap into follower behavior but into
attitudes and affect (e.g., the first item: “Does your work
help you fulfill some societal goal or personal dream that
is important to you?”). They suggested eliminating these
four items as the goal of Kelley’s instrument is to tap into
behavior. Hence, we followed the suggestion of
Blanchard et al. (2009) – an approach also taken by Gatti
et al. (2014). In both validation studies, the final ad-
justed instrument contained 14 items. Blanchard et al.
(2009) reported reliabilities of α = .86 for AE and α = .74
for ICT with a factor correlation of r = .38, p < .001. In
the Italian version, the reliabilities were α = .94 for AE
and α = .79 for ICT with a factor correlation of r = .55, p <
.001 (Gatti et al., 2014). While Blanchard et al. (2009)
did not conduct a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
and therefore did not report model fit indices, Gatti et al.
(2014) reported a model fit of χ2(73) = 296.66, p < .001,
χ2/df = 3.90, Comparative Fit Index (CFI) = .96,
RMSEA = .10, and SRMR = .07, for a two-factorial so-
lution. Because we chose a comparable approach to the
two prior studies, we predict the following:

Hypothesis 1: Our German translation of Kelley’s
questionnaire will show a two-factor solution.

Correlations With Other Measures

To test whether we would obtain evidence for convergent
validity, we included the following constructs: personal
initiative at work (Frese et al., 1997), self-responsibility
(Bierhoff et al., 2005), and subordinate influence tactics
(SITs; Blickle & Gönner, 1999).

First, personal initiative at work (Frese et al., 1997) should
be associated with AE. Personal initiative is defined as a
“behavior syndrome resulting in an individual’s taking an
active and self-starting approach to work” (Frese et al., 1997,
p. 140). Personal initiative and active followership behavior
both concern an individual’s inclination to take action.
However, personal initiative describes general proactive
behavior and is not specifically directed to the leader. Thus,
it differs from followership, but due to its conceptual re-
latedness, we expect it to be positively correlated with AE.

Second, we included self-responsibility (Bierhoff et al.,
2005) as an indicator of convergent validity for ICT. Bierhoff
et al. (2005) defined self-responsibility in organizations as
implying calculated risk-taking to increase organizational
success by acting self-reliantly. Thus, self-responsibility and
ICT focus on the self as an independent and self-contained
individual. However, self-responsible action in organizations
is not necessarily directed to the leader. Still, due to its
conceptual relatedness, we expect a positive relation to ICT.

Third, we gauged SITs (Blickle & Gönner, 1999). SITs
refer to employees’ ways to assert important issues vis-
à-vis their leader (e.g., by using rational influence or ex-
erting pressure). They are conceptually similar to at least
one general aspect of followership behavior: SITs imply an
intentional and critical approach to carry out the follower
role. In sum, we expect a moderate positive correlation for
all concerned relationships (r = .50; Cohen, 1988). Our
hypotheses on convergent validity are the following:

Hypothesis 2: AE will be positively and at least mod-
erately (i.e., r ≥ .50; Cohen, 1988) related to (a)
personal initiative at work and (b) SITs.

Hypothesis 3: ICT will be positively and at least
moderately (i.e., r ≥ .50) related to (a) self-
responsibility in organizations and (b) SITs.

In accordance with Gatti et al. (2014), we assess
leader–member exchange (LMX) as an indicator for dis-
criminant validity. LMX describes the development of
mature relationships between leaders and followers to
generate more effective leadership (Graen & Uhl-Bien,
1995). Since LMX assesses the quality of relationships and
not follower behaviors, both constructs should not overlap.
Thus, we predict a weak correlation between LMX and
followership, which would speak to the discriminant
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validity of Kelley’s questionnaire. Thus, the correlations
with LMX should not be greater than r = .20 (Cohen, 1988).

Hypothesis 4: AE will only be weakly (r ≤ .20; Cohen,
1988) related to LMX.

Hypothesis 5: ICT will only be weakly (r ≤ .20) related
to LMX.

Relationship to Criteria

We posit that followership behaviors will be related to im-
portant work-related criteria, such as work-related attitudes
(job satisfaction and organizational commitment), extra-role
performance (organizational citizenship behaviors [OCBs]),
and emotional states (exhaustion). Job satisfaction is defined
as “a pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from
the appraisal of one’s job or job experiences” (Locke, 1976,
p. 1304). Organizational commitment “(a) characterizes the
employee’s relationship with the organization, and (b) has
implications for the decision to continue or discontinue
membership in the organization” (Meyer & Allen, 1991, p.
67). We draw on cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger,
1957) and predict that actively engaged followers justify the
effort they spend for their work and are, thus, likely to have
more positive job-related attitudes. A related argument is
also made by Blanchard et al. (2009, p. 115): “Because at-
titudes are usually easier to change than behaviors, em-
ployees will change their attitudes to justify their behavior.”
As employees spend considerable effort when actively en-
gaging in their jobs, we expect a positive relation of AE with
job satisfaction and organizational commitment:

Hypothesis 6: AE will be positively related to (a) job
satisfaction and (b) organizational commitment.

However, in accordance with Blanchard et al. (2009),
we predict a negative relation of ICT with both job sat-
isfaction and organizational commitment. Although sim-
ilar effort has to be expended for ICT as for AE, we expect
that ICT exerts a negative influence on attitudinal vari-
ables that also prevails over possible positive effects of
effort justification. This is because ICT increases fol-
lowers’ awareness of the problems and negative aspects of
their job. Thus, we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 7: ICT will be negatively related to (a) job
satisfaction and (b) organizational commitment.

Organ (1988) defined OCBs as voluntary behaviors at
work, which are beneficial for organizational functioning.
OCBs express a certain degree of involvement in the

organization, and a similar involvement also underlies
both followership dimensions. According to Kelley (1992),
effective followers, for instance, tend to carry out as-
signments that go beyond their job. They also personally
identify critical activities instead of waiting for the leader’s
instructions. The findings of Gatti et al. (2014) also suggest
a positive relation of followership with OCBs. Thus, we
hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 8: AE and ICT will be positively related to
OCBs.

Emotional exhaustion refers to “feelings of being
overextended and exhausted by the emotional demands of
one’s work” (Demerouti et al., 2001, p. 499). According to
conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll et al., 1992),
employees use strategies that minimize any further re-
source loss to cope with emotional exhaustion (Wright &
Cropanzano, 1998). Both AE and ICT require a high level
of energy (e.g., when going beyond standard tasks or
managing conflicts with the leader) and thereby consume
personal resources. Thus, in accordance with Gatti et al.
(2014), we expect negative relations of both followership
dimensions with emotional exhaustion:

Hypothesis 9: AE and ICT will be negatively related to
emotional exhaustion.

Finally, we also included the Big Five personality traits
(McCrae & Costa, 2003) in our study, which describe
relatively stable patterns of behavior, thoughts, and emo-
tions. They are labeled as “extraversion” (relating to at-
tributes like sociable, gregarious, assertive, and ambitious),
“neuroticism” (unstable, insecure, nervous, and highly
sensitive), “openness” (perceptive, imaginative, cultured,
and curious), “agreeableness” (meaning courteous, helpful,
trusting, and cooperative), and “conscientiousness” (de-
pendable, hardworking, efficient, and organized; Barrick
et al., 2005). Gatti et al. (2014) reported positive correla-
tions of both followership dimensions with extraversion. In
the current study, we will test whether AE and ICT will
account for variance increments in the outcome variables
(i.e., job satisfaction, organizational commitment, OCBs,
and emotional exhaustion) over and above the broad per-
sonality traits to check whether the two followership di-
mensions show incremental validity.

Study 1

The aim of Study 1 was to test whether our German version
of Kelley’s (1992) questionnaire fits a two-factor solution
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equivalent to the previous validation studies (Blanchard
et al., 2009; Gatti et al., 2014; Hypothesis 1).

Method

Participants
We conducted an anonymous online survey via the Ger-
man “SoSci Panel” (Leiner, 2016), an online respondent
pool based on voluntary registration. We included only
employees with a direct superior to ensure credible re-
sponses concerning followership behaviors in organiza-
tions. In addition, we tried to detect careless responses by
following the procedures recommended by Meade and
Craig (2012; for details, see Electronic Supplementary
Material 1 [ESM 1]).

The final sample consisted of 451 employees (60.2%
women, 39.2% men, and 0.6% respondents without a
gender indication; Ribbat, Krumm, & Hüffmeier, 2020).
The mean age of the participants was 42 years (SD =
11.06, Mdn = 42). Their highest education level was as
follows: 21.6% of the respondents completed an ap-
prenticeship, 26.0% a degree from a university of ap-
plied sciences, 37.4% a university degree, 7.6% a
doctoral degree, 1.1% no professional degree, and 6.3% a
degree not specified in the survey. Occupations of par-
ticipants covered all domains (see Holland, 1996), that
is, 33.5% had social professions, 20.5% conventional
professions, 19.8% enterprising professions, 12.2% in-
vestigative professions, 8.9% realistic professions, and
3.1% artistic professions. Participants’ average tenure in
their organizations was 11 years (SD = 10.38, Mdn = 7),
and the average tenure with their leader was 5 years
(SD = 4.98, Mdn = 3).

Instruments
Followership behaviors weremeasured with our translated
German version of Kelley’s (1992) questionnaire. We
conducted three steps for the translation process as rec-
ommended by Bracken and Barona (1991). Details on the
translation process and our translation can be found in
ESM 2. Each item was answered on a 7-point rating scale.
Possible responses ranged from 1 ([almost] never) to 7
([almost] always).

Data Analysis
For the purpose of this study, we randomly split the
sample into two subsamples. We used the first subsample
(n = 226) to explore the factorial structure and compared
the results to Kelley’s theoretical categorization and the
findings of the other two pertinent validation studies
(Blanchard et al., 2009; Gatti et al., 2014). Following
Fabrigar et al. (1999), we considered the sample size as

appropriate for the exploratory factor analysis (EFA),
since we had a moderate level of communalities of the
measured variables (with an average of .47) and ex-
pected at least three measured variables to represent
each common factor.

Subsequently, we tested the adjusted final version of
our questionnaire with a CFA independently in the
second subsample (n = 225). For both factor analyses, we
used Mplus 7.4 (Muthén & Muthén, 2015) and the
weighted least squares means and variance adjusted
estimator (WLSMV). The goodness of fit was evaluated
using the resulting chi-square values, the RMSEA, the
CFI, and the weighted root mean square residual
(WRMR). Following common recommendations (Cook
et al., 2009; West et al., 2012), cutoff values for a good
fit were defined as pχ2 < .05, χ2/df < 5, CFI > .95,
RMSEA < .06, and WRMR < 1.0. Furthermore, possible
misspecifications were also detected based on modifi-
cation indices and standardized expected parameters of
change, as described by Saris et al. (2009). A post hoc
power analysis with semPower (Moshagen & Erdfelder,
2016) for the most complex CFA with a sample size
of n = 225 to detect an RMSEA = .05 revealed a power
(1 � β) of .89. We use a reliability indicator based on
factor models. For each followership dimension, we report
the omega subscale (ωs) as described by Rodriguez et al.
(2016). We used Watkins’ (2013) standalone program to
compute ωs.

Results

A detailed analysis of item and scale parameters can be
found in ESM 3. A parallel analysis (Horn, 1965) with
random normal data generation of 1,000 datasets
yielded two factors. The first three raw data eigenvalues
were 6.07, 1.84, and 1.00. The first three random
data eigenvalues were 1.59, 1.46, and 1.36. This was in
line with the optical test of the scree plot. Table 1
shows the factor loadings of the EFA with WLMSV es-
timator and promax rotation. The factors correlated with
r = .50.

Four items loadedon the factor that Blanchard et al. (2009)
and Gatti et al. (2014) termed “ICT” (Factor 2). The other
factor contained a mix of items that we expected – based on
Kelley’s (1992) theoretical considerations – to load on either
AE or ICT. Blanchard et al. (2009) argued that these items
describe both independent and proactive behaviors but
consider the emerging factor to “most closely reflect what
Kelley has proposed to be active, engaged followers”
(Blanchard et al., 2009, p. 119). We agree with this as-
sessment and accordingly term factor 1 “AE” and factor 2
“ICT.” We excluded two items with comparatively weak
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loadings from subsequent analyses to obtain a model that is
as robust as possible. This reduced the overall instrument
from 16 to 14 items.
We tested this 14-item questionnaire with a two-

factorial CFA in subsample 2. The detailed results are
presented in ESM 4. All factor loadings were acceptable,
and the model fit was χ2(76) = 240.63, p < .001, χ2/df =
3.17, RMSEA = .10 (.08–.11), CFI = .94, and WRMR = .96.
While not all cutoff values for a good fit were reached,
this fit can still be described as reasonable (Hopwood &
Donnellan, 2010). Additionally, the fit is comparable to
the findings of Gatti et al. (2014). However, the mis-
specification test (Saris et al., 2009) revealed some
difficulties with certain items that might point to local
misspecification. Detailed information is presented in
ESM 5. In order to avoid overspecification by data-driven
adjustments, we checked potential misspecification
again in Study 2 and examined whether the same mis-
specifications occurred. Finally, a chi-squared difference
test suggested that the two-factor solution fitted the data
better than a potential one-factor solution, χ2diff(1) =
273.61, p < .001. The factors correlated with .68 (p <
.001) and showed good internal consistency. For the AE
subscale factor,ωs was .99 (95% CI ±.17), and for the ICT
subscale factor, ωs was .92 (95% CI ±.58).

Study 2

Method

The aim of Study 2 was to test the construct- and criterion-
related validity of the translated instrument. In order to test
the convergent and discriminant validity, we used two cri-
teria. First, we inspected the magnitude of the relationships
with other instruments. Since there was no other validated
instrument available in German to measure followership
behavior, we used measures that address followership be-
havior as directly as possible.We expected at least moderate
correlations (i.e., r = .50; Cohen, 1988) of Kelley’s follow-
ership behaviors with such measures. We interpret small
correlations (r ≤ .20; Cohen, 1988) with theoretically un-
related constructs as evidence for divergent validity. Second,
we expected correlations with theoretically related con-
structs to be considerably higher than with theoretically
unrelated constructs (Campbell & Fiske, 1959).

Participants
Study 2 was again conducted via an anonymous online
survey with the “SoSci Panel” (Leiner, 2016). We only
included employees who had a direct superior and did not
respond in a careless manner (Meade & Craig, 2012; for
details, see ESM 1).
The final sample contained 413 employees (59.8%

women, 38.7% men, and 1.5% respondents without a
gender indication; Ribbat, Krumm, & Hüffmeier, 2020).
Participants’ mean age was 42 years (SD = 11.49, Mdn =
40). Their highest education level was as follows: 20.1% of
the respondents completed an apprenticeship, 22.8% a
degree from a university of applied sciences, 44.3% a
university degree, 6.8% a doctoral degree, 2.1% no pro-
fessional degree, and 4.8% a degree not specified in the
survey. Occupations of participants covered all domains,
that is, 33.4% had social professions, 21.1% conventional
professions, 20.8% enterprising professions, 15.3% in-
vestigative professions, 6.8% realistic professions, and
2.7% artistic professions (see Holland, 1996). The average
employment in the organization was 10 years (SD = 10.13,
Mdn = 6.5), and the average tenure with their supervisor
was 5 years (SD = 5.16, Mdn = 3).

Instruments
Followership behaviors were measured with the translated
German version of Kelley’s (1992) questionnaire com-
prising 14 items, as reported in Study 1. Possible re-
sponses ranged from 1 ([almost] never) to 7 ([almost]
always). We used the questionnaire by Frese et al. (1997) to
measure personal initiative at work with response options
ranging from not correct at all (1) to applies completely (7).
Self-responsibility was measured by the scale by Bierhoff

Table 1. Results of factor analysis, subsample 1

Item

Factor
loading

1 2

Factor 1: AE

10. Contribute high level (AE) .88 �.16

9. Take initiative (AE) .82 �.12

15. Understanding the needs and objectives (AE) .74 �.18

11. Think up new ideas (ICT) .71 .17

6. Actively develop (AE) .67 .18

8. Highest quality work (AE) .59 .19

7. Build success (AE) .55 �.07

12. Solve tough problems (ICT) .54 .26

16. Recognize one’s strengths and weaknesses (ICT) .54 .17

5. Personally identify (ICT) .51 .33

13. Help coworkers (AE) .47 .09

14. See opportunities and risks (ICT) .45 .17

Factor 2: ICT

18. Contrary (ICT) �.18 .74

19. Ethical standards (ICT) �.08 .72

20. Assert issues (ICT) .08 .63

17. Question decisions (ICT) .09 .63

Note. n = 226. Kelley’s (1992) categorization is presented in brackets.
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et al. (2005) with response options ranging from very in-
correct (1) to very correct (7). The four SITs “flattering,”
“rational influence,” “exerting pressure,” and “engaging
superior authority” were measured with the questionnaire
by Blickle and Gönner (1999). Response options ranged
from (almost) never (1) to (almost) always (7). For LMX, we
used the scale by Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) in the
German version (Schyns, 2002). The response options
ranged from 1 to 7 (e.g., extremely ineffective [1] to extremely
effective [7]). We applied a part of the “Copenhagen Psy-
chosocial Questionnaire” (Nübling et al., 2005) to mea-
sure job satisfaction with response options ranging from
very dissatisfied (1) to very satisfied (7). Organizational
commitment was assessed with the scale by Mowday et al.
(1979) in the German version (Maier & Woschée, 2002).
Response options ranged from strongly disagree (1) to fully
agree (7). We measured two OCBs (i.e., “helpfulness” and
“initiative”) with the scale by Staufenbiel and Hartz
(2000). The range of possible responses was from not
correct at all (1) to applies completely (7). The measure for
emotional exhaustion was taken from the “Maslach
Burnout Inventory” (Maslach & Jackson, 1986) in the
German version by Enzmann and Kleiber (1989). Partic-
ipants were asked to indicate how often the following
statements applied to them: Several times a year or rarer,
once in a month, several times in a month, once a week, several
times in a week, or daily. For the personality traits, we used
the BFI-K instrument by Rammstedt and John (2005).
Responses ranged from very wrong (1) to very true (7). Ex-
emplary items for each instrument are provided in ESM 6.

Data Analysis
To assess the validity of the German version of Kelley’s
followership questionnaire, we inspected bivariate corre-
lations with different constructs as delineated in the
Hypotheses 2–9. Furthermore, we used hierarchical re-
gression analysis to test whether AE and ICT accounted for
variance increments of the criterion variables (i.e., job
satisfaction, organizational commitment, OCBs, and
emotional exhaustion) over and above the Big Five per-
sonality traits. A post hoc power analysis with GPower 3.1
(Faul et al., 2007) for a linear multiple regression model
with a sample size of N = 413 and seven independent
variables to detect a medium H1 ρ2 = .13 (Cohen, 1988)
revealed a power (1 � β) of 1.00.

We first computed another CFA for the followership
questionnaire based on the model we specified in Study 1.
The model again had a reasonable fit (Hopwood &
Donnellan, 2010): χ2(76) = 349.42, p < .001, χ2/df =
4.60, RMSEA = .09 (.08–.10), CFI = .93, andWRMR = 1.22.
The misspecification detection (Saris et al., 2009) pointed
to some problematic items. However, only one mis-
specification was identical to those reported in Study 1.

That is, allowing residual correlations between the items
“personally identify” (“Instead of waiting for or merely
accepting what the leader tells you, do you personally
identify which organizational activities are most critical for
achieving the organization’s priority goals?”) and “actively
develop” (“Do you actively develop a distinctive compe-
tence in those critical activities so that you become more
valuable to the leader and the organization?”) significantly
improved model fit across both studies. Although Landis
et al. (2009) advised against improving model fit through
specifying residual correlations (see, however, Cole et al.,
2007), we felt that the common and specific aspect of
proactively making oneself valuable to the organization in
both items theoretically justified this residual correlation.
Note that “actively develop” was presented right after
“personally identify” and phrased to directly refer to the
item content of “personally identify,” which is consistent
with the original version of the questionnaire. Thus, we
allowed that error term correlation in the model, r = .44,
p < .001, which improved themodel fit: χ2(75) = 302.06, p <
.001, χ2/df = 4.03, RMSEA = .09 (.08–.10), CFI = .94, and
WRMR = 1.13. Further details are presented in ESM 5.

We also conducted a CFA for all other measured con-
structs we used in Study 2. In order to avoid cross loadings
of the scales, we had to delete some items from different
scales for further calculations. The scales for personal
initiative, self-responsibility, the SIT “flattering,” LMX, job
satisfaction, organizational commitment, emotional ex-
haustion, extraversion, neuroticism, and openness were
affected by these adjustments. We used the method of ant
colony optimization (ACO; Olaru et al., 2019) to identify
sets of items that fit the model and thus improved con-
struct validity. ACO allows for testing model fit and reli-
ability criteria simultaneously for different item sets by
using an iterative process inspired by the foraging of ants
(Olaru et al., 2019). Further details are provided in ESM 7.

For internal consistency, we report coefficient omega (ω;
McDonald, 1978) and ωs for each dimension of multidi-
mensional constructs (i.e., followership behaviors and OCBs).
We used Mplus 7.4 (Muthén & Muthén, 2015) to compute ω
and Watkins’ (2013) standalone program to compute ωs.

Results

Table 2 summarizes descriptive statistics, coefficientsω or
ωs for internal consistency, and the intercorrelations of all
latent models. The consistency estimates of the SIT
“flattering” scale (ω = .69) and the conscientiousness scale
(ω = .66) were slightly below the most commonly used
minimum value of .70. All other scales showed at least
good levels of internal consistency (.70 ≤ ω/ωs ≤ .97). For
the AE subscale factor, ωs was .97 (95% CI ±.26), and for
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics and correlations for study variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

1. AE 5.45 0.78 .97ʺ .64*** .10 .49*** .18** �.04 .78*** .72*** .27*** .36*** .25*** .45*** .80*** �.12* .34*** �.28*** .33*** �.04 .68***

2. ICT 4.85 0.96 .65*** .84ʺ �.08 .46*** .62*** .34*** .56*** .55*** �.08 �.01 �.12* .25*** .58*** .03 .26*** �.24*** .28*** �.22*** .44***

3. SITs: flattering 2.88 1.05 .10 �.07 .69ʹ .06 .12* .19** .05 �.10 .44*** .33*** .22*** .16** .12* �.09 .06 .15** .01 .14* �.03

4. SITs: rational
influence

5.80 0.92 .45*** .46*** .04 .78ʹ .16** �.01 .48*** .58*** .18*** .25*** .09 .48*** .57*** �.20*** .22*** �.24*** .29*** �.07 .50***

5. SITs: exerting
pressure

2.83 1.15 .19** .62*** .13* .13* .75ʹ .68*** .36*** .12* �.30*** �.20*** �.22*** .05 .27*** .15** .27*** �.16** �.01 �.36*** .17**

6. SITs: engaging
superior authority

2.06 1.21 �.04 .34*** .20** �.03 .68*** .82ʹ .14* .02 �.29*** �.19** �.19** .05 .14* .12* .10 �.09 �.01 �.15* .05

7. Personal initiative 5.10 1.03 .77*** .56*** .07 .42*** .38*** .14* .86ʹ .77*** .13* .28*** .23*** .40*** .76*** �.14** .46*** �.37*** .35*** �.11* .76***

8. Self-responsibility 5.42 0.69 .72*** .53*** �.05 .54*** .09 .01 .76*** .74ʹ .13* .31*** .22*** .63*** .75*** �.20*** .33*** �.41*** .48*** �.02 .76***

9. LMX 4.56 1.47 .28*** �.08 .41*** .23*** �.31*** �.29*** .13** .17** .91ʹ .83*** .58*** .08 .13* �.41*** �.04 �.11* �.05 .15** .03

10. Job satisfaction 4.83 1.17 .39*** .02 .32*** .26*** �.14** �.17** .29*** .33*** .74*** .80ʹ .75*** .21*** .31*** �.59*** .09 �.33*** �.01 .26*** .20***

11. Organizational
commitment

3.88 1.28 .22*** �.12* .27*** .09 �.20*** �.17** .20*** .20*** .59*** .70*** .89ʹ .19** .26*** �.49*** .11* �.24*** �.01 .27*** .09

12. OCBs: helpfulness 5.50 0.80 .45*** .25*** .16** .43*** .05 .05 .41*** .68*** .09 .25*** .18** .92ʺ .76*** �.05 .34*** �.12 .40*** .33*** .48***

13. OCBs: initiative 5.31 1.01 .80*** .58*** .13* .52*** .27*** .14* .77*** .76*** .14* .36*** .25*** .76*** .96ʺ �.18** .43*** �.35*** .40*** .09 .59***

14. Emotional
exhaustion

2.42 1.10 �.12* .05 �.08 �.18** .19** .13* �.14* �.19** �.45*** �.62*** �.45*** �.05 �.17** .86’ �.13** .60*** .07 �.26*** �.17**

15. Extraversion 4.36 1.52 .23*** .19*** .06 .18** .27*** .13* .38*** .23*** �.04 .11* .06 .27*** .34*** �.15** .87ʹ �.36*** .32*** .24*** .32***

16. Neuroticism 3.65 1.42 �.25*** �.18** .11* �.19** �.11* �.08 �.33*** �.36*** �.17** �.36*** �.22*** �.11 �.30*** .61*** �.27*** .77ʹ .00 �.21*** �.31***

17. Openness 5.37 1.13 .33*** .29*** .00 .23*** .02 .01 .38*** .48*** �.05 �.01 �.01 .39*** .41*** .02 .21*** �.04 .82ʹ .00 .35***

18. Agreeableness 4.49 1.16 �.04 �.22*** .13* �.08 �.36*** �.15* �.11 .03 .17** .25*** .24*** .33*** .09 �.27*** �.23*** .03 .27*** .70ʹ �.05

19. Conscientiousness 5.36 0.91 .69*** .44*** �.03 .43*** .17** .05 .76*** .73*** .05 .23*** .06 .48*** .59*** �.17** �.25*** .34*** .26*** �.05 .66ʹ

Note. ACO = ant colony optimization; LMX = leader–member exchange; OCB = organizational citizenship behavior; SITs = subordinate influence tactics. N = 413. Values along the diagonal represent internal
consistency (ʹω or ʺωs). Values above the diagonal represent the correlations for study variables in the initial form (i.e., without ACO). *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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the ICT subscale factor, ωs was .84 (95% CI ±.69). Fur-
thermore, Table 2 additionally contains the intercorrela-
tions of all latentmodels based on the initial versions of the
external instruments (i.e., without ACO).

Results for Convergent and Discriminant Validity
Our findings revealed a significant and strong correlation
of AE with personal initiative, r = .77, p < .001. The cor-
relation of AE with the SIT “rational influence” was also
significant, but slightly below moderate, r = .45, p < .001.
Small correlations were found between AE and the SITs
“exerting pressure,” r = .19, p = .001, and “engaging su-
perior authority,” r =�.04, p = .55, and “flattering,” r = .10,
p = .07. Thus, Hypothesis 2 was only partly supported.

ICT was positively and moderately related to self-
responsibility, r = .53, p < .001, and to the SIT “exerting
pressure,” r = .62, p < .001. Significant but smaller cor-
relations were observed between ICT and the SITs “ra-
tional influence,” r = .46, p < .001, and “engaging superior
authority,” r = .34, p < .001. However, we did not find a
significant relationship of ICT with the SIT “flattering,”
r = �.07, p = .26. Hence, Hypothesis 3 was partially
supported.

AE correlated slightly stronger with LMX than we ex-
pected (i.e., r ≤ .20), r = .28, p < .001. Still, we observed a
weak correlation of AE with LMX. No significant corre-
lation was found for ICT and LMX, r =�.08, p = .16. Thus,
Hypothesis 4 was predominantly supported, and Hy-
pothesis 5 was fully supported.

Results for Criterion-Related Validity
Our findings revealed significant positive correlations of
AE with job satisfaction, r = .39, p < .001, and with or-
ganizational commitment, r = .22, p < .001. Hence, Hy-
pothesis 6 was supported. ICT was negatively but rather
weakly related to organizational commitment, r =�.12, p =
.04. Since we did not find the predicted negative corre-
lation between ICT and job satisfaction, r = �.02, p = .78,
Hypothesis 7 was only partly supported. AE correlated
positively with both OCB dimensions: “helpfulness,” r =
.45, p < .001, and “initiative,” r = .80, p < .001. ICT also
correlated with “helpfulness,” r = .25, p < .001, and
“initiative,” r = .58, p < .001. Hence, Hypothesis 8 was
supported. AE correlated slightly negatively with emo-
tional exhaustion, r = �.12, p = .03, while we did not
observe the expected negative correlation of ICT with
emotional exhaustion, r = .05, p = .38. Therefore, Hy-
pothesis 9 was only partly supported.

Results for Incremental Validity
We also examined the incremental validity of AE and ICT
in predicting job-related outcome variables above and
beyond broad personality traits. The results of the

hierarchical regression analyses are presented in Tables 3
and 4. Importantly, AE and ICT accounted for variance
increments in all outcome variables. In fact, AE and ICT
predicted incremental variance in job satisfaction with
ΔR2 = .09, p < .001, indicating a small effect (Cohen, 1988)
of f 2 = 0.12. Similarly, AE and ICT explained incremental
variance in organizational commitment, ΔR2 = .07, p <
.001, indicating a small effect of f 2 = 0.08. A moderate
incremental contribution occurred for the OCB “initia-
tive,” ΔR2 = .18, p < .001, with a medium effect size
(Cohen, 1988) of f 2 = 0.33. Small incremental contribu-
tions were observed for the prediction of OCB “helpful-
ness,” ΔR2 = .03, p = .001, f 2 = 0.04, and for emotional
exhaustion, ΔR2 = .02, p = .003, f 2 = 0.03.

Discussion

The aim of our two studies was to examine the psycho-
metric properties of a German version of Kelley’s (1992)
followership questionnaire. We found a two-factor struc-
ture in our data, equivalent to the original validation study
by Blanchard et al. (2009) and the validation study by
Gatti et al. (2014). The items did not unanimously load on
the two factors that Kelley (1992) had predicted. However,
this was also the case in the prior validation studies
(Blanchard et al., 2009; Gatti et al., 2014). Still, in ac-
cordance with Blanchard et al. (2009), the two identified
factors can be interpreted as AE and ICT. A CFA of the
resulting 14-item questionnaire showed an adequate
model fit (Hopwood & Donnellan, 2010; Olaru et al.,
2019). In addition, the fit was comparable to previous
findings (Gatti et al., 2014) although the followership
model could not reach all recommended cutoff values for a
good model fit. However, Hopwood and Donnellan (2010)
argued that previous studies might provide a more rea-
sonable context for interpreting overall fit statistics than
the rules of thumb widely used for model fit evaluation.
Specifically, they concluded that the inherent complexity
of personality measures often leads to poorer model fit
statistics in a CFA (Hopwood & Donnellan, 2010). Thus,
the presented fit of the followership model can be de-
scribed as reasonable.

Furthermore, because relying on general cutoff values
was repeatedly criticized (e.g., Greiff & Heene, 2017;
Ropovik, 2015), we used a combination of confirmatory
and exploratory analyses to reduce the risk of mis-
specification (Ropovik, 2015). In addition, we tried to
detect local misspecification based on modification in-
dices (Saris et al., 2009). While the misspecification
method pointed to some potentially problematic items in
the followership model, we could only find one consistent
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misspecification across Study 1 and Study 2. Conse-
quently, we allowed residual correlations between the
two items “personally identify” and “actively develop” as
this was a plausible adjustment. Since the substantial
residual correlation was replicated across two studies,
mere specifics of a sample can be ruled out. We can only
speculate about the commonality of the two items
“personally identify” (“Instead of waiting for or merely
accepting what the leader tells you, do you personally
identify which organizational activities are most critical
for achieving the organization’s priority goals?”) and
“actively develop” (“Do you actively develop a distinctive
competence in those critical activities so that you become
more valuable to the leader and the organization?”)
beyond the active engagement factor. The direct refer-
ence made in one item to the other may be one reason.
Future research may examine whether the residual
correlation also emerges if the two items are not pre-
sented next to each other and the direct reference (“those
critical activities”) is replaced. From a followership
perspective, another plausible commonality of the two

concerned items may be that they reflect the efforts to
achieve overarching organizational goals, which is also in
line with Kelley’s (1992) definition of followership, while
the other followership items more specifically refer to the
leader or group level. To substantiate this conjecture, fur-
ther research is needed to test the effects of followership
behaviors with different foci. The decision to keep both
items or exclude one item does, however, not seem to be
very important: When we dropped one of the two items
(“actively develop”), thus accounting for the potential re-
dundancy in these items, the correlations with other vari-
ables remained unchanged (see Table 2 and ESM 8).
Furthermore, we tested the convergent, discriminant,

and criterion-related validity. Some correlations obtained
with instruments included for establishing convergent and
discriminant validity seem noteworthy. We found several
correlations supporting the convergent validity of the two
dimensions. For instance, AE strongly correlated with
personal initiative at work. ICT was moderately related to
self-responsibility. However, the positive correlation of AE
with self-responsibility was even higher. Note that as a

Table 3. Incremental validity of AE and ICT for job satisfaction and organizational commitment

Variable

Job satisfaction Organizational commitment

B SE B β R2 ΔR2 B SE B β R2 ΔR2

Step 1 .14 .14*** .06 .06***

Extraversion �0.04 0.04 �.05 �0.03 0.05 �.04

Neuroticism �0.21 0.04 �.25*** �0.13 0.05 �.14**

Openness �0.05 0.05 �.05 �0.01 0.06 �.01

Agreeableness 0.19 0.05 .20*** 0.22 0.06 .20***

Conscientiousness 0.17 0.06 .14** 0.02 0.08 .02

Step 2 .23 .09*** .13 .07***

AE 0.53 0.08 .36*** 0.45 0.10 .27***

ICT �0.24 0.06 �.20*** �0.30 0.08 �.23***

Note. N = 413. **p < .01, ***p < .001.

Table 4. Incremental validity of AE and ICT for OCBs and emotional exhaustion

Variable

OCBs: helpfulness OCBs: initiative Emotional exhaustion

B SE B β R2 ΔR2 B SE B β R2 ΔR2 B SE B β R2 ΔR2

Step 1 .23 .23*** .27 .27*** .26 .26***

Extraversion 0.04 0.03 .07 0.09 0.03 .13** �0.01 0.04 �.01

Neuroticism 0.00 0.03 .00 �0.11 0.03 �.15** 0.36 0.04 .46***

Openness 0.14 0.03 .19*** .19 0.04 .21*** 0.06 0.05 .06

Agreeableness 0.17 0.03 .24*** �0.00 0.04 .00 �0.14 0.05 �.14**

Conscientiousness 0.23 0.04 .26*** 0.34 0.05 .31*** �0.05 0.06 �.04

Step 2 .26 .03** .45 .18*** .28 .02**

AE 0.20 0.06 .20** 0.58 0.06 .46*** �0.10 0.08 �.07

ICT 0.01 0.04 .01 0.11 0.05 .10* 0.20 0.06 .18**

Note. OCB = organizational citizenship behavior. N = 413. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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result of our factor analyses, the AE dimension became
broader in scope. In the current version, AE includes, for
instance, thinking up new ideas and solving tough prob-
lems. These behaviors should indeed relate to self-
responsibility. We also observed that not all SITs were
unanimously related to AE and ICT. It makes sense,
however, that the SITs “exerting pressure” and “engaging
superior authority” were more strongly related to ICT,
which comprises followership behavior that may cause
conflicts with a supervisor. As expected, we found only
small correlations of LMX with AE and ICT, indicating
discriminant validity. Importantly, correlations of the
followership dimensions with variables that we considered
as convergent indicators were considerably higher than
those obtained with LMX.

In testing criterion-related validity, we found com-
parable results to previous findings regarding job sat-
isfaction, organizational commitment, OCBs, emotional
exhaustion, LMX, and extraversion (Blanchard et al.,
2009; Gatti et al., 2014). We also extended the nomo-
logical network by exploring relations of followership
behaviors with these important organizational con-
structs while controlling for the influence of personality
traits. AE and ICT both accounted for variance incre-
ments in all outcome variables above and beyond broad
personality traits. Hence, our findings reveal that an
active approach to followership is associated with de-
sired organizational outcomes. This is in line with the
argument of Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) that followership
is essential for better understanding leadership because
it contributes to the understanding of how more or
less effective followership behavior contributes to the
leadership process.

However, we also observed correlations indicating that
ICT is not always positively associated with desired
leadership outcomes. In accordance with our hypotheses,
ICT was negatively related to organizational commitment
and did not correlate with job satisfaction. These results do
not correspond with Kelley’s (1992) assumption that active
and critical followers are the most effective. This as-
sumption may thus not apply as broadly as expected by
Kelley. For instance, there might be leaders who do not
want followers to act too independently. Thus, the ef-
fectiveness of followership might depend on the fit of
implicit role expectations between followers and their
leaders (Carsten et al., 2010, 2018). Hence, more em-
pirical work in the field of followership is needed to better
understand the impact, interaction, and potential bound-
ary conditions of active and critical followership behaviors
within organizations.

Our validation study opens further concrete avenues
for future research. The German instrument can be used
to assess followership behaviors within German

organizations and to compare followership behaviors in
Germany with other countries. Such research is called
for because of an increasing number of global work
teams and since cultural differences between countries
might affect the relationships between followership,
leadership, and organizational outcomes (e.g., via
varying power distance or institutional collectivism; e.g.,
Haire et al., 1966; House et al., 2004). Another par-
ticularly promising and innovative direction for future
research could be to complement effective leadership
training with appropriate followership development
programs (Bufalino, 2018).

Limitations

There are several limitations to this study. Since we
adapted a questionnaire to measure followership behav-
iors, we only collected self-report data. The relatively high
mean values for the followership dimensions might indi-
cate certain risks of social desirability. To address related
problems, future research could match the subjective
evaluations of followers with their leaders’ perceptions
(Gatti et al., 2014). Furthermore, our analysis was based on
cross-sectional data. Future research should investigate
the reported relations especially for criterion-related val-
idity in longitudinal studies to get indications for the
causality underlying them.

We found evidence for the factorial structure, internal
consistency, convergent, discriminant, and criterion-
related validity for our German translation of Kelley’s
(1992) followership questionnaire. With this, we provide a
basis for further followership research in German-
speaking countries. However, we recommend future re-
search to pay attention to potential local misspecifications
of the followership model. Furthermore, we point to the
broad interpretation of what we used as convergent in-
dicators, since no other followership questionnaire in
German was available. In addition, we had to adjust most
of the instruments we used in this study to achieve ade-
quate model fit, which reduces their comparability to other
studies.

Conclusion

The German version of Kelley’s (1992) followership ques-
tionnaire showed the intended factorial structure and was
related to meaningful organizational variables. We hope that
the availability of this followership questionnaire can facili-
tate future research, both on followership and on leadership.
The final German questionnaire is provided in ESM 2.
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