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Abstract

This study investigated the relation of immediate supervisor’s leadership style to 

followership among a sample o f567 United States Air Force enlisted members attending 

airman leadership school, a profossional military education program, at three different 

locations in Europe. Participants completed Kelley’s (1992) followership survey, which 

measured followership, and the LEAD Other questionnaire taken from Mersey’s (1993) 

Leader Effectiveness and Adaptability (LEAD) instrument, which determined the 

leadership style of the participants’ immediate supervisors. Personal, supervisory, and 

organizational information was also gathered &om the participants. The data were 

analyzed by analysis of variance (ANOVA), analysis of covariance (ANCOVA), and 

Scheffe’s post hoc comparisons test.

The prediction was that participants’ supervisors’ leadership styles would be 

significantly related to all dimensions of followership measured by the followership 

survey. As determined by foctor analysis of responses to the survey, these dimensions 

were (1) active engagement, (2) critical, mdependent thinking, (3) passion, and (4) team 

mindedness. Results showed that supervisor’s leadership style was not significantly 

related to followership on all four dimensions. However, it was significantly correlated to 

three dimensions of followership—active engagement, passion, and team mmdedness— 

with participants who had democratic supervisors scoring significantly higher on these 

three dimensions than those with autocratic or laissez-faire supervisors. Analysis of 

covariance showed that leadership style was confounded with other variables and that 

trust, job satisfaction, and commitment were mstead causally related to foUcwosbip.
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The findings suggest that the democratic leadership style, which is high in both 

task and relationsh^ behaviors, may better foster the followership dimensions of active 

engagement, passion, and team mmdedness than either the autocratic or laissez-faire 

styles by producing better levels of trust, job satisfaction, and commitment. The findings 

have practical implications for both public and private organizations that seek to promote 

leadership styles that contribute most to improving the individual performance of 

subordinates.
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CHAPTERI

btroduction

As the 21st century begins, there has been a national trend away horn the 

traditional autocratic and hierarchical modes of leadership. Within many American 

companies, a renewed interest in employee participation is being fueled by the 

introduction of contemporary managerial strategies such as total quality management 

(Lindsay, Curtis, and Manning, 1989). This shift is toward leadership styles that attempt 

to foster the optimum development and utilization of each employee through teamwork, 

woricplace initiatives, personal involvement in decision making, and ethical behavior 

(Spears, 1995).

Through teams and corporate re-engineering activities, day-to-day leadership has 

become more participatory. KellQf (1992) reported three interesting observations about 

iMders and followers: (1) leaders contribute on the average no more than 20 percent to 

the success of most organizations, (2) followers are critical to the remaining 80 percent; 

and (3) most employees, whatever them title or salary, spend more time woriong as 

followers than as leaders. Simply stated, 70 % to 90 % of the working day is spent in a 

followership role reportmg to someone else.

Most individuals know their leadership style, but how many know their 

followership style? The leadership role is given the focus in college courses and

Note: The views repressed in this research report are those of the researcher and do not 

necessarily reflect the official policy or position of the Air University, the United States 

Air Forc^ or the Department of Defense.
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organization training programs. Interestmgly, it is likely that leaders do not want to be the 

only ones leading. Their most Sequent complaint is that th^r would like other members 

of their staff to assume more responsibility for the organization's initiatives (Chalef  ̂

1995).

These considerations point toward the need to understand the role of the follower, 

not just that of the leader, in the leader-foUower relationship. Block (1993) gave the 

following caution:

To put it bluntly, strong leadership does not have within itself the capacity to 

create the fundamental changes our organizations require. It is not the fault of the 

people in these positions, it is the fault of the way we all have Gamed the role.

Our search for strong leadership in others p resses a desire for others [while in 

the followership role] to assume the ownership and responsibility for our group, 

our organization, our society, (p. 13)

Block argued for what he calls “stewardship,” the process in which followers are 

summoned to serve their organizations and be accountable to them. However, there is a 

paucity of research pertaining to the art of followership and the leadership literature offers 

no models for followership development.

Defoiitions of Terms

Leadership style.

Most definitions of leadership reflect the assumption that it mvolves a social 

influence process whereby one person «certs intentional influence over other people in 

order to carry out specific activities orrelationshqts (Yukl, 1994). Leadership style and 

behavior describe how leaders respond to their subordinates (Einhom, 1986). For the
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purpose of this study, it is important to emphasize that it is not how leaders see 

themselves that matters, but how th ^  come across to others they are attempting to 

influence. It is the followers’ perceptions, not the leaders’, that will affect the followers’ 

behavior Jersey, 1984). Hers^r defoaed leadership style as the patterns of behavior 

(words and actions) of the leader as perceived by others. Leadership style in this study is 

considered in the context of how the leader appears in the eyes of the beholder.

The recognition of task and relationship as two critical dimensions of a leader’s 

behavior has been an important part of management research since the mid-1950s. Hersey 

and Blanchard (1969), using a situational model, identified four basic leadership behavior 

styles: (1) high task and low relationship (telling); (2) high task and high relationship 

(selling); (3) high relationship and low task Oparticipatmg), and (4) low relationship and 

low task (delegating). Task behavior is the «dent to which a leader engages in one-way 

communication by explaining what the follower is to do as well as when and how to 

accomplish tasks. Relationship behavior is the extent to which a leader engages in two- 

way communication by providing socio-emotional support, ’"psychological strokes,” and 

facilitating behavior (Hersey & Blanchard, 1969).

Task behavior and relationship behavior have been assigned labels ranging flom 

“autocratic” to “democratic,” flom “employee-oriented” to “production-oriented” (Yukl,

1994). For the purpose of this study, subordinates’ perceptions of their hnmediate 

supervisor’s leadership style are categorized as (1) autocratic (high task and low 

relationship behavior), (2) democratic (high relationshÿ and low task behavior, or high 

task and high relationship behavior), or (3) laissez-fahe (low task and relationship 

behavior). Both high task and low relationship and high task and high relationship
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behavior have been combined in the democratic leadership style category because they 

share high relationship as a common variable.

Followership.

The term ‘̂ follower” often has negative connotations associated with it. As a 

result, the term “followership” may also have such connotations. However, it is part of 

the basis of the present study that there is no inherent negative connotation to the idea of 

being a follower or to followership. On the contrary, a good follower can be a boon to an 

organization, and followership is a quality that should generally be considered in a 

positive light

Drawing ftom the woric of Kell^ (1992), the researcher initially defined a 

follower as one who is not in a leadership role while performing on the two dimensions 

of (1) independent critical thinkmg and (2) active engagement in the organization’s 

critical activities that aim toward achievement of organizational goals. Subsequent factor 

analysis of the study’s results enabled identification of two further followership 

dimensions: passion for the job and team mmdedness.

Military Background of the Study

Many military organizations embrace the “great person” ideal; that is, a smgle 

person can lead an organization to success. This “hero” leadership myth relieves others in 

the organization fiom sharing the responsibilities of success and foilure QCell^, 1992). 

Based on the great person concept, when a military organization fails, blame is given to 

an ineffective leader or the absence of a leader. The message is clean military leaders 

have ultimate responsibility  ̂for their organizations. At the same tune, researchers have 

studied leadership styles and leadershÿ traits. Notwithstanding, organizations need
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employees who communicate their ideas and provide honest feedback so that managers 

and supervisors can better direct and lead the organization ̂ aek, 1989).

Eric W. Benken, former Chief Master Sergeant of the Air Force, who was the 

adviser to the secretary and chief of staff of the U.S. Air Force on matters concerning 

welfare, effective utilization, and progress of enlisted members in the Air Force, stated 

that he believed there were three thin^ critical to the Air Force: (1) fundamental 

discipline, (2) high standards, and (3) followership:

You need to learn how to be a good follower, to be a part of a team as well as be a 

good leader. And a follower is someone who accepts the foct that if the team 

succeeds they were part of the success, if it fails, they were part of the failure. 

(Benken, 1996). (p.I)

Accordingly, there is a growing concern and need for good followership in today’s 

United States Air Force.

Perhaps the most promising trend in thinking about leadership is the growing 

conviction that the purposes of the group are best served when leaders help followers to 

develop their own job skills, use critical thinking, and otherwise become better 

contributors (Gardner, 1990). This addition to research foci is gaining momentum as the 

art of followership is beginning to be recognized as equally hnportant as leadership m 

unlocking the unt*q»ped potential of or^mizations and workers (Lundin & Lancaster, 

1990).

hi a changing society filled with uncertainties, Mueller (1984) purported that a 

"fiee-form" organizational style would most likely survive in this type of environment 

and characterized it as a type of organization having (I) organizational fluidity, (2) the
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center of gravity of the professional or economic cutting edge placed in a core group of 

individuals, (3) a climate of encouragement of individual priority-setting needs with an 

increasing degree of feeedom m such choices, (4) more employee mobility occurring 

between institutions as a more acceptable way of life, (5) peer systems of management 

with minimum hierarchical structure which requires a more collegial style rather than 

directive style, (6) an increase in service and software activity as opposed to fixed assets 

and hardware, (7) a raised consciousness of the concept of “intellectual property” to help 

further world development via science, innovation, and entrepreneurship, (8) an 

entrepreneurial climate festered by incentives to encourage innovation, (9) increased 

controlled security systems where a need-to-know basis will be strictly adhered to, and 

(10) an unusual degree of fieedom and encouragement among its leaders, professional 

staff, and administrative managers so that they can extend them perspectives. These ten 

traits raise awareness of the necessity of good followership in future Air Force 

organizations.

Throughout the Air Force careers of airmen, the College of Enh'sted Professional 

Military Education offers ectensive leadership training, but very little training in 

followership, hi addition, military leaders can turn to a large body of literature fer 

leadership guidance; however, followers, who contribute much to military organizational 

success, have few references and training courses for good followership skills—skills 

which move b^ond technical “how-to-do-it” skills. Consequently, this situation partially 

contributes to limited job-related skills and poor work habits for many employees 

^elley, 1992), According to Benken (1996), today’s airmen need to work hard, work 

smart, and understand that being successful is based on a lot of “little things”:
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It’s the little things that have to do with professionalism. It’s looking your best 

everyday, doing your best everyday, and it’s going to work with the attitude of 

‘What can I do to improve not only myself personally, but what can I do to 

improve my unit?’ (p. 2)

Researchers have tried to conceptualize factors necessary to motivate followers to 

work smarter, faster, and independently (Bolman & Deal, 1991; Chaleff, 1995; Kelly, 

1992; Yukl, 1994). The only factor common across all the leadership studies is that every 

successful leader had a vision (Yukl, 1994). Periiaps researchers are looking in the wrong 

direction. Kelley (1992) told the story of a drunk who lost his house k^s during a 

midnight pub crawl. This drunk searched on his hands and knees under a lamppost, and 

after awhile, he moved to the next lamppost and continued his search. A passerby asked if 

he dropped his keys near a lamppost. The drunk replied, “No.” “Then why are you 

searching under lampposts?” the passerby queried. The drunk responded, “Because, that’s 

where the light is.” Kelley declared, “Society has become so mesmerized by the spotlight 

on leaders that it has grown blind to the possibility that the keys to understanding 

organizational success lie somewhere in the shadows” Q>.I3). Good military leadership 

rests in the hands of good foUowersh^.

Significance of the Study

The relationship between leaders and followers is a partnership that, if well 

balanced, helps result in organizational success. With the move in many organizations to 

teams and greater employee participation m organizations, and approxunately 80 percent 

of the working day in the followership role; leaders and followers know little about 

followership. While students of leadership have numerous models to pore over for
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gmdance and development, very few exist to help model the ideal follower. How can a 

great job at following be modeled when people know so little about it? If leadership 

styles affect employee job satisfaction, productivity, and team effectiveness, then it stands 

to reason that leadership styles affect followership styles. Are leaders producmg followers 

that correspond to their leadership style? For instance, are autocratic. Theory X leaders 

unknowingly producing compliant followers, while at the same time yearning for 

followers to take charge and think for themselves?

The art of followership needs to be explored and expounded in all organizational 

settings so that followers and leaders can begin to understand this important role critical 

to organizational success. The present study focused on members of the United States Air 

Force, which is an organization with characteristics different from many others. The Air 

Force has a hierarchical organizational structure and a culture that involves a caste system 

where members wear rank on their uniforms and are encouraged to assimilate. This 

culture is quite different fiom that generally present in private and m many other public 

organizations, and it is important to understand whatever relation leadership style may 

have to followership in such an organization.

A study specifically investigatmg followers’ perceptions of organizational 

leadership styles and the possible impact of those styles on followership development can 

be useful not only in the Air Force, but throughout both public and private organizations, 

fit the 21*̂  century, all leaders must learn to follow if  they are to lead successfully (Smith,

1995) because organizations require balanced performances of both functional and cross- 

functional eccellence built on both mdividual and team contributions, with individuals 

serving in both leadership and followership roles, hi addition, knowing whether certain
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leadership sQ̂ les contribute to followership, leaders and followers would be better able to 

make adjustments, if necessary, so that productivity can be increased through the art of 

followership.

Statement of the Problem

The literature reports that leadership styles impact many variables within an 

organization. While research findings note that leadership style does influence factors that 

are involved in the followership role, little research has been done that specifically 

addresses whether leadership styles affoct followership, per se (Challef, 1995; Kelley, 

1992).

Specifically, research is needed on the relation of leadership style to various 

components of followership. Kelley (1992) identified active engagement in the 

organization’s vital tasks and critical, independent thinkmg as two dimensions of 

followership. It seems likely that followership also includes other components, such as 

passion for the job and team mmdedness. Research is needed to determine the relation of 

leadership style to each major component of followership.

Purpose of the Study

This research studied the impact of leadership styles on followership among 

enlisted Air Force members. There are ochaustive studies throughout the leadership 

literature on the relationshq» between leadership styles and their effects on employee job 

satisfoction, productivity, wo& environment, gender differences, and team development; 

however, research must extend onward to «amine the relationship between leadership 

style and foUowershq» development.
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This relation between leadership style and followership is a key to getting the 

most out of an organization’s people, which in turn is a key to organizational success. 

The purpose of this research was to enable the Air Force and other organizations to better 

understand whatever relations may east between leadership style and the various 

components of followership to enable them to make more informed decisions in this 

hnportant area.

Research Questions

There were several research questions addressed in this study. These were as

follow.

1. Are the leadership styles of their immediate supervisors related to followership for 

airmen who serve in the United States Air Forces in Europe (USAFE) Command?

2. Do those with democratic supervisors score significantly higher than both those with 

autocratic and those with laissez-fidre supervisors on the various dimensions of 

followership among airmen who serve in the USAFE Command?

3. Do those with autocratic supervisors score significantly higher than those with 

laissez-faire supervisors and significantly lower than those with democratic 

supervisors on the various dimensions of followership among airmen serving m the 

USAFE Command?

4. Do those with laissez-faire supervisors score significantly lower than both those with 

democratic supervisors and those with autocratic supervisors on the various 

dimensions of followership among amnen servmg m the USAFE Command?
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Limitations of the Study

Several limitations of this research should be noted. First, although the data for 

this study were collected fiom three of the five airman leadership schools throughout 

Europe, including in the United Kingdom, the sample only represented one of nine major 

commands within the United States Air Force. Consequently, the geographical area was 

limited to just the European theatre, which restricts the generalizability of the results.

Second, the researcher did not control fi)r variables such as personality, 

organizational structure, or woric environment in this study. These variables might in 

themselves be significantly related to followership but they were not examined.

Third, this study was done in the context of a military organization, whose rigid 

hierarchical structure and culture are substantially different fiom those in many other 

organizations. Consequaitly, care must be taken in generalizing study results to 

nomnilitary contacts.
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Chapter n  

Review of the Literature 

Early leadership studies focused on the qualities, behaviors, and decision-making 

styles of leaders. This traditional approach attempted to mq)lain leadership on the basis of 

an individual’s characteristics, intelligence, dominance, task orientation, or need for 

power (Krug, 1993); or else through traits, behavior, situations, and power (Yukl, 1994). 

For instance, the trait theory postulated that others could emulate certain traits gleaned 

fiom successful leaders so that they could produce the same results. However, according 

to K ell^ (1992), people who possess this aggregation of traits do not exist; and simply to 

model leaders’ traits will not yield the same results that others have achieved.

Overall, the study of personal characteristics was usefiil in understanding what 

leaders did and why they did it There was a major problem with the approach, however, 

which was that it failed to explain the relationship between leaders and followers. Though 

the traits and behavior approaches specified leadership as the possession of an individual 

holding a position, they fiiiled to consider the importance of group members.

Historical Background of the Problem

Failing to explain leadership with the trait theory, researchers began to recognize 

that among the valuable components of leadership were leaders’ relations to their 

followers. Placing leaders on a continuum according to the degree of their mvolvement 

with wodc- and people-related issues enabled the autocratic and democratic leadership 

styles to be differentiated (Lewin & Lippit, 1938). Research conducted at The University 

of Michigan (Likert, 1961; Tannenbaum, 1966) led to classification of leadership styles 

in terms of whether leaders were employee-centered or production-centered. Production-
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centered leaders were defined as those who fi)cus on organizing tasks and on specifying 

how the tasks are to be accomplished and setting precise work standards. Employee- 

centered leaders were understood as those who involve their subordinates in making 

workplace decisions and setting goals.

Overlooking the terminology used in the various leadership taxonomies, the 

concept of autocratic and democratic leadership styles is hnplicit in virtually all of them. 

The degree to which a leader focuses on organizational tasks or employee mamtenance 

places the leadership style in either an autocratic or democratic dichotomy. Eagly and 

Johnson (1990) stated, “The skill in mterpersonal interaction may naturally lead to a 

management style that is democratic and participative, whereas leaders lacking in 

interpersonal skills would be more likely to behave in an mitocratic or a directive 

manner” (p. 148).

Traditionally, it has often been assumed that followers need to be managed. In 

recent years, however, management scholars and consultants have criticized autocratic 

hierarchical and bureaucratic forms of managing for the problems they can cause and the 

demoralizing effect they can have on employees (Elshtam, 1981; Heller & Van Till, 

1986; Naisbitt, 1982; Peters & Waterman, 1982). It is now understood that most people 

are both leaders and followers as they move m and out of each role (Kelly, 1992). It is 

also understood that followers can be considered collaborators in organizational efforts. 

Greenleaf (1982) advocated a group-oriented approach to analysis and decision-making 

as a way of strengthenmg institutions and in^roving society, ffîs thesis was that true 

leaders must first serve others—hence servant leadership—and that this simple fact is 

central to the leader’s greatness.
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Along the same lines» leaders and fellowers must together wodc to cultivate what 

Senge (1990) called a “learning organization,” where both followers and leaders learn 

what the needed elements of success are while woridng together in an interactive process 

that involves five disciplines: personal mastery, shared vision, mental models, team 

learning, and system thinking. In relation to such interactive wodc environments. Smith 

(1995) said.

Viewed as a blended whole, this “both/and” performance agenda demands 

both/and organizing approaches. Today, the people in an effective organization 

must both think and do, both manage others and manage themselves, both make 

decisions and do real work. They must figure out the b%t way both to divide up 

labor and to reintegrate it. And they must do so in a maimer that ensures the 

advantages of both fixed routine and flexibility. Finally, they all must know when 

to hold themselves both individually and mutually accountable for results, (p.

201)

Recognizing the importance of followership as the flipside of leadership has taken 

on a growing importance m developing successful organizations. A great need exists to 

cultivate the neglected art of followership (Wills, 1994). The futures of competing 

organizations are in demand for great followership.

Change in Management Style

Organizations are transforming mto intelligent network systems with leadership 

residing more in the networic than m aity one single mdrvidual. Today’s emphasis on the 

sharing of responsibility within groups—whether they are called “alliances,” 

“ensembles,” or “teams” in the leadership literature—is a fimdamental change in the way
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leadership is conceived and exercised in organizations and institutions. Nowadays» 

leadership is shared more within and between levels and may have far greater potential 

and substantially less risk as a consequence of being embedded in networics versus any 

one individual's office. With flatter organizational hierarchies, virtual information, 

enhanced autonomy, a more r^ id  pace of change, and much greater need for 

interdependencies, the question needing to be addressed is whether leadership systems 

have changed to accommodate these dramatic transformations (Avolio, 1996).

Theorists and researchers conclude that to be effective, a leader’s behavior should 

match the given circumstances. Hersey and Blanchard (1982) called for a situational 

leadership model that matches four leadership styles (telling, selling, participating, and 

delegating) to the maturity level (competence and commitment) of followers. Zierden 

(1984) identified four aspects of a leadership situation. The first of these is the nature of 

the people being managed. The more experienced the worker, the more committed to 

organizational goals; and the more competent the worker, the less guidance requhed. The 

second aspect is characteristics of the work itself whether structured or open-ended. For 

open-ended, complex, ambiguous woric, woriters need skills that require creativity and 

flexibility. The third aspect is the relationship between manager and employees and the 

relationship among the employees. The degrees of trust and good feelings between the 

leader and followers and among the followers contribute to the amount of participation 

toward organizational goals. If trust and good feeling are minimal, the leader may resort 

to coercion and control in order to make things happen. The fourth aspect is the 

manager^s personality and prefened management style.
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These situational circumstances require that the leader have adaptability skills. 

However, not all leaders possess such skills, as Zierden (1984) recognized;

Most contingency approaches assume that managers can alter their behavior at 

will. But managers are influenced by their personalities, their own ingrained 

patterns of rigidity and fl«dbility. And they are also influenced by their past, 

successful managerial behaviors that may have served them well. 145)

The need to just supervise and give orders to subordinates has become an outdated 

managerial practice. The old traditional leadership styles no longer match the 

requirements in today’s organizations. Instead, management today provides services to 

subordinates, forms cross-fUnctional teams, shapes strategy, helps clients in the field, and 

leads cross-departmental and cross-company teams (Kanter, 1989).

According to Drucker (as cited m Harris, 1993), this means that managers "have 

to learn to manage in situations where [th^] dont have command authority, where [they] 

are neither controlled nor controlling” (p. 115). Furthermore, Conger (as cited in Harris, 

1993) states that manners nwd to leam to man%e upward and sideways in addition to 

managing downward, hi addition, the way followers are perceived by their leaders and 

the way leaders are perceived by their followers can have a profound effect on 

productivity and efficiency (McGregor, I960).

By embracing empowerment, some managers incorporate strategies that range 

finm mcreased woricer participation m decisions which surrounded their immediate job 

tasks (job content) up to and includmg fiill self-management of both job content and job 

cont^^ord& Fottler, 1995), Although there are many possible forms of 

empowerment, all essentially involve the passmg of some degree of responsibility from
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those traditionally called 'leaders" to those traditionally called “followers." In a very real 

sense, full empowerment distributes leadership throughout the organization, although 

those in different positions will be accountable for different leadership functions 

(Offërmann, 1996).

This new form of responsibility fits a sleeker organization—one built for the 

speed, flexibility, quality, and service essential for global competition. Leaders must rely 

on an integrated and consistent system to get work done in an integrative unity (FoUett, 

1949). They must use order, not control, to accomplish the organization's objectives 

(Wheatley, 1992). Leaders must shape their organizations through concepts and feelings 

rather than through rules or structures (Howard, 1995). As for workers, Mohrman and 

Cohen (1995) pointed out that some may feel uncomfortable with such co-dependency 

and threatened by the movement firom individual to team. They stated that more needs to 

be understood about these possibilities.

The Favored Democratic Style

hi several studies mvolving preference of leadership styles, subjects of both sexes 

tended to favor managers who were closer to the ideal of a democratic manager (friendly, 

helpful, and encouragmg participation) over those closer to the ideal of an autocratic 

manager (directive, controllmg, and discouraging or suppressing participation). This 

inclination became most obvious in those studies where the depiction of autocratic and 

democratic behavior on the part of managers was clear-cut For «cample, Haccoun, 

Haccoun, and Sallay (1978), m them stucty of three management styles, found that the 

subjects prefotred the "emotional, friendly" style most and the "directive, authoritarian" 

style least
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It certainly makes sense that in our society democratic managers would be more 

favorably viewed and evaluated in the woricplace than autocratic managers. In North 

America, where much of the research cited has taken place, people live in a democratic 

society, are onbedded in democratic institutions, and expect to participate in decisions 

that may affect them. Since people cannot put away these values simply because they 

enter into the workplace, it follows that they would tend to positively evaluate democratic 

managers relative to autocratic managers.

In a comprehensive meta-analysis of 61 experimental studies of gender bias in 

leadership—studies spanning two decades of research finm 1967-1987—Eagly et al. 

(1992) found that when leaders used a democratic, consensus-building style, subjects 

rated both male and female leaders equivalently. However, similar to the findings of 

many experiments, the meta-analysis results also showed that females in leadership roles 

tend to be devalued relative to men when engaging in an autocratic form of leadership. 

Although this finding suggests that an interaction between managerial style and the 

gender of the manager exhibiting such a style may explain how male and female leaders 

are evaluated, it is also consistent with the notion that leadership style itself may have a 

strong and meaningfül main effect hi other words, there may be a general tendency for 

people to respond more positively to democratic leaders relative to autocratic leaders 

irrespective of gender.

The Follower

An effective follower must have a great deal of emotional and sphitual strength. 

Effective followers are ones who do not need the ̂ proval of the leader even though 

approval may be a strong deshe. T h ^  are sufficiently confident about their contributions
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to the group that thqr do not worry about loss of favor with the leader if  they oppose him 

or her on an issue. It is the willingness not to follow the leader on every issue that makes 

for outstanding followers (Chalef  ̂1995). The act of following requires a type of 

discipline that enables individuals to balance personal goals with the goals of the 

organization so that they can move b^ond themselves and make the contributions needed 

to advance the welfare of their organizations.

Can leadership styles foster this type of follower? Followers trail leaders for many 

reasons. Kelly (1992) described seven pathways to followership. Some take the (1) 

apprentice road while they study leadership by being a good follower. The goal of this 

pathway is skill mastery. The role of the (2) disciple may appeal to some, as they bond 

with and emulate a leader. This identification allows them to become part of something 

that they consider bigger, better, and more important than they are individually. The (3) 

mentee path leads to personal benefits for maturation, not necessarily for leadership 

alone. On this pathway, the follower attaches to the leader for personal development. 

Others may be (4) comrades who seek inthnacty and social support. This develops when 

people bond together, seekmg the psychological need of belonging so that th ^  transcend 

their feeling of isolation once th ^  feel part of something. These individuals make great 

team players. Another path to followership is the (5) loyalist. One who takes this pathway 

makes a one-to-one emotional commitment, believing that loyalty is an inherent 

obligation of existence. When a person follows a leader not because of who the leader is, 

but rather because the leader embodiqs an idea or a cause that is meanmgfiii to the 

follower, then this is the path for the (6) dreamer. These individuals are committed to 

them own personal dreams, with the message bemg first and the leader second. Finally,
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the last pathway is known as the (7) lifewav, for whichjbllowing is a matter of 

compatibility between personalities. These individuals may be inherently altruistic, and 

helping others may be themprnnary interest It is doing, not directing, that is the impetus. 

Whatever the pathway, followers need leaders just as much as leaders need followers.

Neilsen and Gypen (1985) claimed that followers find themselves in a series of 

self-protecting dilemmas spurred on by organizational hierarchy. The superior tends to 

manipulate the subordinate while losing sight of the subordinate’s feelings and emotions 

and special abilities. Largely drawing fiom Erik Erikson’s theory of individual 

development, Neilsen and Gypen (1985) offered the following dilemmas that followers 

must resolve in dealmg with superiors; (1) alliance vs. competition, (2) clarifying 

expectations vs. second guessing, (3) initiative vs. dependence, (4) competence vs. 

inferiorify, (5) differentiation vs. identification, (6) relating personally vs. relating 

impersonally, (7) mutual concern vs. self-interest, and (8) integrity vs. denial. They said. 

Subordinates who see their superiors as competitors are unlikely to be candid with 

them. Those who lack self-confidence will be preoccupied with what the superior 

wants to hear. Those who are afiaid of takmg the mitiative will not speak with 

their heart Those who are inforior will steer the conversation toward trivial issues. 

Those who rely on them superiors to defoie their identities will be unable to take 

consistent positions. Those who insist on maintaining a strictly task-oriented 

relationship win reject the exercise as out of place in the woric setting or wiU fail 

to grasp its relevance to the total situation. Those who are self-centered wfll not 

listen to the superior’s needs, and those who lack integrity wül pamt pretfy



FoIIoweishtp 21

pictures of themselves and place the total burden for change on the powerful

superior, (p. 123)

The organization’s hierarchy may also set off tensions that are produced internally 

by the responses produced by subordinacy conflicts (Zaleznik, 1985). These iimer 

tensions are delineated on two polar axes: dominance and submission, and activity and 

passivity. On the first axis, the potential source of conflict is the balance achieved 

between the follower’s wishes, at one end of the continuum, to control and overpower 

authority figures and, at the other extreme, to be dominated and controlled by these same 

figures. On the other axis, followers at one end initiate and intrude into their 

environment; at the opposite end, they wait for others to initiate action and response to 

external stimuli. These active-passive modes are usually well-established characteristic 

traits that reflect the tensions of reward and deprivation, energy expended and 

gratification realized, and risks which come fiom frustration and the need to defend 

against these risks.

Based on these two polar axes, Zaleznik (1985) unraveled the basic dynamics of 

subordinacy conflicts into four patterns: impulsive, compulsive, masochistic, and 

withdrawn (see Table I).

hnpulsive subordinates are high on dommance and high in active behavior. The mam 

feature aimed at dominating relationships is rebellion, which in work situations often 

leads to an inability to hold jobs and to difhise conflict with superiors. Other ft)rms of 

rebellion, however, can be more constructive in that th ^  overcome complacency and the 

status quo, modelmg spontaneous and courageous followers. The degree of self-control is 

the determfnmg factor between constructive and destructive nnpulsivity. Constructive
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rebels know how to use the urge to dominate and act appropriately, while destructive 

rebels exert no self control and are dominated by then own ântasies.

Table 1

Patterns of Subordinacv

Patterns of Subordinacy Dominance (polar-submission) Activity (polar-passivity)
Impulsive High High
Compulsive High Low
Masochistic Low High
Withdrawn Low Low

Compulsive subordinates are high on dominance and low on active behavior.

Th^r strive to secure dominance and control, but through passive means of indirect and 

manipulative attempts at influence. Compulsive types act under the effect of 

overelaborated thought processes that mdicate a powerful conscience and strong guilt 

feelings. This guilt is connected with the wish to dominate and control authority figures, 

while hesitation, doubt, and rigidity are connected with the defense against these wishes. 

Doubt, attitude reversal (ambivalence), hidden aggression, and denial of responsibility are 

the four qualities or themes of compulsive subordmates.

Subordmates who desire pain and engage in an active attempt to submit to the 

control and assertiveness ofauthori^ figures are known as masochistic subordinates. This 

type of pattern is «(plained by Zal«nik(198S) as follows:

The pattern of subordinacy that seeks to evoke aggression fiom an authority figure 

is basically a means of guarding against one's own aggressive tendencies. The 

individual fears their own aggression and the prospect that, once th^r begin to
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show aggression, the destructive potential will get b^ond control. Instead of 

hurting others, this individual will hurt himself or herself through provoking 

others. The aim is self-destructive, (p. 101)

For example, accident-prone employees solicit sympathy and attention fiom others, 

inviting control fiom others and abdicating responsibility. Employees who intentionally 

perform poorly to endure persecution and shame at the hands of the imagined aggressor, 

and who flee praise and responsibility constitute another example. Masochistic 

subordinates seek pleasure in becoming the targets of aggression.

The fourth pattern, withdrawnness, is low on control (subnussive) and low on 

active behavior (passive). It is a form of submission because such subordinates no longer 

care about the orientation and content of their woric, releasing energy sparingly. This kind 

of withdrawimess through passive submission is m its extreme form a serious human 

disability that comes about because of lack of trust. The subordinates’ lack of trust, 

interest, and involvement make them insensitive to influence. They will do what they are 

told, without orientation and interest, contributing little to the creative, iimovative 

process. They appear loyal and compliant, but underneath they are dissatisfied with their 

careers.

As mentioned m an earlier section, Kellity (1992) delmeated five types of 

followers based on 700 su rv ^ : alienated, confbnnist, pragmatist, passive, and 

exemplary. The alienated followers make up 15% to 25% of an organization. These types 

of followers are capably but cynical. Somewhere they got turned off and have become 

hurt and angry. Periiaps unmet expectations, a broken trust, or foilure to be recognized 

caused this, or a company foiled to capitalize on their efforts. Whatever the reason, th^r
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tend to want to punish someone for i t  Unproductively, emotional energy is channeled 

into fighting agamst the parts of the present organization that they dislike rather than into 

their work or desired future. Hostility is duected toward the “boss” or “system,” with the 

individual lashing out whenever an opportunity presents itself. In short, alienated 

followers are deeply unhappy about their work situation. See Table 2 for some descriptive 

characteristics.

Table 2

Alienated Characteristics

Their self-image Other’s perception
• Maverick • Troublesome, cynical, negative
• Healthy skepticism • Have chip on shoulder
• Play devil’s advocate • Headstrong & lacking judgment
• Be the organizational conscience • Not a team player
• Stick up for the little person • Adversarial to the point of hostile

Comfbrmist followers comprise 20% to 30% of an organization and are known as 

the “good children.” Structure, order, and predictability create the organizational culture 

of comfort for these followers. They know their place and do not question the social 

order. They are too eager to take orders, defer to the leader’s authority, and yield to the 

leader’s views and judgments, turning over too much thinkmg to the boss. Consequently, 

they lose credibility because thqr do not thmk for themselves. The task of creating ideas 

in the foce of fieedom is overwhelmmg, making them foel powerless and afiaid. To 

counteract this, th^r seek escape, turning to anyone who offers to remove the burden of 

fieedom. Most societies encourue conformity and submission to authority at home, 

school, church, woA, and in the military and on sport teams. Domineering leaders.
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expressing themselves through charisma or authoritarianism, encourage conformists 

because th ^  need “yes-people’* to feel fulfilled. During stable times, conformists 

contribute to the wheels of efSciency; however, during changing times, th^r do not 

contribute the needed creativity. A summary of characteristics is depicted in Table 3. 

Tables

Conformist Characteristics

Positive attributes viewed as Feedback fiom leader/co-workers
# Accepting tasks easily & gladly doing the • Lacking own ideas

work • Obsequious & self-deprecating
• Team players • Unwilling to take unpopular position
• Trusting and committed to leader & e Averse to conflict; will risk failure

organization
e Comprise personal/ family needs to• Mimmizmg conflict please boss & organization

• Bemg nontfareatenmg to the leader

Twenty-five to thirty-five percent of an organization consists of pragmatist type 

followers. Pragmatists are mediocre woricers who look out for themselves. Required tasks 

are performed, but the pragmatist seldom ventures beyond them. Simply, commitment is 

not there. Pragmatists seldom^question and critique their leader’s decisions, possess a low 

risk tolerance, and have a “better safe than sorry” mindset. This leads to a preferred 

feelmg of safety in the middle and the use of office politics to increase personal security. 

Pragmatists often fece a dilemma of complacency mixed with anxiety: thqr are 

complacent inasmuch as they are on automatic pilot, doing less than th ^  are capable; 

th ^  are anxious because they do not know whom to trust or to feel safe enough with to 

let their defenses dowiL Uhfertunately, much of their ener^ is dramed by monitoring the 

gr^evine, building alliances, and protectmg their flanks. Sadly, leaders and organizations
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often promote this style of followership. However, simply stated, this style woiksl People 

keep their jobs, but they do not necessarily get promoted. Table 4 helps delineate some of 

the characteristics of the pragmatist 

Table 4

Pragmatist Characteristics

Personal view in this style as_______________ Other’s interpretation_____________
• Being attuned to the sbiftmg winds of • Playmg political games

organizational politics # Bargaining to max own self-interest
• Knowing how to work the system to get # Being averse to risk & prone to cover

things done tracks
• Keeping thmgs m perspective # Carry out tasks with middling enthusiasm
• Toeing middle line, keeping orgj^tion ,  Being a bureaucrat who adheres to the

fiom going overboard in either direction letter of the rule rather than the spmt
• Playmg by the rules and regulations

Passive followers only make up 5% to 10% of an organization’s woricforce. Thty 

look to leadership to do their thinkmg, lack initiative and a sense of responsibility, and 

require constant direction. Sometimes these followers are referred to as having a "herd 

instinct,” like sheep. Leaders sometimes attribute this type of behavior to the follower’s 

personality, as being lazy, incompetent, unmotivated, or even downright stupid.

However, Kelley (1992) suggested that these followers are often ones who simply have 

not yet developed good followership skills. Leaders who assign all goals, make every 

decision, and watch over shoulders may find some followers slipping into this passive 

role. See Table S for a summary description of the passive follower.
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Tables

Passive Characteristics

The passive’s belief Boss and co-woricers perception
• Rely on the leader’s judgement • Only putting m tune, but little else
• Take action only when the boss gives • Do not do your share

instructions • Require an mordinate amount of
• Let people who get paid for it handle supervision relative to contribution

the headaches • Follow without considering why

Followers who give leadership their best thinking, thereby complementing the 

leader’s own strength, are known as exemplary. These individuals tend to be actively 

engaged, critical thinkers who often take initiative independently of the leader and other 

group members. Exemplary followers are focused and committed, and their talents are 

applied to the benefit of the organization, even when th ^  are confironted with 

bureaucratic inanities or nonproductive co-woriters. They see clearly how then jobs relate 

to the bigger picture. Competence is developed in critical path activities, i.e., tasks that 

are important to the organization. Exemplary followers ask the question, “How can I add 

value to the company by filling a critical void?" Once conunitted to an important goal, 

they put themselves on the critical path toward its accomplishment by attempting to 

determine the bottom line of the goal, as well as how and by whom it will be measured. 

Then all the necessary steps are integrated mto then daily actions. A summary of 

characteristics is shown in Table 6.
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Table 6

Exemplary Characteristics

Descriptive phrases for exemplary followers
• “thmking for themselves’’ • “their own person” • “innovative & creative"
• “give constructive • “willing to stand up to • “go above & b^ond job”

criticism” leader” • “self-starters"
• “assume ownership” • “participate actively” • “take mitiative”
# “siqjport team & leader” • “«ctremely competent”

The Relationship

Korda (1984) emphasized the power of followership in helping to produce 

effective leaders in the following account:

Our strength makes him strong; our determination makes him determined; our 

courage makes him a hero; he is, in the final analysis, the symbol of the best in us, 

shaped by our spnit and will. And when these qualities are lacking in us, we can’t 

produce him; and even with all our skill at image building, we can’t fake him. He 

is, after all, merely the sum of us. (p. 63)

Success is directly associated not only with good leadership, but rather also with 

good followership awaiting leadership. If the leader takes his or her followers to the goal, 

to great achievements, it is because the followers were capable of that kind of response. If 

followers are strong, then strong leaders are redundant If followers have their own 

dreams and are self-motivated, then inspnational leaders are unnecessary. In addition, if 

followers can figure out for themselves vdiere, how, and why, then “visionaries” become 

less important because without the dependent follower, the leader sits idly or postures 

comically on an empty stage (^ llty , 1992).
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This process called leadership, whether good or bad, very much depends on the 

relationship between leader and follower (Hollander, 1984). The two exist in a dialectic 

relationship where they both depend on each other for «dstence. Chaleff (1995) claimed, 

'"The marie of a great leader is the development and growth of followers; The mark of a 

great follower is the growth of leader^’ (p. 30). Without followers there are no leaders. 

Without leaders there are no organizations. Both the leader and the follower revolve 

around the organizational purpose just as the teacher and student form around a body of 

knowledge (ChaleK 1995). When people in both roles of leader and follower turn in top 

performances, then the greatest organizational successes occur (Kelley, 1992).

The follower role has gained new attention and with it, an increased 

responsibility. The nature of the psychological contract has changed, with contracts 

tending to place increasing responsibility on individuals to develop themselves and see 

themselves more proactive as independent contractors rather than indentured servants 

(Rousseau, 1995). These changing woric contracts put leader-follower relationships in a 

totally new light, and they encourage a shift hom employee dependence on formal 

leaders as authority structures to employee empowerment as organizationally coordinated 

independent contributors.

Today*s leaders must begin to cultivate this mdependent, self-directed attitude 

found in the art of followership. The ultimate test of leadership is the quality of the 

followers (Kell^, 1992). Accordmg to Bass (1990), future research must use "more 

sophisticated evaluations of the mteractional processes of leaders, not only with 

subordmates, but also with peers [and] superiors" 880). Consequently, the relationship
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between leadership style and followership is one of these “interactive processes” to be 

evaluated by the researcher.

Followers Evaluate and Experience Leadership

Leaders do not function alone, but operate m a conted in which they are involved 

with other people. Therefore, their authority requires a legitimate basis via appointment, 

election, or follower support, and their legitimacy is related to the followers’ perceptions 

of the leader (Hollander, 1984). Chester Barnard’s acceptance theory of author!^ (as cited 

in Hollander, 1978) stated that the follower has a pivotal role in Judging whether an order 

is authoritative, insofar as (1) he or she understands it, (2) believes it is not inconsistent 

with organizational or personal goals, (3) has the ability to comply with it, and (4) sees 

more rewards than costs in complying and remaining with the organization or group.

With the grotmd of authority in the followers’ granting or withholding obedience, 

leaders are constrained to lead in ways construed by followers to be consistent with the 

goals of the organization. The leader then must also “follow” the goals as understood by 

those under him or her. Dennis (1989) acknowledged that leaders’ goals must be 

synchronized with the needs and aspirations of their followers, and they must know, 

understand, and permit themselves to be influenced by the people they presume to lead; 

otherwise, their plans will be subverted. Litzinger and Schaefer (1984) claimed that the 

school of leadership is followership, a followership that is fully preserved within 

leadership, but is transformed for havmg moved b^ond itself. The trae leader cannot just 

have been an average follower, but rather a follower in the fullest sense because the 

leader is more a follower than the follower. In short, a leader must be the paragon of 

followership. The leader follows, though he or she is a step ahead; therefore, followers
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hold power over the leader since they judge whether the leader leads or conducts them to 

their goal (Korda, 1984). Because of this acceptance of authority, mastery of followership 

is even more important in the leader than the follower (Korda). Followers will determine 

if a leader will be accepted and effective (Kell^, 1992).

Moreover, researchers have questioned whether any evidence on the magnitude of 

the effects of leadership even exists. According to Pfeffer (1984), surprisingly little 

evidence could be found. He argued that there are at least three reasons why there might 

be small observable effects of leaders on organizations. First, leaders are normally 

selected into the leader position, so perhaps only limited styles of behavior are chosen. 

Second, leaders are embedded in a social system which constrains behavior, and this begs 

the question of who is leading: the social system or the leader. Third, leaders can only 

impact a few of the many variables that contribute to organizational performance.

In this leader/follower relationship, followers are the ones who experience the 

actuality of a leader's approach to leadership, and are uniquely able to evaluate it and its 

effects. A prominent «cample of the usefulness of this source was shown in a study on 

"derailment" (McCall, Lombardo, & Morrison, 1988) with 400 promising managers who 

were seen to be on a fast track. Those who failed to reach their expected potential were 

often found to lack interpersonal skills, especially in relating to subordinates, but to have 

no deftcit m their technical skills. Also, in a surv^ o f3,400 organizational respondents 

about qualities, such as being honest, competent, forward looking and inspmng, that the 

respondents admired m their leaders, Kouzes and Posner (1987) found the relational 

realm to be significant Followers* evaluations of their leaders are among one o f the 

major determining fectors of the success or M ute of leadership.
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Another body of research shows how inattention to these matters can lead to 

dysfunctional outcomes. For instance, Hogan, Raskin, and Fazzini (1990) found that 

organizational climate studies 6om the mid-1950s onward showed 60% to 75% of 

organizational respondents reporting their immediate supervisor as the worst or most 

stressful aspect of their job. Such findings highlight the importance of followers as 

perceivers with expectations of and attributions about leader performance. They also 

mdicate the impact that a leadership style has on an organization. Leadership 

competency, which is also evaluated by followers, determmes the willingness to follow 

and develop into productive woricers. From a 10-year perspective, DeVries (1992) 

estimated that the base rate for ececutive incompetence is at least 50%. Similarly, Kelley 

(1992) concluded fit>m survey results that one out of five bosses had questionable 

abilities to lead, one in seven leaders was someone that followers viewed as potential role 

models to emulate, less than half of leaders were able to mstill trust in subordinates, and 

nearly 40% of bosses had ego problems, were threatened by talented subordinates, needed 

to act superior, and did not share the limelight. Lord and Maher (1991) said that such 

perceptions are checked against prototypes held by followers and their related 

expectations of how leaders should perform, i.e., "implicit leadership theories.” 

Leadership Style Impact

Leadership style can be developed so that it has a favorable impact on groups or 

followers in terms of satisfiiction, group cohesiveness, and determination. For instance, 

(Godson et al.’s (1989) research mdicated that h i^  relationship-democratic leadership 

styles Odgh consideration; i.e., sellmg and participating) were associated consistently 

with higher levels of employee satisfoction. A telling-autocratic style (low
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relationship/high task) typically was associated with undeshable job attitudes (low 

overall job satisfaction and lower organizational commitment). The delegating-laissez- 

faire style (low relationship/low task) was associated with the poorest wodc-specifîc 

attitudes (dissatisfaction with supervision and communication).

Poor leaders can create poor followers when th ^  are not as much engaged and 

involved as they are enable of being (Hollander, 1984). Experimental woric is required to 

determine which leadership style will strengthen or weaken the leadership position for 

each individual and each encountered circumstance. This relationship between leadership 

style and group effectiveness was brought out by Mueller (1984):

Since for managers, the way they relate to their subordinates and direct them at 

the woricplace is in large part a measure of managerial ability and effectiveness, 

the management style should have a direct bearing on how positively their 

leadership ability and performance are evaluated. Because ability is often directly 

inforred 6om performance, measures of leadership ability and managerial 

performance should expect to be highly correlated. 330)

Theorists are also well aware of the reciprocality between leader and follower. 

T h^ realize that “poor” subordmates affect leadership style profoundly (Chaleff 1995; 

HoUander, 1978,1979,1984,1992; Kelley, 1992; Korda, 1984). Yet the kind of follower 

the leader was can have as significant an effect on the way he or she leads as the kinds of 

followers the leader now commands ̂ orda, 1984). Does the “right” choice of a 

leadership pattern presuppose that subordmates must have learned to choose a “right” 

followaship pattern (Korda, 1984)? Ls flexibility m the choice of followership style
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possible in anything like the way in which flexibility is possible in choosing one’s 

leadership style?

Korda (1984) emphasized the direct relationship between leader and follower

styles;

McGregor’s distinction mvites concern over which leadership style is best in 

particular circumstances. Whatever style may be appropriate, however, distinct 

styles of leadership must elicit distinct styles of followership. Appropriate types 

of followership will be expected as responses to, and support for, particular styles 

of leadership. Should we designate a follower’s response to autocratic leaders as 

“X-style followership,” or would the nuances of the concept require a separate 

designation? Whatever the answer, identifying followership styles seems a 

condition for understanding the kind of follower the leader was, which is crucial 

for knowing the kind of leader he is now. The most appropriate followership 

training needed for a specific style of leadership will probably depend on the style 

of leadership m question. 142)

Other Theories

Social exchange theory.

The social exchange theory emphasizes the interaction of the group leader with 

group members. Leaders and followers are viewed as bargaining agents, where relative 

power regulates an exchange process as benefits are issued and received Hollander, 

1979). The leader «changes resources, such as increased job latitude, mfluence on 

decision-makm^ and open communication, for members’ commitment to higher 

involvement in organizational fimctionmg. As these exchanges take place, two groups
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emerge, with the leader categorizing followers as belonging to (a) the cadre or "in-group" 

or (b) the hired hands or “out-group” (Yukl, 1994). According to Yukl, the leader allows 

those in the in-group greater latitude, which results in higher performance ratings, lower 

propensity to quit, more supervisory relationships, and greater job satisfaction. Those in 

the outgroup are allowed less latitude, which results in poor outcomes.

The life cycle model, which is a subset of the social exchange theory, is presented 

by Grean and Scandura and Grean and Uhl-Bien (as cited in Yukl, 1994). According to 

this model, leaders and followers develop mutual commitment as leaders select in-group 

members during the mitial-testing phase to further groom and refine the leader-follower 

relationships through mutual trust, loyalty, and respect as they progress through the 

second phase into the third phase of total commitment

Operant conditioning model.

The operant conditioning model explains the leader-follower relationship process 

differently, using the concept of positive reinforcement According to the model, 

reciprocal processes occur (Gordon, 1991). The leader’s behavior prompts behavior by 

followers. In turn, the followers’ responses can reinforce, extinguish, or punish the 

leader’s behavior, thereby shaping the leader. Simultaneously, the followers’ behaviors 

evoke responses in other parts of the organization. These responses can in turn reinforce, 

extinguish, or punish the followers’ behavior, which can lead to organizational 

consequences such as job training job redesign, or transfers for leaders or followers.

An example of this model can be seen when a leader engages m goals setting with 

followers. If the followers accomplish the goals, then the leader will contmue joint goal 

setting. On the other hand, if  goals are not accomplished, then the leader will most likely
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extinguish future attempts at goal setting. This, in turn, may lead to organizational 

consequences such as failure, low production, or poor morale. Leaders and followers 

repeatedly exchange and interact in a series of independent events, thereby repeatedly 

reinforcing, punishing, or extinguishing given behavior (Davis & Luthans, 1979). Gordon 

(1991) suggested that on the basis of this model, the following diagnostic questions could 

be asked:

1. What behavior does the leader prompt in his or her followers?

2. How do the followers respond?

3. Do these followership responses reinforce, punish, or extinguish leader 

behavior?

4. Have the leader and followers identified the influences within these 

conditioning processes that may affect followership behaviors?

5. Does the reinforcement by followers of the leader’s behavior and vice versa 

produce the individual behavior?

6. Do the organizational consequences of leadership behaviors reinforce follower 

behaviors?

Theory X and theory Y.

McGregor (I960), one of the most influential behavioral scientists, suggested that 

managers generally hold one of two contrasting sets of assumptions about people and that 

these two dichotomous sets of assumptions mfiuence the manager’s leadership behavior. 

If the leader assumes that subordmates are lazy, indifferent, extrinsically motivated, 

inc^able of selfidiscipline, uncooperative, and dislike woA, then the subordmates are 

treated accordmgly. Conversely, if  leaders perceive their subordmates as energetic.



FoIIoweisbÿ 37

intrinsically motivated, self-controlled, responsibility-seeking, bright, and Mœdly 

individuals, then this tends to reciprocate behavior in the same fashion. Consequently, 

these negative or positive leademhip behaviors (based on assumptions) can soon 

condition subordinates to behave in the expected manner. He called this result a self- 

fulfilling prophecy.

McGregor (1960,1967) calls the first of these two dichotomous sets of 

assumptions “Theory X” and the second “Theory Y" and postulates that autocratic 

leadership and democratic leadership are induced by Theory X and Theory Y 

organizational climates, respectively. McGregor’s Theory X postulates that most human 

beings dislike work and that they must be coerced, controlled, directed, and threatened 

with punishment to get them to put forth adequate effort toward the achievement of 

organizational goals. In short. Theory X leads naturally to an emphasis on the tactics of 

control—telling people what to do, determinmg whether they are doing it, and 

administering rewards and punishments—i.e., management by direction and control. 

Theory Y, on the other hand, is based on the belief that people really want to do a good 

job, accept and seek responsibility, and are driven by internal rather than external 

controls. The preoccupation of Theory Y is on the nature of relationships and with the 

creation of an environment that encourages commitment to organizational goals and 

opportunities to maximize initiative, ingenuity, and self-dnection in achieving them. A 

work environment in which the leader exhibits a democratic leadership style and 

encourages subordmates* autonomy characterizes this type of relationship and woric 

situation.
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Gordon (1991) postulates that Theory Y leadas assess both their mtemal 

modifiers (e.g., preferred leadership style, motives and lunitations, and past experiences) 

and external modifiers (e.g.„ characteristics of the task, time constraints, organizational 

norms, structure and climate, past history with the group, economic and legal limits, and 

degree of stability of the organization) and then chooses a leadership style which may be 

autocratic depending on the situation. On the other hand. Theory X leaders just have one 

leadership style: autocratic. Th^ have a limited view of the world and do not consider 

mtemal and external modifiers.

Summary

The study of leadership has progressed to the point where followership has gained 

recognition as having equal, if not greater, moment than leadership. The use of teams and 

empowerment throughout the organizational hierarchy has challenged both leaders and 

followers to woric as collaborators, not as adversaries. The boss-subordinate mindset 

needs to be abandoned because it occludes creativity and self-directedness among teams 

and between members. Leaders and followers must woric together as partners within a 

relationship that accepts differences between and among each other so that the potential 

in all can be utilized. Leaders need followers to produce «ccellent woit. Followers need 

leaders to reflect back the organization’s vision and to work effectively with them so that 

th ^  can materialize the work needed for successful productivity (Kell^, 1992).

The role of follower is a difficult one to perform. A true follower does not just 

obey orders. Instead, a follower is driven by purpose, a purpose that advances both the 

organization’s goals and objectives and the follower’s personal needs and desires. This 

balance is controlled mtemally by the follower’s discipline to subjugate personal for
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organizational gains. Followers recognize theb own aspirations in the leader’s vision. 

They follow their own vision, which the leader can help intensify by tecognizmg that the 

spirit of the activity is within the follower. A follower is interdependent with, not 

dependent on, the leader (Chalef^ 1995).

In the dynamic, interrelated leader-fbllower relationship, leadership is just the 

form, while followership is the substance (Kelley, 1992). The leadership style is the 

structure which can shape and control the dynamics of followership. In some cases, the 

leader’s behavior can influence a follower to adopt a followership role that may make for 

a comfortable relationship between leader and follower but that does not necessarily lead 

the follower to be especially productive. Learned helplessness foom a parental leader and 

isolation caused by strMS and hustration are two of the many problems that can result 

horn mismatched leader-foUower styles. Leaders cultivate followership through their 

style of leadership (Kelley, 1992). Since good followership is the requisite for 

organizational success, both leaders and followers need to recognize that leadership styles 

influence and shape followership.
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Chapter m  

Methodology

Participants

The sample consisted o f567 United States Air Force enlisted members who 

attended Professional Military Education (PME) training at airman leadership schools 

(ALS) at three locations of the United States Air Forces European (USAFE) Command. 

The schools were located at Ramstein, Germany (214 respondents), Spangdalem, 

Germany (151 respondents), and Lakenheath, United Kingdom (202 respondents). 

Airman leadership schools are aimed at increasing supervisory and managerial skills. 

Completion of the PME course is a requirement for fîrst-thne supervisory positions and 

mandatory for advancement to the rank of staff sergeant The participants were senior 

airmen, many of whom were staff sergeant selects, and had no supervisory experience 

within the Air Force. They came from a wide range of Air Force career specialties, 

providmg a thoroughly diversified representation of woricers.

The participants had to meet several criteria for ALS attendance: (1) a mandatory 

minimum thne-in-service (TIS) of 48 months, (2) one year time-on-station after 

graduation, (3) no pending court martial trials, and (4) no derogatory behavioral or 

administrative reasons that would have placed them on a control roster. Once those 

requirements were met, admission was determined based on the most TIS. However, 

priority was given to those who were selected for promotion to staff sergeant (grade E5). 

Procedure

The researcher obtamed ̂ to v a l to conduct the study fiom the Air Force 

Personnel Command through the AmUhwersity Command. Colleges of Enlisted
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Professional Military Education (CEPME) sponsored the research. After Air Force 

approval, the researcher submitted a written request to all three ALS commanders wiAin 

the USAFE Command. The research project and data collection procedures were 

explained to all of the ALS commandants. The researcher administered the survey 

packets to the leadership schools in Ramstein and Spangdalem Germany, while a 

colleague administered them at Lakenheath, England.

The survey packets were administered during three consecutive PME classes. The 

participants were provided with a packet of material that included (1) a consent form, (2) 

a demographics/ data survey, (3) K e lli's  followership survey (see Appendix A), and (4) 

the LEAD Other questionnaire. The survey packets provided straightforward written 

instructions, while the researcher and his colleague gave oral instructions during the 

survey introduction. Student consent forms were kept separate from the survey packets to 

help assure and to reinforce participants' perception of anonymity. The participants were 

asked to respond to each question. They were instructed to respond to a question with 

information that was to the best of their knowledge in the event that they were uncertain 

of its answer.

Instrumentation

A standard questionnaire and two measurement instruments were used to examine 

the impact of leadership styles on followership. The measurement instruments were (I) 

Kelley’s (1992) followership survey, from which measurements of the dependent 

variables were derived, and (2) H ers^’s (1993) LEAD Other questionnaire, which was 

used to clar£ty the leadersh^ style of each subordmate’s immediate stqiervisor.
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K elli’s (1992) followership survey was selected because it was the only 

instrument available in which to measure followership. The researcher made several 

unsuccessful attempts to correspond with Keller regarding the instrument’s reliability 

and validity. Consequently, there is no available data concerning the reliability and 

validity of Kelley’s instrument Therefore, the researcher performed a factor analysis to 

validate the instrument

This followership instrument of Kelley (1992) was originally designed to measure 

two dimensions of behavior—independent critical thinking and degree of active 

engagement in task—that contribute to effective or ineffective followership. The 

questionnaire used a Likert scale that was slightly modified to avoid possible instrument 

bias and to align the scale adjectives and their corresponding numerical values with the 

other Likert scales within the survey packet Specifically, the word “rarely” was replaced 

with “never” at scale zero. This change was made because the term “rarely” implies 

“sometimes,” whereas reference to a weight of “zero” implies “nothing” or “never.” The 

numeric scale and the adjectival scale were thus not compatible and could have led to 

confusion on the part of the respondent For example, a respondent who wanted to answer 

"rarely" but who also saw a weight of zero associated with that answer might have 

decided to instead mark a different answer, one with a weight above zero.

The LEAD Other questionnaire (Herser, 1993) was purchased finm the Center for 

Leadership Studies. It was designed to measure leadership style from the perspective of 

the follower and hence, was ideal for this study. The researcher made several attempts, 

but was unable to acquire its reliability and validity data. However, this instrument has 

been used over two decades by the Goiter for Leadershÿ Studies. It was used in this
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Study to measure, fiom the perspectives of the respondents, their immediate supervisors' 

leadership style (autocratic, democratic, or laissez-faire). Participants mariced each of 12 

vignettes according to how th ^  thought their immediate supervisor would respond. The 

completed survtys were then scored by following Hersey's (1993) LEAD Other Scoring 

histrument. Respondents’ answers were rated according to what they indicated about their 

supervisors’ degree of task orientation (high or low) and degree of relationship 

orientation (high or low). This enabled the perceived leadership style of each 

respondent’s immediate supervisor to be determined. Autocratic supervisors were those 

who rated low in relationship and high on task; democratic supervisors were those who 

rated high on relationship and either high or low on task; and laissez-faire supervisors 

were those who rated low on relationship and low on task.

Hypotheses

The study had one major hypothesis and three subhypotheses. The major 

hypothesis was the following: Supervisors’ leadership style is significantly related to 

followership among United States Air Force senior airmen (E4s) stationed in Europe.

In evaluating the major hypothesis, supervisors’ leadership styles (the 

mdependent variable) were categorized as autocratic, democratic, or laissez-foire, 

depending on their degrees of task orientation and relationship orientation as determined 

by their subordinates’ responses to Hersey’s (1993) LEAD Other (Questionnaire. The 

dependent variable of followership was determmed by using Kelly’s (1992) followership 

survey. This instrument was initially thought to measure followership on only two 

dimensions—active engagement and critical, mdependent thinking. However, foctor 

analysis showed fiiat two axMitional dhnensions of followership could be determmed on
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the basis of suivey results: passion and team mindedness (see Chapter IV). The major 

hypothesis was thus evaluated in terms of four dimensions o f followership. That is, 

confirmation of the major hypothesis required that leadership style be shown to be 

significantly related to all fotnr dimensions of followership measured by the followership 

surv^.

Each of the three subhypotheses focused on one of the leadership styles and 

compared it to the other two in respect to the followership dimensions. These three 

subhypotheses were the following.

Subhypothesis 1 : Subordinates whose supervisors exhibit a democratic leadership 

style will rate significantly higher than those with autocratic and laissez-faire supervisors 

on all dimensions of followership meastned by the followership survey.

Subhypothesis 2: Subordinates whose supervisors exhibit an autocratic leadership 

style will rate significantly higher than those with laissez-faire supervisors, but 

significantly lower than those with democratic supervisors on all dimensions of 

followership measured by the followership survey.

Subhypothesis 3: Subordmates whose supervisors exhibit a laissez-faire 

leadership style will rate significantly lower than those with democratic and autocratic 

supervisors on all dimensions of followership measured by the followership survey.

Data Analysis

To evaluate the major hypothesis and the three subhypotheses, four statistical 

procedures were used. First, a foctor analysis on the dependent variable scale was 

performed to determme how many separate dhnensions of K e lli’s (1992) followership 

surv^ existed. ̂  more than two components of followership were found, the qipropriate
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number-fàctor solution with Oblimin rotation was employed. Second, an analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) was used to determine whether leadership style was significantly 

related to each dimension of followership. Third, to test the three subhypotheses, 

Scheffe’s post hoc comparison was performed to compare the three leadership styles in 

relation to each dimension of followership. Fourth, an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) 

was done to finther test the relation of leadership style to followership by using personal, 

supervisory, and organizational variables as covariates. The level of statistical 

significance chosen for the study was .05.
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Chapter IV 

Findings

This chapter presents the findings of the data analysis, based on the responses of 

567 airmen who were drawn fiom three airman leadership schools throughout the USAFE 

command and who each completed a data sheet and two survey instruments; Kelley’s 

(1992) followership surv^ and Hersey’s (1993) LEAD Other questionnaire. The chapter 

is divided into four sections. The first section describes the findings of the factor analysis 

that was undertaken to determine the followership dimensions measured by the 

followership survey. The second section provides a detailed description of the 

demographic characteristics of the sample, along with supervisory and organizational 

characteristics.

The third and fourth sections examine the findings in relation to the study’s 

hypotheses. The third section details the findings of the analysis of variance (ANOVA) 

and focuses on each of the subhypotheses in light of the results of Scheffe’s post hoc 

comparisons test. The fourth section focuses on the analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) 

that was used to examine the major hypothesis.

New Dimensions of Followership

hntially, it was thought that Kelly’s (1992) followership survey would measure 

followership on only two dimensions—active engagement and critical, independent 

thinking. To test whether administration of the surv^ would allow more than two 

dimensions to be identified, a factor analysis was done on the responses of all 567 

participants to the 20 questions of the survey. This analysis resulted in four eigenvalues 

greater than one (6.23,2.17,1.33, and 1.02), which corresponded to four groups of
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Table?

Initial Factor Analysis of Kellev*s (1992) Followership Questions

Factor Eigenvalue
I 6237
2 2.179
3 1.333
4 1.025
5 .906
6 .885
7 .780
8 .735
9 .700
10 .659
11 .616
12 .587
13 .544
14 .491
15 .470
16 .421
17 .372
18 .368
19 .356
20 .335

survey questions. After Anther analysis, which is described below, this finding allowed 

four followership dimensions to be identified. Table 7 shows the results of the foctor 

analysis.

After the factor analysis, all responses were re-entered as a four-factor solution, 

and Ohlfmfn with Kaiser normalization was selected. This procedure resulted in the 

elimination of question 12 because it loaded on components one and four (.42 and .49, 

respectively).

A new four-factor solution was then performed with 19 questions and an Oblhnin 

rotation. This produced four components of the surv^ which corresponded to four
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subgroups of questions. Component one loaded questions 5-11 with eigenvalues of .59, 

.54, .73, .55, .59, .47, and .69, respectively; questions 17-20 loaded under component two 

with eigenvalues of .63, .79, .77, and .58, respectively; component three loaded questions 

1-4 with eigenvalues of .74, .77, .71, and .58, respectively; and questions 13-16 loaded 

eigenvalues of .65, .57, .55, and .71, respectively, comprising component four. See Table 

8 for these results.

Tables

Factor Analysis ofKellev's (1992) Followership Questions

Factor Eigenvalue Question

Loadings for 4-Factor Solution 

Oblique Rotation
I 2 3 4

I 5.763 I .005 .006 .746 -.001
2 2.163 2 .002 -.001 .773 -.003
3 1.295 3 .126 -.002 .719 .101
4 1.025 4 .128 -.007 589 .127
5 .901 5 597 .007 226 -.001
6 .875 6 548 .006 294 .003
7 .779 7 .737 -.003 -.007 -.156
8 .722 8 557 .003 -.131 237
9 .685 9 590 -.004 .194 .160
10 .646 10 473 .004 .003 280
11 .612 II .692 .003 .005 .133
12 J87 13 .006 -.100 .113 .651
13 517 14 .200 .104 .002 574
14 .490 15 .009 -.117 294 558
IS .443 16 -.007 .005 -.007 .712
16 .421 17 .133 539 -.008 -.005
17 J7 I 18 .001 .790 .141 -.180
18 357 19 -.001 .779 .001 .006
19 347 20 -.002 583 -.101 263
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Definitions of the new followership components.

Using the pattern matrix produced by the factor analysis described above, the 

researcher analyzed the groups of questions for each component. Accordingly, four 

subscales of AUowership were identified as being measured by the followersbq» survey. 

These were (I )  active engagement, items 5 through 11; (2) critical, independent thinlring, 

items 16 through 19; (3) passion, items 1 through 4; and (4) team mindedness, items 12 

through 15. This reflects two new dimensions of followership, passion and team 

mindedness, not identified by Kell^. “Passion” was defined as a characteristic possessed 

by individuals whose personal goals were aligned with their organization’s goals and who 

thus possessed enthusiasm—i.e., passion—in their daily work (see items 1 through 4). 

These items contained the word “enthusiasm” when referring to one’s work and periiaps 

this would be a more neutral label for this variable.

“Team mindedness” was defined as characteristic of followers who helped others 

achieve organizational tasks. They were individuals whose responses to items 12 through 

15 indicated that they shared in their organization’s successes and failure.
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Table 9

New Grouped Followership Questions

(1)Active Engagement
5. Instead of waiting for or merely accepting what the leader tells you, do yon personally identify which 
organizational activities are most critical for acfaievmg the organization’s priorifŷ  goals?
6. Do you actively develop a distihctive conçetence in those critical activities so that you become more 
valuable to the leader and the organôation?
7. When startmg a new job or assignment, (h> you promptly build a record of successes in tasks that are 
important to the leader?
8. Can die leader give you a difficult assignment without the benefit of much supervision, knowmg that 
you will meet your deadline with highest-quality wodc and that you will 'ffiU in the cracks” if need be?
9. Do you take the mitiative to seek out and successfully complete assignments that go above and beyond 
yourjob?
10. When you are not the leader of a group project, do you still contribute at a high level, often domg more 
than your share?
11. Do you mdependently think up and champion new ideas that will contribute significandy to the 

leader’s or the organization’s goals?

(2) Cridcal Thinking
17. Do you make a habit of mtemally questioning the wisdom of the leader’s decision rather than just 
doing what you are told?
18. When the leader asks you to do somediing that runs contrary to your professional or personal 
preferences, do you say “no” radier than “yes”?
19. Do you act on your own ethical standards rather than the leader’s or the group’s standards?
20. Do you assert your views on important issues, even though it might mean conflict with your group or 
reprisals fiom the leader?

(3) Passion
1. Does your work help you fulfill some societal goal or personal dream that is important to you?
2. Are your personal work goals aligned wfth the organôadon’s priority goals?
3. Are you highly committed to and energized by your work and organization, giving them your best ideas 
and performance?
4. Does your enthusiasm also spread to and energme your co-workers?

(4) Team Mmdedness
13. Do you he^ out other co-workers, making them look good, even when you don’t get any credit?
14. Doyouhe^ the leader or group see both the npsuie potential and downside risks of ideas or plans, 
playmg the devil’s advocate if need be?
15. Do you understand the leader’s needs, goab, and constramts, and work hard to heÿ meet them?
16. Do yon actively and honestly own up to your strengths and weaknesses rather than 
put off evaluation?
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Note. Questions are taken from Kelley (1992) followership survey.
Followership redefined.

As a result of the new dimensions of followership that were friund on analyzing 

responses to the followership survey, Kelley’s (1992) original definition of followership 

was expanded. The researcher redefined a follower as one who helps obtain 

organizational goals by exhibiting four characteristics—(1) active engagement in the 

organization’s critical activities; (2) critical, independent thinking; (3) passion, and (4) 

team mindedness—while not in a leadership role.

In accordance with this redefinition, the major hypothesis was evaluated in terms 

of four, rather than two dimensions of followership as measured by the followership 

survey. That is, to show a significant relation between leadership style and followership, 

it was necessary to show leadership style to be significantly related to all four 

followership dimensions: (1) active engagement; (2) critical, independent thinking; (3) 

passion; and (4) team mmdedness. Similarly, the subhypotheses were evaluated in terms 

of four, rather than two dimensions of followership.

Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

The sample consisted o f567 airmen, representing three of the five Air Force wing 

commands that comprise the United States Air Forces m Europe (USAFE), a major Afr 

Force command. A wide range of career fields was represented within and across each 

Air Force wing. The demogrtqphic characteristics of the sample are detailed below, with 

data divided into three subsections: (1) participant data, (2) immediate supervisory data, 

and (3) organizational data.
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The typical research participant had the following profile: male (79.5 %), 24 years 

of age (22.6%), Caucasian (663 %), some college education but no degree (63%), 74 

months (43%) total time in military service, 12 months in the current du^ position 

(4.2%), and a desired pay grade upon retiring of E9, chief master sergeant (343%). 

Regarding supervisor-subordinate interaction, the largest percentages of participants 

woriced under a democratic leadership style (63.7%) for male supervisors (89.1 %) for six 

months (11.3%) with one hour per week of direct contact with their immediate supervisor 

on a one-to-one supervisory basis (10.6 %). In regard to wodong relationships and trust 

of their immediate supervisors, the most Sequent responses of participants indicated that 

they experienced a slightly below excellent relationship (29.3% selected 5) and an 

excellent trust level of 6 (29.6%) on a scale fiom 0 (very poor) to 6 (excellent). Typical 

participants experienced a moderate level of job satisfaction (24%) and a slightly below 

excellent level of commitment to their organizations. A more detailed description of the 

personal, supervisory, and organizational data is provided in the following sections.

Personal data.

Research participants provided personal data in eight categories: (I) school, (2) 

age, (3) gender, (4) race, (5) education level, (6) total number of months in the Air Force, 

(7) total number of months in current duty position, and (8) desired pay grade at time of 

retirement A description of the personal data statistics follows.

The majority of research participants attended professional military education at 

Ramstein Anman Leadership School, Kapaun Air Station, Germany (37.7 %) while 

35.6% attended the ALS at Lakenheath, England, and 26.6% attended the ALS at 

Spangdahlem, Germany. The most fisquently reported age (22.6%) of the 565
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participants who marked their age was 24. Twenty-five-year-olds were the second highest 

group of participants (20.8 %), followed by those who were 26 (16.8 %) and 27 (10.4%). 

The other participants fell into two groups of 21-23 and 28-35 years of age (9.6% and 

19.2%, respectively). In the latter group, each of the ages of 33 and 35 was represented by 

only one participant (0.2 %). Overall, the age of participants averaged 25.8 years old (SD 

= 2.2). The biggest percentage of participants were 24 years of age (128 o f565,22.7%) 

across all three leadership styles: 23.3% democratic, 18.3% autocratic, and 26.6% laissez- 

faire.

Within the three airman leadership schools, the number of male airmen exceeded 

the number of female airmen (n = 566, as one participant did not mark gender). 

Approximately fbur-Gfths of the participants were male (79.5 %). Grouped according to 

supervisor’s leadership style, males held the highest percentage across all three groups 

(autocratic 88.9%, democratic 77%, and laissez-faire 153  %).

Most participants were Caucasian (663%), while Aâican Americans (11.8%) and 

Hispanics (5.8%) were the second and third most numerous groups, respectively, 

hiterestingly, 9.9% of participants chose “no response” when asked about race. Asian 

Americans comprised the fourth largest group (3.2%), and Mmcican Americans and 

Native Americans made up the smallest groups (3% each). Grouped according to 

supervisor leadership style, Caucasians, as expected, comprised about the same 

percentage of the total m each of the autocratic, democratic, and laissez-foire groups 

(673%, 65.7%, and 67.5%, respectively). Afoican Americans, Hispanics, and Asian 

Americans each comprised about the same percentage of the total for the autocratic and
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democratic groups (11.1% and 13%, 6.3% and 6.4%, and 3.2% and 3.3%, respectively), 

but not for the laissez-faire group (7.5%, 2.5%, 2.5%, respectively).

Regarding educational level among 566 reporting participants, the highest 

percentage had some college education (63%), while 25.7% had achieved only a high 

school diploma. Associate degrees were held by 7.9% of the participants, and 2.5% held 

baccalaureate degrees. Two participants (0.4%) had masters degrees, while one 

participant (0.2%) had achieved a graduate equivalency diploma. Grouped according to 

leadership style of their immediate supervisor, comparable percentages had attended 

some college without receiving a degree across the autocratic, democratic, and laissez- 

fiiire groups (63.5%, 63.4%, and 60.8%, respectively).

Among the 566 participants who responded, total months in the Air Force ranged 

hom 38 to 113 months, with an overall mean of 73.4 months (SD = 11.5). The greatest 

percentage (4.2%) had 74 months, while 33%  had 76 and 77 months and 3.7% had 78 

months TIS. Grouped according to leadership style of their immediate supervisor, there 

were no major differences in the mean number of months the participants had been in the 

Air Force (73.5 months for the autocratic group, 73.5 months for the democratic group, 

and 72.7 months for the laissez-faire group). Under the autocratic leadership style, 

participants had a minimmn of 45 months and a maximum of 105 months in the Am 

Force. The democratic group had participants with a minimum of 38 months and a 

maximum of 113 months TIS, and participants who had laissez-faire supervisors had a 

minimum of 52 months and amaximum of 98 months TIS.

The total time in duty position was widely dispersed (range .50-94 months), with 

an overall mean time of 33 months and a large standard deviation of 23.7. The largest
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group of participants (4.2%) had 12 months in their current duty position. The largest 

group who had autocratic leaders had 12 months time in duty position (4.8%) with an 

overall mean of 32.3 (SD = 23.8); the largest group with democratic leaders had 12 

months time in duty position (4.2%) as well, with an overall mean of 33.8 (SD = 24.3); 

and the largest groups with laissez-faire leaders had 12 and 17 months time in duty 

position (3.8% each) with an overall mean of 32 (SD = 21.3).

hi regard to pay grade at time of retirement, 342%  of the participants aspired to 

the chief master sergeant (CMSGT) E-9 grade, while 23.6% marked the master sergeant 

(MSGT) E-7 grade, and 16.4% chose the senior master sergeant (SMSGT) E8 grade. 

Eight and one-half percent of the participants planned to become ofBcers, one participant 

wanted to become the chief master sergeant of the Air Force, and one did not respond. 

Grouped according to leadership style of their immediate supervisor, percentages 

fluctuated somewhat among those who chose the CMSGT (E9) grade across the 

autocratic, democratic, and laissez-faire groiq)s (30.2%, 36.6%, 30.4%, respectively). 

However, comparable percentages within leadership style chose the MSGT (E7) grade 

across the autocratic, democratic, and laissez-fahe groups (23%, 23.5%, and 25.39%, 

respectively) as well as SMSGT-E8 (17.5%, 16.1%, and 16.5%, respectively).

Immediate supervisor data.

The demographic data collected regarding the participants’ immediate supervisors 

included the supervisor’s (1) leadership style, (2) gender, (3) months of total supervision, 

and (4) average hours per week of one-to-one contact supervision. Other supervisor data 

obtamed focused on (5) the quality of the subordinate-supervisor working relationship 

and (6) trust level.
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The democratic leadership style was most widely experienced (63.7%, n = 361) 

by the 567 participants. One hundred twenty-six participants (22.2%) woriced under the 

autocratic leadership style, while 80 respondents (14.1%) experienced the laissez-faire 

leadership style.

Among the participants, 89.1% had male supervisors and 10.9% had female 

supervisors. Grouped according to leadership style, 92.9% of autocratic leaders, 92.5% of 

laissez-faire leaders, and 87% of democratic leaders were males. The order was of course 

reversed for female supervisors, with 13%, 7.5%, and 7.1% of democratic, laissez-faire, 

and autocratic supervisors, respectively, being females.

Regarding total months of immediate supervision, there was again a wide range 

(.50 to 54 months, ̂  = 9.2). The highest percentage of participants (113%) had 6 

months of immediate supervision by their present supervisor, while the overall mean was

11.8 months. For 9.9% of the participants, their current leader had supervised them for 12 

months, and 63% had mamtained thev supervisor-subordinate relationship for 2 or for 3 

months. One participant had been supervised for only 15 days, which was the minimum, 

while 2 had been supervised for a total of 54 months, which was the maximum. The 

laissez-faire group had the longest mean duration of continuous supervision (a mean of

12.9 months, SD = 10.5), followed closely by the democratic group (a mean of 12.1 

months, SD = 9.12), and the autocratic group (a mean of 10.4 months, ̂  = 8.62). The 

differences between the groups were not great This finding may be explained by the fact 

that generally. Job position, rather than supervisor style, dictates the supervisor and 

subordinate roles and, unless there is a change m the oiq)loyee*s job position within the 

agency, or a change m employer, the supervisor-subordinate match will remam constant
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In other words, supervisors and subordmates ordinarily do not have a choice in the way 

they are matched, regardless of the supervisor’s style.

The number of hours of supervision (one-to-one contact) per week that 

subordinates had with their immediate supervisors ranged from 0 (11.1%, the highest 

category) to 72 hours (0.2%). Within this wide range of times, the data were dispersed. 

Four participants did not respond ̂  = 563). hi the second and third highest percentages 

of cases, 10.6% had 1 hour and 10.4% had 2 hours per week of one-to-one contact 

supervision with their immediate supervisor, while 6.9% had 20 hours, and 6.7 % had 5 

hours. The participants had an overall mean of 11.8 hours of one-to-one contact 

supervision with their immediate supervisors. Grouped according to leadership style, the 

mean number of hours per week in supervisor-subordinate contact for the autocratic 

group was 8.6 (SD = 12.2), for the democratic group was 12.5 (SD = 14.4), and for the 

laissez-faire group was 9.0 (SD = 13.5). As expected, subordinates with democratic 

supervisors generally received the greatest number of hours of direct supervision among 

the leadership groups, which may have been due to democratic leadership characteristics. 

It was somewhat surprising, however, that the mean for the laissez-faire group was 

greater than that for those with autocratic leaders.

On a scale from 0 to 6 (0 == very poor, 3 = moderate, and 6 = excellent), about a 

third of the participants had a slightly less than occellent woridng relationship with their 

immediate supervisors (29.3 % marited 5.0). The second highest percentage (24.5%) 

marked 6, indicating that th ^  experienced an occeUent working relationship with their 

supervisors. The overall mean for particÿants was 4.3 (SD = 1.5), which is about halfrvay 

between a moderate and excellent wotkmg relationship. Grouped by leadership style, the
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largest percentage of those who wodced for both autocratic and laissez-faire supervisors 

experienced a moderate woridng relationship (26.2% and 30.4%, respectively), while the 

most Sequent percentage (34.6%) of the democratic group experienced, not surprisingly, 

an excellent woridng relationship.

On a similar scale of 0 to 6 (0 = not at all, 3 = halfway, and 6 = totally), almost 

one-third (29.6%) of the participants experienced total trust, while 24.7% experienced 

slightly less than total trust, and 17.6% indicated that they trusted their supervisors 

slightly more than halfway by marking 4. Almost two-fîflhs of the participants with 

democratic leaders (393%) had total trust, while another third (31 %) marked S, 

indicating that they had slightly less than total trust. However, 24.6% of participants with 

autocratic leaders and 22.5% of participants with laissez-faire leaders marked 4, which 

was slightly above the halfway mark on the trust scale. Mean trust levels for the three 

groups were 33 (SD = 1.7), 4.8 (SD = 1.3), and 3.0 (SD = 1.9) for the autocratic, 

democratic, and laissez-faire leadership styles, respectively.

Organizational data.

The agency data were broken down according to the participants’ perceptions of 

(1) how often their organizations recognized good performance, (2) how much 

satisfaction they received finrn the job, and (3) how committed they were to their 

organizations.

When asked how often their organizations recognized good performance, 

participants scored a mean of 33 (SD = 13) on a scale of 0-6 (0= never, 3 = sometimes, 

and 6 = always). The highest percentage (34.7%) marked 3, indicating that th ^  felt that 

their organizations recognized good performance sometimes. The next highest percentage
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(23.3%) marked 4, mdicatmg that th ^  perceived their organizatioa as rewarding good 

performance slightly more than sometimes. The third highest group (14.1%) marked 2, 

indicating that they felt their organizations recognized good performance slightly less 

than sometimes. A total of 13.8% of participants marked 5, indicating that they felt that 

their organizations recognized good performance slightly less than always, while only 

4.8% of participants marked 6. Grouped according to leadership style, the mean response 

of the democratic group to this item was 3.5 (SD -1 3 ) , while the means of the autocratic 

and laissez-faire groups were lower (3.0, SD = 1.2; and 2.9, SD = 1.3, respectively). The 

autocratic, democratic, and laissez-faire leadership groups marked a 3 for this item at 

similar frequencies (36.5%, 33.9%, and 36.3%, respectively).

On the job satisfaction Likert scale (0 = none, 3 = moderate, and 6 = complete), 

participants scored a mean of 3.6 (SD -  1.5). The highest percentage (24.0%) marked 3, 

indicating that they received moderate satisfaction from their jobs; 22.9% marked 5, 

indicating that they received almost complete satisfaction; and 223% mariced 4, 

indicating that they Mperienced slightly more than moderate job satisfaction. Only 8.8% 

(50 out o f567 participants) received complete job satisfaction, and 2.3% (13 participants) 

recorded none. Grouped according to supervisor’s leadership style, the democratic group 

experienced, on the average, a little better than moderate job satisfaction (mean = 3.8, SD 

= 1.5); the autocratic group recorded slightly more than modoate satisfaction (mean = 

33, SD = 1.4); and the laissez-fafre group experienced a moderate degree of satisfaction 

(mean=3.1, 1.6). For both the autocratic and laissez-fruie groups, moderate job

satisfrtction was the most frequently registered response (35 of 126 participants, 27.8%; 

and 21 out o f80,263%, respectively). However, 93 o f361 (25.8%) participants with



FoOoweisiup 60

democratic leaders mariced 5 on. the scale, mdicatmg that th ^  experienced slightly less 

than complete job satisfaction.

In regard to commitment to organization, the mean response was 4.1 (SD = 1.4) 

on a Likert scale of 0 = not at all, 3 = halfway, and 6 = totally. Twenty-eight percent of 

the participants (159 out o f567) marked a 5 on the scale, indicating almost total 

commitment to their organizations; 16.8% (95 participants) marked 6, indicating that they 

were totally committed; and 24.9% (141) mariced 4, indicating that they were more than 

halfvay committed to their organizations. Ten respondents (1.8%) were not at all 

committed. For those respondents with democratic leaders, the average response 

indicated more than halfway commitment (mean = 4.31, SD = 1.3); those with autocratic 

leaders and those with laissez-faire leaders had averages of slightly more than halfway 

commitment (mean = 3.8, SD = 1.4; and mean = 3.7, SD = 1.7, respectively). For 

participants with autocratic leaders, the most Sequent responses on the commitment to 

organization scale were 4 and 5, with each of these scores being mariced by 27.8% (35 of 

126) of the group. The most frequent response (109 of361,30.2%) of those in the 

democratic group was 5 on the Likert scale. For the laissez-fafre group, the most frequent 

response (16 o f80,20%) was 4, which indicated that these individuals had a level of 

commitment to their organizations of slightly more than halfway.

Hypotheses

The major hypothesis of this study was that supervisor’s leadersh^ style is 

signifrcantly related to followership among United States Air Force Senior Airmen (E4s) 

stationed in Europe. For this hypothesfr to beconfrnned, leadershÿ style had to be shown 

to be significantly related to each of the four components of followersh^ measured by the
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followership surv^: (1) active engagement; (2) critical, independent thinking; (3) 

passion; and (4) team mmdedness.

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed to test whether supervisor’s 

leadership style was significantly related at the bi-variate level to all four followership 

dimensions (see Table 10). The analysis showed that leadership style was not 

significantly related (a = .34) at the bi-variate level to the critical, mdependent thinking 

component of the followership survey. Therefore, since supervisor’s leadership style was 

not shown to be significantly related to all four of the dimensions measm^d by the 

survey, the major hypothesis was rejected.

It is noteworthy, however, that supervisor’s leadership style was found to be 

statistically significant at the bi-variate level on three of the four followership subscales. 

Specifically, leadership style was related to each of the dimensions of active engagement, 

passion, and team mmdedness at the .00 level (again, see Table 10).
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Table 10

Analysis of Variance of Followership Subscales by Leadership Stvle(a)

Dependent variable Typelhsumof

squares

df F Sig.

Active engagement Between groups 463250(b) 2 6.462 .002
Within groups 20215.964 564

Total 20679214 566

Critical thmkmg Between groups 41.132(c) 2 1.075 242
Within groups 10788.614 564
Total 10829.746 566

Passion Between groups 525.443(d) 2 14.189 .000
Withm groups 10443.057 564
Total 10968.500 566

Team mindedness Between groups 234288(e) 2 10.780 .000
Within groups 6131.753 564

Total 6366.141 566

a. Autocratic, democratic, and laissez-faice leadership style
b. R squared 022 (Adjusted R square = .019)
C. R square = .004 (Adjusted R square = .000)
(L R square = .048 (Adjusted R square = .045) 
e. R square = .037 (Adjusted R square = .033)

Schef!fe*s Test of Differences Between Leadership Styles 

Democratic leadership styl^

Subhypothesis 1 compared the democratic leadership style to the other two 

leadership styles in regard to their relations to followership. It stated the following: 

Subordinates whose supervisors exhibit a democratic leadership style will rate
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Significantly higher than those with autocratic and laissez-faire supervisors on all 

dhnensions of followership measured by the followership surv^r. These four dimensions 

were (1) active engagement; (2) critical, independent thinking; (3) passion, and (4) team 

mindedness.

To test this and the other subhypotheses, Scheffo’s procedure was used. This test 

showed that on the critical, independent thinking component of the followership survey, 

participants with supervisors who exhibited the democratic leadership style did not score 

significantly higher than either those with autocratic supervisors (a = .37, with a means 

difference of .64) or those with laissez-faire supervisors (a = .78, with a means difference 

of 38). See Tables 11 and 12. Therefore, subhypothesis I was not confirmed for all 

followership dimensions and was rejected.

Notably, however, the democratic group scored significantly higher on Scheffe’s 

comparisons test than both of the other groups on the other three scales of followership. 

Participants with democratic leaders scored significantly higher than those with autocratic 

leaders at the .02, .00, and .02 levels and significantly higher than those with laissez-faire 

leaders at the .02, .00, and .00 levels on the active engagement, passion, and team 

mindedness scales, respectively.
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Table II

Multiple Comparisons Test within the Independent Variable—Leadership Style

MuHTpIs Compariions

Scheffe

Dependent Variable (1) Leadership style (J) Leadership style Sig.
Active engagement autocratic democratic

laissez-Wre
.021
.918

democratic autocratic
laissez-^ire

.021

.020
lalssez-Wre autocratic

democratic
.918
.020

Critical thinking autocratic democratic
lafssez-fiaire

.372
J920

democratic autocratic
laissez-faire

J372
.780

laissez-faire autocratic
democratic

J920
.780

Passion autocratic democratic
taissœ-faire

.001

.514
democratic autocratic

laissez-feire
.001
.000

laissez-faire autocratic
democratic

.514

.000
Team minded autocratic democratic

laissez-ibire
.019
.285

democratic autocratic
laissez-feiire

.019

.000
laissez-6ire autocratic

democratic
.285
.000

Based on observed means.
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Table 12

Means of all the Followership Sabscales Grouped According to Leadership Style

Lead s ^ e Mean N
Active engagement Autocratic 2à.g4o5 lië

Democratic 31.6704 361
Laissez-Mre 29.5875 80

Critical thinking Autocratic 14.5873 126
Democratic 13.9501 361
Laissez-^ire 14.3313 80

Passion Autocratic 12.7540 126
Democratic 14.4321 361
Laissez-faire 12.0438 80

Team mindedness Autocratic 17.6349 126
Democratic 18.6011 361
Laissez-faire 16.8875 80

Autocratic leadership style.

Subhypothesis 2 compared the autocratic leadership style to the other two 

leadership styles in regard to their relations to followership. This subhypothesis stated the 

following: Subordinates whose supervisors exhibit an autocratic leadership style will rate 

significantly lower than those with democratic supervisors but significantly higher than 

those with laissez-faire supervisors on all dimensions of followership measured by the 

followership surv^.

This subhypothesis was also tested using Sche£fe*s procedure. The test showed 

that participants whose supervisors exhibited an autocratic leadership style did not score 

significantly higher than those whose supervisors exhibited a laissez-faûe style on any of 

the dimensions of followership. (See Table 11.) Moreover, as already reported m the 

previous section, those with autocratic supervisors did not score significantly lower than
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those with democratic supervisors on the critical, independent thfnlring component of 

followership. Because of these results, subhypothesis 2 was rejected.

It should be noted that those with autocratic supervisors scored significantly lower 

than those with democratic supervisors on the active engagement, passion, and team 

mindedness components of followership at the .02, .00, and .02 levels, respectively.

These results are the same as those reported in the immediately previous section, except 

from the standpoint of subhypothesis 2’s focus on participants whose supervisors 

exhibited the autocratic leadership style.

Laissez-faire leadership style.

Subhypothesis 3 compared the laissez-faire leadership style to the other two 

leadership styles in regard to their relations to followership. The hypothesis was as 

follows: Subordinates whose supervisors exhibit a laissez-faire leadership style will rate 

significantly lower than those with democratic and autocratic supervisors on all 

dimensions of followership measured by the followership survey.

Subhypothesis 3 was tested, as were the other two subhypotheses, by using 

Scheffe’s procedure (see Table 11). The test showed that participants with supervisors 

who exhibited a laissez-faire leadership style did not score significantly lower than those 

who exhibited an autocratic leadership style on any of the four followership components. 

Further, the laissez-faire group did not score significantly lower than those with 

democratic supervisors on the critical, independent thinking dimension of followership. 

Subhypothesis 3 was therefore rejected.

The laissez-faire group did score significantly lower than those with democratic 

supervisors on the active engagement, passion, and team mindedness components of
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followership at the .02, .00, and .00 levels, respectively. These results are the same as 

those reported two sections above, except 6om the standpoint of subhypothesis 3’s focus 

on participants whose supervisors exhibited the laissez-faire leadership style. 

Multivariate Test of Diffarences Between Followership Sub-scales

To further investigate the relation of supervisor’s leadership style to followership, 

an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was performed for each of the followership 

subscales, with leadership style as the variable of focus and personal, supervisory, and 

organizational variables as covariates. This analysis was done to determine whether any 

significant relation that might be found between leadership style and the followership 

dimensions could be attributed to a causal relationship.

For the first scale of followership—active engagement—the variables of age, 

education level, job satisfaction, and commitment to the organization scored significance 

levels of .03, .00, .00, and .00 respectively on the ANCOVA. Details are shown in Table 

13.
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Table 13

Personal. Sunervisorv. and Organizational Factors

Sources of Variation
Type in Sum 

of Squares df F Sig.
Co-variables (Controls):

Age 127.040 1 4J60 .037
Gender 36.903 I 1.267 261
Race 34.041 I 1.168 280
Education level 384.693 1 13.203 .000
Total months in Air Force .008936 1 .000 .986
Total months in duty position 42.687 I 1.465 227
Pay grade upon retirement 92.159 1 3.163 .076
Supervisor’s gender 6.962 I 239 .625
Total months under supervisor 13.117 I .450 203
Hours of weekly supervision 1.263 1 .043 .835
Working relationship with supervisor .106 I .004 .952
Trust 70.803 I 2.430 .120
Organization recognizes good 

performance
3.671 I .126 .723

Job satisfaction 418J>96 1 14281 .000
Commitment 692.920 1 23.782 .000

Leadership style 6.583 2 .113 .893
Error 14859.501 510

Note. The bi-variate relationship between active engagement and leadership style, noted 

m table 10, disappeared once the control variables are in the model. This showed that 

leadership style was correlated with the statistically significant co-variables in this 

table—age, education level. Job satisfaction, andconunitment
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For the second followership scale—critical, independent thinking—education 

level and trust had significance levels of .00 and .01, respectively. These results are 

displayed in Table 14.

For passion—the third followership subscale—total months in duty position (.04), 

pay grade upon retirement (.01), trust (.02), job satisfaction (.00), and commitment to the 

organization (.00) all showed statistical significance. Results are shown in Table IS.

For the fourth subscale of followership—team mindedness—total months in the 

Air Force (.04), total months under current supervisor (.02), job satisfaction (.00), and 

commitment to organization (.00) all had statistical significance. These results are shown 

in Table 16.

These results fitim the ANCOVA show that the variable of supervisor’s 

leadership style is confounded with other independent variables for three of the four 

followership dimensions. As a result, though supervisor’s leadership style is significantly 

related to the active engagement, passion, and team mindedness components of 

followership, it cannot be concluded that it is causally related to those components.
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Table 14

Analysis of Co-variance of Critical Thmkmg by Leadership Style. Controlling for 

Personal, Supervisory, and Organizational Factors

Sources of Variation
Type in  Sum 
of Squares df F Sig.

Co-variables (Controls): 

Age 5.091 1 278 598

Gender 27.548 1 1.507 220

Race 65.596 1 3.588 .059

Education level 125.700 I 6.875 .009

Total months in Air Force IS25 1 .105 .746

Total months in duty position 225 1 .012 .912

Pay grade upon retirement .593 1 .032 .857

Supervisor’s gender .001757 1 .001 .975

Total months under supervisor 2.908 1 .159 .690

Hours of weekly supervision 65.611 1 3.589 .059

Working relationship with supervisor 65.065 1 3.559 .060

Trust 100.737 I 5.510 .019

Organization recognizes good performance J34 1 .018 .893

Job satisfaction 9257 1 j06 .477

Commitment 18.608 1 1.018 314

Leadership style 5.154 2 .141 .869

Error 9324.416 510
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Note. The bi-variate relationship between critical thinking and leadership style was not 

significant as noted in table 10. This table showed that education I^el and trust are 

statistically significant with critical thinking.

Table 15

Analysis of Co-variance of Passion by Leadership Style. Controlling for Personal. 

Supervisory, and Organizational Factors

Source of Variation
Type in Sum 
of Squares df F Sig-

Co-variables (Controls): 

Age 3.451 I J39 .560

Gender 1.835 I .180 .671

Race .988 I .097 .755

Education level 4J27 I .426 514

Total months in Air Force 13.654 I 1J43 347

Total months in duty position 41J24 1 4.064 .044

Pay grade upon retirement 66.791 1 6.568 .011

Supervisor’s gender 4.602 I .452 501

Total months under supervisor 3.755 I 369 544

Hours of weekly supervision 2.543 I 350 .617

Working relationship with supervisor 26.450 I 2.601 .107

Trust 50.962 1 5.011 .026

Organization recognizes good performance 1.378 I .136 .713

Job satisfaction 1103.031 1 108.464 .000

Commitment 685.065 1 67365 .000

Leadership style 20.742 2 1.020 361

&Tor 5186.457 510
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Note. The bî-vaiiate relationship between passion and leadoship styl^ noted in table 10, 

disappeared once the control variables are in the model. This showed that leadership 

style was correlated with the statistically significant co-variables in this table—total 

months in duty position, pay grade upon retirement, trust, job satisfaction, commitment. 

Table 16

Analysis of Co-variance of Team Mindedness by Leadership Style, Controlling for 

Personal. Supervisory, and Organizational Factors

Source of Variation
Type m Sum 

of Squares df F Sig.
Co-variables (Controls):

Age .06305 I .007 335
Gender 11.6S4 I 1328 368
Race J93 1 .041 .839
Education level 1.029 1 .108 .742
Total months in Air Force 36.963 1 3.886 .049
Total months in duty position 8.089 1 .850 .357
Pay grade upon retirement .141 I .015 .903
Supervisor’s gender 4.212 1 .443 .506
Total months under supervisor 48.130 1 5.060 .025
Hours of weekly supervision 1.113 I .117 .732
Working relationship with supervisor 10.097 I 1.061 .303
Trust 15.502 1 1.630 302
Organization recognizes good 

performance
.930 1 .098 .755

Job satisfaction 68326 1 7.183 .008

Commitment 107348 1 11348 .001

Leadership style 27.147 2 1.427 341

Error 4851.439 510
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Note. The bî-varîate relationship between team mindedness and leadership style, noted in 

table 10, disappeared once the control variables are in the model. This showed that 

leadership style was correlated with the statistically significant co-variables in this 

table—total months in the Air Force, total months under supervisor. Job satisfaction, and 

commitment.

Summary

This chapter provided a description of the personal, supervisory, and 

organizational characteristics of the sample. It also detailed the research findings in 

relation to the study’s major hypothesis and three subhypotheses.

The major hypothesis was that supervisor’s leadership style is significantly related 

to followership among United States Air Force senior airmen (E4s) stationed in Europe. 

This hypothesis was tested by analysis of variance and was rejected because leadership 

style was not found to be significantly related to critical, independent thinking, which was 

one of the four components of followership measured by the followership survey.

Each of the three subhypotheses focused on one of the leadership styles. 

Subhypothesis 1 predicted that airmen whose supervisors exhibited a democratic style 

would score significantly higher on all four dimensions of the followership survey than 

those whose supervisors exhibited an autocratic or a laissez-faire style. Subhypothesis 2 

predicted that airmen whose supervisors ochibited an autocratic style would score, on all 

four dimensions of the followership surv^, significantly lower than those whose 

supervisors «chibited a democratic style and significantly higher than those whose 

supervisors exhibited a laissez-faire style. Subhypotheseis 3 predicted that amnen whose 

supervisors exhibited a laissez-fiuie style would score significantly lower on all four
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dimensions of the followership survey than those whose supervisors exhibited a 

democratic or an autocratic style. These three subhypotheses were tested by using 

Scheffo's post hoc procedure. Based on the results of this test, the three subhypotheses 

were rejected.

Although all of the study’s hypotheses were rejected, a notable finding of the 

investigation was that leadership style significantly contributed to three of the 

followership components measured by the followership survey: active engagement, 

passion, and team mindedness. Further, Scheffo’s procedure showed that participants 

with democratic supervisors scored significantly higher than those with autocratic or 

laissez-faire supervisors on those three dimensions of followership. However, these 

significant relations could not be attributed to causality since analysis of covariance 

showed that leadership style did not significantly contribute to followership, once other 

group variables such as trust, job satisfaction, and commitment were added as controls. 

However, leadership style may influence trust, job satisfiiction, and commitment, acting 

as an intervening variable. This cross-sectional study, however, did not test for this 

possibility.
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Chapter V

Conclusions, Discussion, and hnplications

The primary goal of this research was to examine the relation of supervisor’s 

leadership style to followership among enlisted Air Force airmen stationed in Europe. 

Originally, it was thought that followership would be measured on only two dimensions. 

However, it was shown by factor analysis that four components of followership could be 

identified from the study’s administration of Kelly’s (1992) followership survey: (I) 

active engagement; (2) critical, independent thinking; (3) passion; and (4) team 

mindedness. It was found that leadership style was not significantly related to all four of 

the followership dimensions. However, at the bi-variate level, leadership style was found 

to be significantly related to three of the dimensions: active engagement, passion, and 

team mindedness.

The literature reported that leadership styles are known to affoct many variables 

within organizations, e.g., employee job satisfaction, productivity, work environment, 

gender differences, and team development A natural assumption would thus be that 

perceived leadership style does influence the followership role. However, research has 

not specifically addressed whether leadership styles affect followership in terms of (I) 

active engagement; (2) critical, independent thinking; (3) passion; and (4) team 

mindedness. In foct, very few studies have been performed on the art of followership, 

with only two books having been published on the subject Therefore, this study sought to 

ocpand the understandmg of the relationship between leadership styles and followership.

The relationship between a leader and his or her followers is a partnership that, if 

well balanced, can help lead to organizational success. Unfortunately, discussion of this
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relationship has been skewed, with the emphasis placed on leadership throughout the 

literature. However, if leadership styles affect employee job satisfaction, productivity, 

and team effectiveness, thm it stands to reason that they affect followership. The purpose 

of this study was to differentiate and classify the leadership styles of subordinates’ 

immediate supervisors and, subsequently, to examine the impact of particular styles on 

the dimensions of followership

Two critical dimensions of a leader’s behavior frequently cited in the literature are 

task-oriented behavior and relationship-oriented behavior. Although task and relationship 

behaviors are no longer viewed as either/or leadership styles, prior research suggests that 

the dichotomy can be useful for classifying leadership style, hi this study, an adaptation 

of Hersey and Blanchard’s (1982) Situational Leadership Model was used to classify 

subordinates’ perceptions of their inunediate supervisor’s leadership style into one of 

three groups: (1) autocratic (low relationship and high task behavior), (2) democratic 

(high relationship and either high or low task behavior), and (3) laissez-faire (low 

relationship and low task behavior).

The results of this study showed a relationship between leadership style and 

followership at the bi-variate level on three of the four subscales of followership; 

however, this relationship did not hold at the multivariate level. Two possible 

explanations exist:

(a) Leadership style is correlated with, but not causally connected to, 

foUowershq*. This could occur if  airmen were assigned in such a way that the 

control characteristics were distributed disproportionately mto the three leadership
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styles. For example, airmen who have higher educational levels may have entered 

into specialty fields where supervisors were more democratic.

(b) Leadership style may have produced changes in trust, commitment, and job 

satis&ction, thus acting as an intervening variable. If so, then, the only effect 

leadership style had on followership was its increased effect in the levels of trust, 

commitment, and job satisfaction.

Unfortunately, the cross-sectional design does not allow us to determine which of 

these two conditions occurred; however, speculation as to how the second possibility (b) 

may have impacted followership is offered in the following sections.

The Impact of the Autocratic Leadership Style

In this study, autocratic leadership style was defined as being high in task 

behavior and low in relationship behavior. In view of the nature of the mission of the 

armed services, it was surprising to find that the autocratic leadership style was not the 

most prevalent among participants’ immediate supervisors, histead, the democratic style 

prevailed, with the autocratic style being the next most fiequent. This finding does not 

support the belief that individuals who are attracted to serve in the armed services are 

typically highly task-oriented, though this may be true for certain military career fields, 

such as special forces and jet piloting.

It was believed that the leadership style of the participants’ immediate supervisors 

would have an impact on the participants’ followership development, hi particular, it was 

thought that the autocratic leadership style would somewhat stifle followership 

development because of its low relationship factor. But it was also thought that because 

of its high task orientation, it would not stifle followership as much as the laissez-faire
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Style. Thus it was predicted that participants with supervisors vdio exhibited the 

autocratic style would score lower than those whose supervisors exhibited the democratic 

style (high-relationship/high task) but higher than those whose supervisors exhibited the 

laissez-faire style (low-relationship/ low task) on all four dimensions of followership.

On the followership subscale of active engagement, participants whose 

supervisors exhibited an autocratic leadership style reported significantly lower scores 

than those whose supervisors exhibited the democratic style on Scheffe’s post hoc 

comparisons test, but not significantly higher than the laissez-faire group. However, the 

differences between the autocratic and laissez-faire scores were in the predicted dhection 

(means o f29.94 and 29.59, respectively).

SchefTe’s comparisons test showed participants with autocratic leaders did not 

score significantly lower than those with democratic or laissez-faire leaders on the second 

dimension of followership—critical, independent thinking. However, the autocratic group 

(mean = 14.59) did score slightly higher than the laissez-faire group (mean -  14.15), but 

only by a small margin.

In regard to passion, the third subscale of followership, participants with 

autocratic leaders scored significantly lower than those with democratic leaders, but not 

significantly differently fix)m those with laissez-faire leaders on Scheffo’s comparisons 

test. However, the autocratic group did score slightly higher than the laissez-faire group 

(mean 12.75 and 12.04, respectively).

On the team mindedness subscale of followership, Scheffo’s comparisons test 

showed that participants with autocratic supervisors scored significantly lower than those 

with democratic supervisors, as «cpected. T h^  did not score significantly higher than
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those with laissez-faire supervisors, though their scores were somewhat higher (means of 

17.63 and 16.89, respectively).

The Impact of the Democratic Leadership Style

The democratic leadership style was defined as involving high task and high 

relationship behaviors and was expected to be the prevailing leadership style for 

participants’ immediate supervisors. The actual prevalence, 64%, was even higher than 

expected.

The ability of military leaders to balance both high task and high relationship 

behaviors is the preferred technique taught and cultivated in the United States Air Force. 

The adage ’Take care of the people, and the people will take care of the mission” 

summarizes the philosophy underlying this preference. Therefore, the researcher expected 

participants with democratic leaders to score significantly higher than those with 

autocratic or laissez-faire leaders on all four followership dimensions: active engagement; 

critical, independent thinking; passion; and team mindedness.

Kelley (1992) defined active engagement as being actively engaged on the 

organization’s critical path. In regard to this active engagement dimension of 

followership in the present study, supervisors exhibiting a democratic leadership style 

scored significantly higher than the other two groups when compared on Scheffe’s post 

hoc comparisons test This result may be partly due to the fact that democratic leaders 

tend to be more supportive of employees than leaders whose styles are autocratic or 

laissez-faire.

On the second followership scale—critical, independent thinking—participants 

with democratic leaders did not score significantly better than those with autocratic or
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iaîssez-&iie leaders on SchefTe's comparisons test In fact the mean score of the 

democratic group (14.0) was lower than for both the autocratic (14.6) and laissez-faire 

(14.3) groups.

When a follower exhibits energy and enthusiasm which spreads throughout an 

organization, that person is driven by passioit and this was the third subscale of 

followership. As predicted, participants with democratic leaders did have significantly 

higher scores than those with autocratic or laissez-faire leaders on Scheffe’s comparisons 

test This finding was consistent with previous studies showing that a leadership style that 

is more considerate and relationship-oriented (e.g., praising good performance, taking 

personal interest in employees, providing feedback, and listening to subordinates’ 

concans) is related to high levels of job satisfaction (Dobbin & Zaccaro, 1986; Rowley et 

al., 1992) as well as greater levels of employee satisfaction with supervisors (Vroom, 

1964). Since democratic leaders have a leadership style that is more relationship-oriented 

than other ̂ e s  of leaders, it seems likely that in general, subordinates with democratic 

leaders would be less inhibited and more encouraged to show their passion for their jobs 

than those whose supervisors exhibited leadership styles less relationship oriented.

On the team mindedness scale, subordinates whose supervisors exhibited a 

democratic leadership style rated significantly higher scores than those with autocratic or 

laissez-faire supervisors on Scheffe’s post hoc comparisons test This result is in 

accordance with findings withm the literature that a democratic leadership style tends to 

emphasize qualities such as sharing information, consideration, valuing contribution and 

diversity, listening and encouragmg others that can be expected to enhance team
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mindedness (Eagly, Makhijani, & KIonsky, 1992; Eagly & Johnson, 1990; Goodson, 

McGee, & Cashman, 1989; Greenieaf, 1982; Haccoun, Haccoun, & Sallay, 1978; Senge, 

1990)

The Impact of the Laissez-Faire Leadership Style

Among the three leadership styles examined, the laissez-faire style represented the 

smallest group, as only 14% of the research participants described their immediate 

supervisors’ leadership style as laissez-faire. This result was «cpected, given the military 

context of the investigation, hi this study, the laissez-faire leadership style was defined as 

one with both low relationship behavior and low task behavior. Laissez-faire behavior is 

characterized by deliberate abstention fi"om direction or interference, particularly with 

regard to individual fi^edom of choice and action. It was suspected that subordinates 

would prefer some direction fiom their supervisor as opposed to none, and that 

subordinates whose supervisors exhibited a laissez-faire leadership style would 

experience significantly lower scores across the followership dimensions.

As predicted, subordinates whose supervisors exhibited a laissez-faire leadership 

style reported significantly lower scores than those whose supervisors exhibited the 

democratic style on the active engagement dimension of followership when these two 

were compared by Schefie’s post hoc test. This findmg supports research that suggests 

that vision (direction) contributes to the success of many organizations (Bennis & 

Biederman, 1997). However, the laissez-faire group did not score significantly lower than 

the autocratic group (mean scores of 29.6 and 30.0, respectively). Though scores were 

generally m the predicted dhection, their difference did not approach significance.
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On the critical, independent thinking scale of followership, the laissez-faire 

leadership style did not score significantly lower than the democratic or autocratic styles. 

Surprisingly though, the laissez-faire style did rate slightly higher than the democratic 

style (means of 14.3 and 14.0, respectively). This was the opposite of the researcher’s 

prediction.

On the passion dimension of followership, the laissez-faire group did measure 

significantly lower on Scheffe’s comparisons test than those with democratic leaders, as 

predicted. However, there was no significant difference between participants with laissez- 

faire leaders and those with autocratic leaders, though the mean score of the former (12.0) 

was lower than that for latter (12.8).

Team mindedness was the fourth component of followership. On this scale, 

participants with laissez-faire leaders scored significantly lower than the participants with 

democratic leaders on Scheffe’s post hoc comparisons test. T h ^  did not score 

significantly lower than participants with autocratic leaders, although the scores were in 

the predicted direction (16.9 and 17.7, respectively).

Overall, when the three leadership styles were compared by Scheffe’s post hoc 

comparisons test, it was found that on three subscales of followership-active engagement, 

passion, and team mindedness—participants with democratic leaders scored significantly 

higher at the .05 level of significance than those with either autocratic or laissez-faire 

leaders.

Discussion

This study did not show supervisor’s leadership style to be significantly related to 

all dimensions of followership that were measured by a&ninistration of K ell^s (1992)
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followership survey to 567 United States enlisted personnel stationed in Europe. 

Specifically, supervisor’s leadership style was not found to be significantly related at the 

bi-variate level to the critical, independent thinking dimension of followership. However, 

supervisor’s leadership style was found to be significantly related, again, at the bi-variate 

level to three dimensions of followership: active engagement, passion, and team 

mindedness. Further, Scheffe’s post hoc comparisons test showed that participants with 

democratic supervisors scored significantly higher than those with autocratic or laissez- 

faire supervisors on those three components of followership.

These results did not necessarily indicate that there is a causal relationship 

between the independent variable of leadership style and the three dependent followership 

variables of active engagement, passion, and team mindedness. To determine whether a 

causal connection could be attributed to these relations, an analysis of covariance was 

done in which demographic and organizational variables served as covariates to 

determine whether the variable of leadership style was confounded. Such a procedure 

amounts to a kind of “purification” of leadership style to determine whether a significant 

relation between the independent variable and the dependent variable is due purely to the 

action of the independent variable. For each followership dimension, it was found that 

one or more of the demographic and organizational variables were also significantly 

related to the followership dimension. Thus these variables covaried with and confounded 

leadership style. As a result, it cannot be concluded that the significant relation that was 

found between supervisor’s leadership style and the three followershq) components of 

active engagement, passion, and team mmdedness can be attributed to a causal effect of 

leadership style on the followershÿ components.
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Numaous theoretical approaches have been applied to the study of leadership 

style and its effects on subordinate productivity. Among the theories firequently cited in 

the literature are situational leadership theory (Hersey & Blanchard, 1969, 1982, 1988), 

the transformational and transactional theoretical approaches (Bass, 1985; Bums, 1978), 

McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y (McGregor, I960), and Yukl’s multiple linkage 

model (Yukl, 1994). Hersey and Blanchard’s situational leadership theory was selected to 

classify the three leadership sfyles in this study because of its recognition that a leader 

may exhibit any combination of task- and relationship-oriented behaviors.

The social exchange theory (Hollander, 1979) was also included as part of the 

theoretical foundation for this study. Based on the findings of Scheffe’s post hoc 

comparisons, the democratic leadership style produced the highest scores on three 

followership dimensions. This may be partly explained by the social exchange theory’s 

view that democratic leaders tend to exchange resources such as increased job latitude, 

influence on decision-making, and open communication for members’ commitment to 

higher involvement in organizational function

On the other hand, Goodson et al. (1989) found that a delegating sfyle (low task 

behavior and low relationship) was associated with the poorest work-specific attitudes 

(i.e., low satisfaction with supervision and communication). Poor leaders can create poor 

followers when they are not as much engaged and involved as th^r are capable of being 

Hollander, 1984).

The operant conditioning model was cited in this research as well. Based on this 

model, leaders and followers repeatedly rechange and interact in a series of mdependent 

events, thus repeatedly rmnforcing, punishm^ or «ctinguishmg given behaviors (Davis &
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Luthans, 1979). This could suggest that the democratic leadershq* style is great 

followership in disguise and may reproduce itself, as suggested in the research. This 

notion is consistent with Litzinger’s and Schaefer’s (1984) claim that the school of 

leadership is followership, a followership that is folly preserved within leadership, but is 

transformed for having moved beyond itself.

Interestingly, according to McGregor (I960,1967), Theory Y leaders assess both 

their internal modifiers (e.g., preferred leadership style, motives and limitations, and past 

experiences) and external modifiers (e.g., characteristics of the task, time constraints, 

organizational norms, structure and climate, past history with group, economic and legal 

limits, and degree of stability of the organization) and then choose a leadership style 

which may be autocratic depending on the situation. On the other hand. Theory X leaders 

Just have one leadership style—autocratic—because they have a limited view of the 

world and do not consider internal and external modifiers (Gordon, 1991).

The high task characteristic was a mutually shared attribute between the 

democratic and autocratic leadership styles; however, the democratic style has the ability 

to adapt its autocratic style to the situation. Participants with democratic leaders (high 

task/ high relationship) scored significantly higher at the bi-variate level on three of the 

four subscales. Moreover, those with autocratic leaders (high task/low relationship) 

scored higher than those with laissez-faire leaders (low task/ low relationship), as 

predicted, though not significantly higher on scheffo’s comparisons test at the bi-variate 

level. This finding indicated that the high relationship characteristic of leadership was 

important because it separated the democratic fiom the autocratic leadership style.
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Critical, independent thinking was the only subscale of followership for which no 

significant differences were found among participants with different styles of leaders. 

This finding suggests that critical, independent thinking was independent of leadership 

style. No research has investigated this relationship, however, but it is worth noting that 

the autocratic group scored the highest on this scale, followed by the laissez-fiiire and 

democratic groups on scheffe post hoc comparisons test. Autocratic and laissez-faire 

leadership styles share the low relationship characteristic of leadership style, but differ in 

the task component One possible explanation for these findings is that task assignments 

with little support relationship may call upon and thus develop critical, mdependent 

thinking among subordinates of autocratic leaders, while the high relationship factor 

inherent within the democratic style of leadership may thwart cogitation among the 

subordinates. Without further evidence, however, this suggestion is little more than 

speculation.

As stated above, the autocratic leadership style did score the highest among the 

three leadership styles on scheffe’s comparisons test, although not significantly, on the 

critical, independent thinking scale. Mathieu (1990) found that individuals with high 

achievement needs preferred task-oriented leadership, whereas individuals with low need 

for achievement preferred relationship-oriented leader behaviors. Mathieu’s research was 

conducted with Army and Navy Reserve Officer Training Corps cadets. The high need 

for achievement associated with high task leadership may contribute to the development 

of independent, critical thmking.

Most research studies advocate the democratic leadership style. Consistent with 

the research, this study found at the bi-variate level that subordmates whose siqiervisors
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engaged in high task behavior and high relationship behaviors acperienced significantly 

higher scores on three of the four dimension of followership: (1) active engagement, (2) 

passion, and (3) team mindedness when compared to those with supervisors who 

exhibited different leadership styles. However, on the critical thinking subscale of 

followership, subordinates whose immediate supervisors were high on task and low on 

relationship experienced the highest scores, although not significantly, when compared to 

the other groups on scheffe’s post hoc comparisons test.

Limitations of the study.

In Chapter I, several limitations of the study were noted. These included the 

restriction of the study to participants within a military organization and within a certain 

geographical area, which affects the generaUzability of the results. It also included the 

fact that some variables that might affect followership were not controlled for in the 

study.

Four other limitations that should be mentioned became evident once the sample 

was chosen and the study performed. First, no reliability and validity data was available 

for Kelley’s (1992) followership survey and Hersey (1993) LEAD Other questionnaire. 

Second, the number of months under supervision for the participants averaged only 6, and 

a total of 65% of participants had only between 30 days and one year of supervision from 

their immediate leaders. This limit on supervisory time may have limited the 

development of the leader-foUower relationship among some of the participants and may 

have affocted the leaders’ impact on them.

Third, the number of questions used to measure active en^gement (7), and 

especially critical, independent thinking (4), passion (4), and team mindedness (4) were
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few. Although, the four dhnensions were clearly demarcated by factor analysis, additional 

questions measuring each dimension would have probably made Ar an even more 

adequate instrument.

Fourth, a cross-sectional study did not allow the researcher to test whether 

leadership style acted as an intervening variable. For instance, trust, job satisfaction, and 

commitment were significantly related to followership at the multi-variate level—a causal 

relationship. A longitudinal study could have examined whether leadership styles 

impacted these three variables.

Implications.

Followership is an important concept to continue to study and its measurement is 

critical. No validity and reliability data was available for Kelley’s (1992) followership 

survey. Therefore, one contribution made by this study is the validation of this 

followership instrument. As noted previously, Kelley’s (1992) followership survey was 

designed to measure two dimensions of followership, active engagement and critical, 

independent thinking. Through factor analysis of567 responses to this survey, two new 

dhnensions were added: passion and team mindedness. Other researchers using Kelley’s 

instrument should be alert to the possibility that Kelley’s scale taps four rather than two 

dimensions.

Kelly (1992) suggested that the answers to greater productivity do not lie in 

leadership, but in the shadows of followership. Moreover, other research quoted in the 

Review of Literature suggests that leadership style may impact on followership 

indirectly. Although the present study did not fold that leadership style was significantly 

related to followership, it did show that trust, commitment, and job satisfaction (in
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various combinations) had a causal relationship with followership. More specifically, 

commitment and job satisfaction measured significantly on three dimensions of 

followership: active engagement, passion, and team mindedness. And by finding methods 

to increase these three variables of trust, commitment, and job satisfaction, organizations 

can produce higher levels of followership. One method may be just leadership style.

When leadership sQrles as a group were compared on Scheme’s post hoc 

comparisons test at the bivariate level, participants with democratic leaders scored higher 

on the (1) active engagement, (2) passion, and (3) team player subscales of followership, 

suggesting that of the three leadership styles, the democratic style may be the most 

effective in terms of its relation to followership. Further deduction pointed toward the 

possibility that the high relationship component of the democratic style seemed to be the 

contributing factor, given that the high task component was mutually shared between the 

democratic and autocratic styles. Moreover, previous research has shown that the greater 

the emphasis supervisors place on relationships, the better the subordinate performance 

(Leary et al., 1986).

To a certain degree, the research findings reinforced the value of a relational 

orientation rather than the traditional hierarchical downward-directed leadership 

influence. As suggested by Skaret and Bruning (1986), the supervisor, recognizing the 

importance of subordinates’ ability to interact with leadership and affect relevant 

outcomes such as good followership, needs to be aware when leadership style can be 

functional and when it can be dysfunctional. By providing high levels of task and 

support, a democratic leader may facilitate higher levels on most dimensions of 

fi)lIowershq>.
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Of the four dimensions of followership, only critical, independent thinking did not 

show any significant difierences in scores among the three groups on scheme's 

comparisons test. Participants with autocratic supervisors (high task/low relationship) 

scored on scheffo’s comparisons test the highest among the three leadership styles, 

followed by those with laissez-faire (low task/low relationship) and democratic (high 

task/high relationship) supervisors. A possible implication is that leaders who provide 

structured tasks but have minimal relationship with their subordinates may drive 

subordinates to think through issues for themselves rather than quickly asking for the 

direction that would be more readily available fix>m leaders who are high in relationship 

behaviors. According to the operant conditioning model, leaders tend to inculcate 

behaviors similar to their own in their followers (Gordon, 1991). This suggests that if 

autocratic leaders tend to be critical, independent thinkers, then they would prompt the 

exhibition of that trait in their followers. This would help explain the higher score on the 

critical, independent thinking dimension of followership by participants with autocratic 

leaders. This suggestion is tenuous, however.

This study has sought to highlight the importance of followership as a correlate of 

leadership. As a result of this study. United States Air Force leadership may be 

encoura^d to consider traming programs designed to develop followership m addition to 

the leadership training found in the United States Air Force Professional Military 

Education programs.

Recommendations for Future Research

The research findings reported m this study are encouragmg in terms of 

understanding the relations between leadership style and followership. In fact, this study
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was the first of its kind. However̂  furthmr research is needed in different kinds of 

organizations to further investigate these relations. The effects of intervening variables 

that may affect followership and/or the leader-follower relationship, such as dydadic 

duration, needs achievement, personality, and psychological factors, should also be 

further explored. The following specific recommendations are made for further research.

1. This study should be repeated at the Noncommissioned Ofhcer (NCO) Academy, 

which is the second level of professional military education. One significant 

difference between the first and second levels of PME is that participants who attend 

the NCO Academy have Air Force supervisory experience, whereas participants in 

the present investigation were not yet Am Force supervisors. Such a study would also 

allow the followership instrument to be tested through factor analysis to determine 

whether the same four dimensions of followership are identified among the 

participants at the second level of PME.

2. This study should be repeated for the other branches of the United States Armed 

Forces—the Army, Navy, and Marines—to allow comparisons between the branches. 

The followership instrument should be examined in each case to determine whether 

the four dimensions found in the present administration to Air Force personnel remain 

present for personnel in the other armed services branches.

3. This study should be repeated in the private sector. In that sector, consumers drive 

organizations and money flows fit>m the cash register to stockholders; whereas in 

public organizations, money is allocated top-down. Agam, a factor analysis of the 

Kelley's (1992) followership instrument should be done for such studies.
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4. E£R>rts should be made to expand Keiley^s (1992) followership instrument to include 

more questions that are suitable for measuring each of the various followership 

dimensions.

5. Organizations need critical, independent thinkers to succeed, so critical, independent 

thinking is an important dimension of followership. Yet this study did not find a 

significant relationship between this dimension and leadership style. It is thus 

suggested that further research be done testing for such a relationship, perhaps by 

using different measures of critical, independent thinking than those used in the 

present study.

6. Trust, job satisfaction, and commitment were causally related to followership in 

various combinations. Leadership style was confounded with these variables on three 

of the four dimensions of followership, so it stands to test whether leadership style 

was acting as an antecedent variable that may have contributed to higher levels of 

trust, job satisfaction, and commitment A longitudinal study is suggested.

7. Transformational leadership is a leadership style worth examining for its relational 

effect on followership. Bass (as cited in Yuld, 1994) proposed that transformational 

leadership transforms and motivates followers by 1) making them more aware of the 

importance of task outcomes, 2) inducing them to transcend their own self-interest for 

the sake of the organization, and 3) activating their higher-order needs as well as their 

lower-order needs found in the transactional leadership of the social mcchange theory. 

In the researcher’s opinion, transformational leadership would naturally affect the 

subscales of followership. The challenge, however, would be to find participants 

whose immediate supervisors’ leadership style was transformational. Most
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transfbrmational leaders are change agents and move onward to other organizations in 

need of change (Yuki, 1994).

In summary, it is important to conduct research on the relation of leadership style 

to followership in various contexts and using various measures. Ultimately, this type of 

research will help in the understanding of what many independent of organizational 

leadership seek to nurture—exemplary followership.
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Appendix A

Appendix A contains the survey packet that was provided to the participants. The 

contents were as follows:

Section 1: Consent form

Section 2: Survey

Section 3: Kelley (1992) followership questionnaire (in part IV of the survey packet)

Section 4: Hersey ( 1993) LEAD Other questionnaire
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Section 1: Consent Fonn 

CONSENT FORM
A study of responses to leadership styles in the United States Air Force is being 

conducted through the College of Continuing Education Department at the Universi^ of 
Oklahoma, Norman Campus. The purpose of this research is to study the impact of 
leadership style on participation among United States Air Force enlisted members. The 
U.S. Air Force has approved this study: survey control 99-35. The Airman Leadership 
School Commander has granted permission to invite your participation in this survty. 
The Oklahoma University Human Subjects Review Board has approved this study.

Plans for Participation
Your participation will involve the completion of a survey packet and one 

questionnaire. The questionnaire will be used to determine the leadership style of your 
immediate supervisor. The survey packet will be used to gather other factors that will be 
used along with leadership styles to determine the effects on your participation. The 
survey packet and questionnaire will require approximately 20-30 minutes of your time.

Voluntary Participation
Your participation in this study is voluntary and you may withdraw at any time. 

If you decline to participate or withdraw 6om the study you will in no way be penalized.

Risk There is no risk associated with participation in this study.

Confidential
Your responses will be made anonymously and will be held in strict confidence. 

No names are used in this study. Only the Principal Investigator and Faculty Sponsor 
will have access to your responses. The information gathered will be used for research 
purposes only.

Questions
If you have any questions at any time regarding this study, you are welcome to 

contact the Principal Investigator, Albert J. Colangelo at 06307-6135, or email at
albert@kaiserslautenuietsurf.de

AUTHORIZATION: I (print your name)__________________________________ consent
to participate in the research described. My signature indicates that all my questions have 
been answered and that I consent to participate finely, without coercion, having 
completely read this document

Signature Date

mailto:albert@kaiserslautenuietsurf.de
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Section 2: Survey Packet

SURVEY PACKET

Air Force Survey Control Number 99-35 

Expiration Date: December 31,1999

Sponsored By CEPME

RESEARCH

ON

ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP

BY

ALBERT J. COLANGELO

PhD. Candidate of Organizational Leadership 
University of Oklahoma 

College of Continumg Education 
Norman, Oklahoma
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SURVEY QUESTIONS 

Directions: For each question, circle the appropriate response/number or fill in the 

blank. If you are uncertain of an answer, respond with information that is 'to  the best of 

your knowledge”. Please be sure to answer every question.

I. PERSONAL DATA

I. Age: _________

2. Gender: Male Female

3. Race:

4. Your highest educational degree:

GED High School Attended college (no degree)

Associate’s degree Bachelor’s degree Master’s degree 

Other (specify):_______________

5. Total number of years and months in the Air Force:_____ years &_____months.

6. Number of years & months in your current duty position:____ years & months.

7. Desired pay grade at time of your retirement:

E6 TSGT E7 MSGT E8 SMSGT E9 CMSGT

Other (specify):______________________

n. YOUR IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR DATA

1. Gender of hnmediate supervisor: Male Female

2. My immediate supervisor has supervised me for______years and______ months.

3. I usually receive an average of_________ HOURS per week of supervision
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(i.e., one-to-one contact) with my immediate supervisor.

n .  YOriR TM M FnrATF STTPFRVTSnR DATA (rontinneH)

4. Rate your working relationship with your immediate supervisor? (Circle a number)

2____1_____ I____ Î_____ 1 ? ?
Very Poor Moderate Excellent

5. In terms of honesty and integrity, how well do you trust your immediate supervisor?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6
 1_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 1_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I

Not at all Halftvay Totally

in. AGENCY DATA

1. How often does your organization recognize good performance? (Circle a number)

?- - - - - - 1_ _ _ _ _ L _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 1 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ i _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ f  f
Never Sometimes Always

2. How much satisfaction do you receive from your job? (Circle a number)

0 1 2 3 4 5 6
 1- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 1_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 1_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ !_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ !

None Moderate Complete

3. How committed are you to your organization? (Circle a number)

g____ t_______i_____ Î______ 1______Î____ f
Not at all Halfrvay Totally
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Section 3: Kelley's f1992) Followership Questionnaire Slightly Modified

IV. PARTICIPATION

Directions: For each statement on the next three pages, please use the scale below to 

indicate the extent to which the statement describes YOU. Think of a specific but typical 

participatory situation and how YOU ACTED. Please be accurate and frank as possible! 

Try not to deceive yourself by answering the way you think the best team-members 

answer, or the way that you would like others to view you.

Important: Your honest, accurate responses are vital to this study! Be direct and bold. 

Your answers are/will remain anonymous.

0 1 2 3 4 5 6
 1_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 1_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I

Never Rarely Occasionally Almost Always

  1. Does your work help you fulfill some societal goal or personal dream that is

important to you?

 2. Are your personal work goals aligned with the organization’s priority goals?

 3. Are you highly committed to and energized by your wo* and organization,

giving them your best ideas and performance?

 4. Does your enthusiasm also spread to and energize your co-woricers?
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1
J_

Never Rarely Occasionally Almost Always

5. kstead 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?

 6. Do you actively develop a distinctive competence in those critical activities so

that you become more valuable to the leader and the organization?

 7. When starting a new job or assignment, do you promptly build a record of

successes in tasks that are important to the leader?

 8. Can the leader give you a difBcult assignment without the benefit of much

supervision, knowing that you will meet your deadline with highest-quality woric and that 

you will “fill in the cracks’’ if need be?

 9. Do you take the initiative to seek out and successfiilly complete assignments

that go above and beyond your job?

  10. When you are not the leader of a group project, do you still contribute at a

high level, often doing more than your share?

  11. Do you independently think up and champion new ideas that will contribute

significantly to the leader’s or the organization’s goals?
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2 3 4 5 6
J_________ I________ 1________ I__________ 1

Never Rarely Occasionally Almost Always

12. Do you try to solve the tough problems (technical or organizational), rather

than look to the leader to do it for you?

 13. Do you help out other co-workers, making them look good, even when you

don’t get any credit?

  14. Do you help the leader or group see both the upside potential and downside

risks of ideas or plans, playing the devil’s advocate if need be?

 15. Do you understand the leader’s needs, goals, and constraints, and work hard

to help meet them?

  16. Do you actively and honestly own up to your strengths and weaknesses rather

than put off evaluation?

 17. Do you make a habit of internally questioning the wisdom of the leader’s

decision rather than just doing what you are told?

 18. When the leader asks you to do something that runs contrary to your

professional or personal preferences, do you say “no” rather than “yes”?

 19. Do you act on your own ethical standards rather than the leader’s or the

group’s standards?
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0 1 2 3 4 5 6
 1- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1- - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I

Never Rarely Occasionally Almost Always

20. Do you assert your views on important issues, even though it might mean

conflict with your group or reprisals from the leader?

YOU’RE ALMOST DONE! © 

JUST 12 MORE QUESTIONS ! !

Open the LEAD Other booklet to continue.
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V. LEAD Other Responses

Directions: Read each situation in the Lead Other questionnaire booklet and made the 

appropriate response that reflects haw your immediate supervisor would act in each of the 

situations. Use this answer sheet and circle the letter that matches your responses. 

REMEMBER: It is YOUR PERCEPTION of what YOUR IMMEDIATE 

SUPERVISOR WOULD DO in the given situations.

DO NOT MARK IN THE BOOKLET. Questionnaire booklets will be reused. Thanks! 

MY SUPERVISOR WOULD..........

I. A B C D
2. A B C D

3. A B C D

4. A B C D

5. A B C D
6. A B C D
7. A B C D
8. A B C D

9. A B C D
10. A B C D
11. A B C D

12. A B C D


