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Abstract

The basis of this study is Kelley’s (1992) two-dimensional model, which measures five follower types. Previous
investigations did not support the validity of Kelley’s model. Although the model is utilized in research, the
validity and reliability of the Kelley Followership Questionnaire (KFQ) is still in question. In this study, the KFQ
validity was tested after revision of the instrument. Factor analysis revealed a three-factor model disputing the
theorized two-factor model. Factors of the KFQ-R convergent validity were supported by significant correlations
with critical thinking disposition and work engagement scales. This research project is intended to promote the
study of the followership construct.

Introduction followers, who add value to the organization. However,

the two dimensions that construct Kelley’s model--

Followership” emerged as a new area of study during independent, critical thinking and active engagement-

the early 1990s. A follower is a person who makes a “need further investigation.

decision whether or not to collaborate with a leader
in order to achieve an organizational purpose. Robert
Kelley described followers as “thinking for themselves, Statement of the Problem

giving constructive  criticism, owning their own

person, and being innovative and creative” (Kelley, Kelley developed the KFQ with the purpose of helping

1992, p. 93). Additionally, followers are responsible followers identify their type and strive for increased

for 80 percent of organizational outcomes (Kelley, independent, critical thinking and active engagement.

1992). Kelley significantly influenced the field of Although  Kelley’s model is cited as an important
contribution (Crossman & Crossman, 2011; Chaleff,
2009; Kellerman, 2007; Riggio, Chaleff, & Lipman-
Blumen, 2008), the KFQ has not been widely tested

and lacks broad empirical support. Despite this fact,

followership through the development of his two-
dimensional model, from which he developed the
Kelley Followership Questionnaire (KFQ).

Kelley defined five types of followers: Passive, the KFQ is implemented in followership research
Exemplary, Alienated, Conformist, and Pragmatist. By through multiple studies. First, the KFQ was used
utilizing these dimensions, Kelley's purpose included to explore follower types within organizations (Al-
helping organizations promote and develop exemplary Anshory & Ali, 2014; Francis, 2014; Kalkhoran, Naami,

97 vlewis@uca.edu DOI: 10.12806/V18/13/R7 JULY 2019 RESEARCH

Downl oaded from http://ftp. nowpublishers.conljole/article-pdf/18/3/97/10063956/v18_i 3_r7.pdf by guest on 22 June 2026



98

& Beshlideh, 2013; Oyetunji,
1998).
investigating

2013; Thomas, 2014;
the KFQ was utilized in
between types
and other behavioral and psychological traits (Burke,
2009; Gatti et al, 2014; Tanoff & Barlow, 2002). The
studies focused on follower

Vandoren, Second,

relationships follower

remaining types and
organizational outcomes (Favara, 2009, Gatti et al,
2014; Kalkhoran et al, 2013; Morgan, 2014; Seeley,
2007); however, only five investigations focused on
validity and reliability support for the instrument.
Blanchard et al. (2009), Colangelo (2000); and Seeley
(2007) did not find consistent validity support for the
KFQ; however, Gatti et al. (2014) supported an Italian
14-item KFQ questionnaire based on the original KFQ,
while Ghislieri et al. (2015) found significant empirical

support for an Italian 8-item KFQ.

There are six methodological issues with Kelley’s
model that need further analysis. First, the survey
questions social desirability response
(Blanchard et al, 2009; Gatti 2014).

Thomas (2014) warns that the survey questions may

may contain
bias et al,

prompt participants to indicate higher scores for
independent, critical thinking and active engagement
which may skew the true followership picture and
prompt followers to score higher in more active
follower types. Second, the structure and proposed
dimensions by Kelley for the majority of questions did
not match the theoretical constructs of independent,
critical thinking and engagement (Blanchard et al,
2009; Colangelo, 2000; Gatti et al., 2014; Ghislieri et
al., 2015; Seeley, 2007). The listed questions need to
be reworded to measure the dimensions proposed
by Kelley (Seeley, 2007). Also, the questions need
to be

decreasing test taking time and increasing the level of

simplified to increase response rates by
respondent comprehension (Salant & Dillman, 1994).
Third, Kelley’s model is limited to two dimensions;
however, the KFQ may measure more than just two
dimensions (Blanchard et al, 2009; Colangelo, 2000;
Gatti et al, 2014; Seeley, 2007). Fourth, validity and

reliability of the KFQ is still not significantly supported
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(Blanchard et al., 2009; Gatti et al, 2014; Colangelo,
2000; Seeley, 2007). Fifth, the language used in the
KFQ is complicated due to the use of compound
(double-barreled).
include two items linked by conjunctions.

questions Many survey questions
Sixth, the
language used in the survey is outdated and difficult

to comprehend (Gatti et al., 2014).

Purpose of Study

The purpose of this study was to examine the

structure of the model and provide an empirical
investigation of a revised KFQ (KFQ-R). To accomplish
a review of the instrument, the KFQ questions were
simplified, and
that

analyzed

updated, aligned with dimensions
The data

Exploratory  Factor

collected was
(EFA)
and appropriate reliability statistics were developed.
To identify the
Marlowe-Crowne scale used.

they represent.

using Analysis
social desirability response bias,
(M-C SDS scale)

Finally, convergent validity was explored by using the

was

University of Florida Engagement, Cognitive Maturity,
and Innovativeness assignment (UF-EMI) and the
Ultrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) to further
investigate the constructs proposed by Kelley.

Based on this purpose, the following hypotheses

were tested:

H 1. There will be a significant correlation
between the response bias scale (M-C SDS
scale) and the KFQ-R scale.

H 2: There will be significant interpretable
factors that arise from the EFA procedure

used on the data collected from the

revised KFQ-R.

H 3: There will be significant correlation
between the UF-EMI and the UWES scores
and possible significant factor scores that
may emerge from the EFA analyses of the
KFQ-R data.
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Methodology

this
employees of banking and public utility companies in

Participants. Participants  of study were
the southern region of the United States. Sampling
consisted of a non-random convenience sample in
which employees of the five locations were emailed
the survey by their human resources department
utilizing a self-administered electronic survey using
the Qualtrics platform. Because this study is focused

on the construct of followership, all participants

were employees in subordinate positions (e.g.
customer  service, administrative, security, loss
prevention, managers etc.). In total, 374 surveys

were received; however, 43 surveys were removed

due to incompleteness. An additional two were
removed due to being considered outliers as they
were +/- 3 standard deviations from the mean (Field,
2013; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2000) within the KFQ-R
subsequently leaving the study with 329 participants
(N=329). Of the 59.9%

and 94.6% self-identified as Caucasian.

indicated a largest grouping with some college (39.2%)

respondents, were female

Participants

and working in their position in a full-time capacity
(97.9%). Participant income was represented in two
majoritive groupings with 20.1% indicating they earn
between $20,000 and $29,999 annually and 24.9%
earning $70,000 and above annually.

in the
study; including nine demographic questions, the total

Instruments. Four instruments were used
number of questions was 81. Twenty-five questions
were from the Kelley’s Followership Questionnaire
— Revised (KFQ-R), ten from the Marlowe - Crowne
(M-C

twenty-six from the University of Florida

scale, Social
SDS-SF),
Engagement, Cognitive Maturity, and

Desirability Scale - Short Form

Innovativeness
assignment (UF-EMI), and nine from the Ultrecht Work
Engagement Scale (UWES). The electronic survey also
included an informed consent section.

Revised KFQ-R. KFQ
categories of followers by measuring two proposed

The original represents five

dimensions:  independent, critical  thinking and

active engagement (Kelley, 1992). The original KFQ is
comprised of 20 close-ended questions on a seven-
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point Likert scale. The revised survey was created
after reading the literature concerning reliability and
validity of the original KFQ. After noting concerns of
previous researchers (validity of factors and response
bias in questions), we followed specific guidelines for
survey construction, such as aligning questions with
proposed dimensions by Kelly, splitting the double-
biased
and keeping questions concise and simple (Salant
& Dillman, 1994).
ambiguity and bias in the wording by eliminating

barreled  questions,  eliminating words,

Significant  revisions  reduced

words such as “promptly’;, “merely’, and “honestly”

and shortening compound questions to bolster
understanding and readability. Following revision of
the

analytic studies to identify which questions assessed

items, we utilized results from previous factor

the proposed dimension.

The revised version (KFQ-R) resulted in 25 questions
on a seven-point Likert scale. The revision process
and Kelley's original and revised questionnaires are
presented in Table 1.
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Table 1.

KFQ Revision Process

Eelley The Origiel KFQ The Revised KFQ Artion Talen ovands origiml
(1997 question
Dimensions Split | Reworded | Remowed
caonent
IT 1. Doz vous work hedp vou fulfill some socizel L I think zhout how my work adds to socisty X X
goelor persome ]l deezm thet iz important to wou? 2 I zpend time thinkingzbout how my wark
cantribuies to my personz] fulfillment
AE 1. Are wour personz] wark goals aligmed with the | 3 Alignment befween my persomzland X
orgznization’s priority goels? arzanizationz] goels helps me sty imvobved at
Wk
AE 3. Ar= wou hishly commitied to znd snergized 4 Tam committad to my wark rols X X X
by wour work and ofganizztion, gving tem 5 Tcontribumte m v best 2t waork
vour best idezs and performance?
AE 4. Dioes your entimsiem 2150 spread to znd & My imrobvement at work energizes coworkers X
snaqzize vour co-workens T
IT 5. Insiead of waiting fior or merslyaccepting T Ievzluete activitizs that 2= necessany for X X
what the lezder t=ll vou do vou personze iy arganizztional goelachisvement
identifvwhichorganizational activitizs are most
orucial for achieving the orgsnization s priority
gmk?
AE §. Do wouzctively develop 2 distinctive R Idevelop compeenrizs inmy work to X
competence inthoss oritical activities so thet forszes my vzl to e organization
voubecome more valeble o the leader and the
organization?
AE 7. When serting 2 new job or 2zdenment, do 8 Whenstarting 2 new zssizmnent, [arie o X
vouprompdy build 2 recond of sucoesses in Geks | sooosed 2t fzsls thetans importaat o the leader
that 212 impartant o the kader?
AE B Can e kader g wou 2 dificult 2ssizment 10 The lezder czn give me 20 asignment X
without the benefit of much sparvision, without super vision, knowing that I will
onowring thet vou will mest vour work deadlins complet it
with highest-quelity work 2nd that you will *Hil
in the cracks" F nead be?
AE 9. Do woutzks the inftiathve to sezk oot and 11. Ifinizhasiznment that 20 beyond av job X
suc cessully complets 2 miznments that gosbove | dotiss
2nd beyond vour job?
AE 10 When wou 202 not the leader of 2 group 12 WhenIzam not the leader of 2 group praject X
project, do voustill contribuk 2tz high level T comtribots 2t 2 high kvl
ofen doins mogs than vour sharsT
T 11. Do o independanthy think uwpznd 15 I generze and vz luze new ideas thet X
champion new idezs that will contrfbute contribui o the crmnizationz] goals
significanty to e lezdar’s or the or mnization’s
g=kT
IT 12 Do wou try to sobve the toushproblems 14 Tty to sobve problems mther then r2ly on e X
{technicz] of org= nizztional), mther then lodk to leadar
the kader o do it for wou?
AE 13. Do wou help ouwt other co-warkens, making 15. I emphasize coworless contribution, sven X
them ook good, even when wou don't S=tany when [ don't receive oredit
cradif?
IT 14. Do wou help the leader or group s22 both the 15. Thelp the l=ader to =2 potentz]and rizks of X X
upeide potentizl =nd downside risls of ddeaz or ==z znd plens
plane, plaving the devil s adwocats ifnesd be? 17 I helpmy E2m to == the potentEland rislz
of dezs and plans
AE 15 Doowu undersend the leader 'z neads, amals, 1B Izrive o understznd the leadar’s X X
and constrzints, znd work hard to help mest peTspeCtives
them? 19, I'wark o achiewe the kader's nesds and
=l
IT 15 Doowou actively znd honestlvown upto voor | 200 Tevalets my strengthe and weakneszes at X
srengths and wesinesses raher han put off gk
_ evalietion?
IT 17. Do vou maks 2 habit of internally 21. T question inerme iy the wisdom of the X
questioning the wisdom of the leader’s dacizion leadar’s dacizions
father then just dodng whet vouars told?
IT 1E. When e lzzdar 28 wou to do something 210 Tdowhat the lzader raquests regerdless of X
thet runs contrary to your professional or my belisfs
perzonz] prafarences, dovon =y ho” rather
than “wes"7
IT 1% Do wou 20t on wous owen sthica] standerds 23 Tact on my own sthica] standasds rather than X
rathsr than the lezdar’s or the sroup’s standandsT | foss of my work group (tezm)
IT 20 Do wou 23220t vous views on Enporent 24 Tassert my vigws on important issues, sven X X
izEmes, even though it mizht mezn conflict with though ey mayconflict with coworkers
Vo Eroup or reprisals from the leader? 25, Tassent my visws on important issues, sven
froush fey mavoonflict with those of the leader
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M-C SDS. The Marlowe - Crowne Social Desirability
Scale (M-C SDS) 1960) consists
of 33 questions presented in a true-false response

(Crowne & Marlowe,
format. Crowne and Marlow claim that the scale
measures the extent to which respondents answer
questions based on socially accepted and unaccepted
norms, values, and behaviors. The M-C SDS does not
measure
2002);

to explore the influence of social desirability as a

psychopathology or deception (Barger,

however, the scale is most often exercised

response bias in psychological test administration
(Crowne & Marlowe, 1960). The internal consistency
coefficient (KR-20) for the original scale was reported
as .88 using 39 undergraduate student responses; the
test-retest reliability after a one-month interval for
31 participants yielded a correlation of .89 (Crowne

& Marlowe, 1960).

In the present study, a shortened version of the
Marlowe - Crowne scale, the Marlowe - Crowne,
Social Desirability Scale - Short Form (M-C SDS-SF)
was used. Reynolds (1982) developed three shorter
of the
scale correlations between the original and shorter
versions. Version C, which includes items: 3, 6, 10,
12, 13, 15, 16, 19, 21, 26, 28, 30, 33 from the original
scale, showed the highest level of internal consistency

versions scale using factor analyses and

reliability a = .76. Scale validity was supported by the
correlation of .86 (p < 0.001) with the original scale
(Reynolds, 1982). Additionally, Loo and Thorpe (2000)
recommended use of the shorter scale version to
save time and avoid participant fatigue while still
allowing for the balance between participant fatigue
1982).

of the questions include: “I sometimes feel resentful

and overall scale reliability (Reynolds, Some

" ou

when | don't get my way., “No matter who I'm talking
to, I'm always a good listener!, and “There have been
times when | was quite jealous of the good fortune of
others” The questions are presented through True
or False choices, and the survey results created by
totaling assigned point values to specific responses

as suggested by Reynolds.

”

UF- EMI. Critical thinking
(Facione & Facione, 2008, p. 2) and is a complex

is “a judgment process

process that is challenging to measure (Spicer &

Journal of Leadership Education

DOI: 10.12806/V18/13/R7

An
Department

Hanks, 1995).
United States
empirical support for the two dimensional model of

independent study lead by the

of Education provided
critical thinking, which consists of cognitive skills and

affective disposition (Facione, Facione & Giancarlo,
2000). Critical
as a willingness to use personal
skills, than

guidance (Facione & Facione,

thinking disposition is characterized

critical thinking
on someone else’s
2008). Without the

disposition component, critical thinking skills are not

rather depend

exploited (Facione et al., 2000). Kelley’s dimension
the

affective dispositional component of critical thinking

of independent, critical thinking represents
thus establishing a link to the concepts of thinking

disposition and affect disposition.

The UF-EMI was used to test for correlations between

Kelly’s independent critical thinking dimension and
the three scales of the UF-EMI. Originally developed as
shorter alternative to the California Critical Thinking
Disposition Inventory (CCTDI), which measures seven
(12
.73),

analyticity (11 items, a = .72), systematicity (11 items,

dimensions of critical thinking: truth-seeking

items, a = .72), open-mindedness (12 items, a =
a = .74), critical thinking self-confidence (9 items, a
= .78), inquisitiveness (10 items, a = .80), maturity
of judgment (10 items, a = .75), and overall scale
(75 items, a = .90)
1995); the UF-EMI
Engagement (11 items), Cognitive Maturity (8 items),

and Innovativeness (7 items) (Ricketts & Rudd, 2004).

(Facione, Giancarlo, & Facione,

measures three components:

The UF- EMI
addressing critical thinking disposition and measuring
(Bell
2015), problem solving in undergraduate agriscience
(Friede, Rhoades, & Gallo,
2008) exploring the “cognitive relationship” between

has been used in several studies

learning using business replications & Loon,

students Irani, Fuhrman,
learning and problem solving styles in international
Roberts, & Snyder,
2011), relating agricultural and leadership disposition
in youth leaders (Ricketts & Rudd, 2004), and exploring

emotional intelligence (Stedman & Andenoro, 2007).

settings (Lamm, Harder, Irani,

These researchers reported acceptable reliability

and validity. Reliabilities coefficients range for

engagement: .89 to .91; innovativeness: .79 to .80;
JULY 2019
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cognitive maturity: .75 to .79 (Ricketts & Rudd, 2004;
Lamm et. al, 2011).
critical-thinking disposition ranged from .84 to .94
(Friede et al.,, 2008; Irani et al, 2007).

Reliabilities coefficient for total

UWES. The Ultrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES),

which has been widely utilized in international

research, measures work engagement through the

constructs of vigor, dedication, and absorption.

Originally, the scale included 24 items: nine items

measuring the construct of vigor, eight items
measuring dedication, and seven items measuring
absorption (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003). After the

UWES underwent testing, subsequent psychometric
examinations eliminated items resulting in scales with
17, 15, 14, and eventually, nine items representing the

three constructs (vigor, dedication, and absorption).

Results

The
univariate and multivariate normality was tested for
the KFQ-R. One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test
(Chakravarti & Laha, 1967; Conover, 1999)
test statistics (.09) as insignificant, which supported

Preliminary  analyses. assumption  of

revealed
a normal distribution pattern. The histogram was
slightly skewed negatively; however, skewness (-.62)
and kurtosis (-.11) were within +/- 1.00 tolerance
(Meyers, Gamst, & Guarino, 2013). The Q-Q normality
plot, which is the plot of each observed value with
the expected value if the distribution were normal,
showed that plotted values did not depart significantly
from a straight diagonal line, thereby indicating that
the scores were considered normally distributed.

Internal  consistency  reliabilities of the  four
instruments were also tested. KFQ-R showed
Cronbach's a = .88. while the UF-EMI and UWES

revealed Cronbach’s a = .93 and a = .94 respectively.
M-C SDS suggested reliability is in low .70s and .80s
(Reynolds, 1982 and thus due to the categorical

variables of the test, reliability was not tested.

Statistical consisted

product-moment

Primary  analyses. analysis

of  Pearson’s correlation and

exploratory factor analyses (EFA). First, the correlation

Journal of Leadership Education
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between the KFQ-R and M-C SDS was tested. Second,
exploratory factor analysis was performed to verify
construct validity of the KFQ-R. Field (2013) identifies
the
complex

factor analysis as most effective technique

for measuring constructs.  Followership,
according to Kelley, is a complex construct based on
the

latent variables

two dimensions (latent variables); identification
of significant correlation with the
(called factor loadings) is the focus of EFA. By having
test items load on identified factors, construct validity
the

through possible correlations

is supported. Third, convergent validity was

investigated between
factors of the KFQ-R, the critical thinking disposition

(UF-EMI), and the work engagement (UWES) scales.

Using data collected from the KFQ-R and M-C SDS
SF, the first hypothesis was tested using correlation.
The correlation between the KFQ-R and the M-C SDS
SF (r = .07;
no

p = .20, which indicated that there was
the
bias scale and the KFQ-R scale. To examine the

significant  correlation between response
second hypothesis,
to establish

revised questionnaire (Table 2).

exploratory factor
validity of the

analysis  was

performed construct
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Table 2

Correlations between KFQ-R Variables (N=329)

Varable 1

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 M0 1 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 2 22
23 24 25

1.KFQ-R1 -

2.KFQ-R2 .51 -

3.KFQ-R3 A6 59 -

4.KFQ-R 4 29 37 .23 -

5.KFQ-RS 41 AT 41 43 -

6.KFQ-R6 18 .26 .16 50 33 —

7.KFQR7 36 42 40 35 65 32 -

8. KFQ-RS 39 46 45 36 53 24 55 -

9.KFQ-R?9 25 27 .30 24 37 35 48 32 -

10. KFQ-R 10 30 44 41 30 52 25 51 39 37 -

1. KFQ-R 11 33 42 38 23 52 20 62 52 41 50 -

12KFQRI2 26 .37 .32 35 34 34 37 29 35 36 39 —

13.KFQ-R 13 38 44 37 24 51 22 60 45 48 47 78 43 -

14 KFQ-R 14 A1 24 23 28 24 28 23 17 30 33 25 33 .27 --

15. KFQ-R 15 33 43 41 23 35 23 33 30 33 39 32 33 40 35 -

16. KFQ-R 16 22 31 .17 27 35 25 34 28 38 38 28 37 29 35 32 -

17.KFQ-R 17 -03 -18 -01 -25 -11-20 .03 -05 .11 -02 01 -13 .04 -09 .01 .00 -

18. KFQ-R 18 20 .19 .24 12 27 21 41 28 36 30 36 .28 .40 .29 .27 32 -04 -

19.KFQ-R19 -00 -00 -02 .07 04 .12 05 -12 22 04 01 .16 .07 .18 .06 .12 .08 .12 -

20.KFQ-R 20 A8 24 022 15 37 21 35 33 30 .31 39 .27 .34 .21 36 34 04 38 20 -

21.KFQ-R21 A5 14 19 02 15 06 06 05 14 19 17 .06 .17 .15 .11 15 14 25 -02 .13 -

22.KFQ-R 22 28 34 .23 35 35 31 33 28 31 31 34 41 .39 .29 37 3% -13 31 23 44 19 -

23.KFQ-R 23 07 .17 .14 07 06 04 17 12 28 .17 29 .15 31 .19 .13 .15 28 .15 A4 29 28

24 KFQ-R 24 22 34 .19 31 24 32 17 16 24 19 26 49 .26 .40 31 31 -2 31 33 40 .14 59
16

25.KFQ-R 25 14 3 .17 03 03 00 .14 .12 23 12 34 10 33 .10 .16 13 30 .17 -05 .10 30 .15
69 -

Note. **p<_.005.

Principal Axis Factoring was performed on the 25 factors is greater than chance, and are therefore

items of the KFQ-R with Varimax rotation. Orthogonal deemed important (Hayton, Allen, Scarpello, 2004).

rotation was utilized to better achieve a simple factor
structure (Field, 2013). The value of the Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO), a measure of sampling adequacy was .89,
exceeding the recommended beginning value of .60,
and indicated that the data was suitable for this type
of analysis. Additionally, Bartlett’s test of sphericity
was significant (p < .001), thus demonstrating that
sufficient correlations existed between the variables
to progress with the analysis (Meyers et al., 2013).

Factors were extracted by comparing the scree plot
of actual eigenvalues with the scree plot of randomly
derived eigenvalues from a parallel
1965; Zwick & Velicer, 1986). parallel
analysis uses an SPSS algorithm (O’Connor, 2000) to

analysis (Horn,
Essentially,
derive factors from random inter-item correlations in
a sample with the number of items and sample size
matching the research sample. The scree plot from
the parallel analysis was overlaid on the research
the

random factors

sample scree plot. Factors retained from

research sample were larger than

and positioned above the parallel analysis scree

plot. The amount of variance accounted for by such

Journal of Leadership Education
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Results of the parallel analysis in the current study
indicate that a three - factor solution was appropriate
(Figure 1). These three factors accounted for 47.42%
of variance in the sample (31.02%, 8.78%, and 7.62%
respectfully).
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Eigenvalues
wn

1 ‘*‘-._.\,_‘__._._H_H —

123 45 6 7 89

—e—KFQ-R Factors

Figure 1. Scree Plot of KFQ-R and Parallel Analysis Factors

TheThe first
(31.02% of variance) was comprised of nine items:

factor Exemplary Followership
7-Evaluate activities, 5-Contribute my best, 8-Develop
11-Finish

13-Generate

competencies to increase my value,

assignments beyond my duties, and
evaluate new ideas, 2-Match work with my personal
fulfilment, 10-Complete assignments without
supervision, 3-Align of personal and work goals, and
1-Think of societal input though work. Examination
of the items indicated a common theme of an ideal
approach to work and life. The second factor Leader-
(8.78%

defined by four items: 24-Assert my views regardless

Centered Followership of variance) was

of coworkers, 22-Blindly follow the leader, 14-Solve

problems without leader, and 19-Achievement of
leader’s goals. Examination of these items indicated
a common theme of following a leader regardless
of personal and coworkers’ beliefs. The third factor,
(7.62%
items: 25-Assert my views regardless
17-

and 21-Internal

Disengaged  Followership of  variance)
contained four
of the

team

leader, 23-Follow personal ethics, help

evaluate ideas and plans,

questioning of the leader. Examination of the items

Journal of Leadership Education

DOI: 10.12806/V18/13/R7

e —o—o—o

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25

Factors of Parallel Analysis

indicated a common theme of influence and self-
confidence. The eight remaining items (15, 9, 4; 12,
6, 16, 20, 18) either had low correlations across the
factors or had significant correlations on two or three
factors and were not retained. Factor loadings above
.30 with clear loading on one factor are written in
bold type and were kept for the factor solution (Table

3).
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Table 3.
Factor Analysis of the KFQ-R Using Varimax Rotation (N=329).

Variable Factor
I 2 3

KFQ-R7 Evaluate Activities 5 16 10
KFQ-R 5 Contribute my best J3 21 -06
KFQ-RS8 Develop competencies to increase my value .71 07 02
KF(Q -R 11 Finish assignments bevond my duties .69 16 31
KF(Q -R 13 Generate and evaluate new ideas .67 22 33
KFQ-R2 Maich work with my personal fulfilment .63 24 -00
KFQ-R 10 Complete assignments without supervision .61 23 10
KFQ-R3 Align of personal and work goals -.60 11 09
KFQ -R1  Think of societal input though work 54 12 03
KFQ-R 15 Acknowledge coworkers’ contribution A4 34 11
KFQ-R9 Focus on leader’s priorities 43 34 25
KFQ-R4  Personal comment to work 40 37 -18
KFQ-R 24 Assertmy views regardless of coworkers .13 .78 .0
KF(Q -R 22 Blindlyfollow the leader .29 63 A2
KFQ-R 12 Iam exemplary follower 39 50 02
KF(Q -R 14 Solve problems without leader 23 48 {08
KFQ-R6 Ienergize coworkers 30 43 -14
KFQ-R 16 Ihelpleader evaluate ideas and plans 33 43 10
KFQ-R 20 Personal feedback 33 42 11
KFQ-R 19 Achievement of leader’s goals =10 41 04
KFQ-R 18 Understanding of leader’s perspective 33 35 19
KFQ-R25 Assertmy views regardless of the leader 13 03 a7
KF(Q -R 23 Follow personal ethics 10 A8 73
KFQ-R 17 Ihelpteam evaluate ideas and plans -07 -.20 47
KF(Q —R 21 Internal questioning of the leader A2 14 34
Eigenvalues 773 2.20 1.9]
Cumnid ative percent of variance explained 31.02 8.78 7462
Cronbach’s Alpha .80 .60 Nols]

To investigate Kelley’s model, Cronbach’s alpha was
calculated to measure the reliability of the model
and its factors. The reliability of the model was high
(a = .93) due to low variability in responses; however,
reliability for the variables that loaded on each factor
ranged from very good to fair (Factor 1, a = .89; Factor
2, a = .60; Factor 3, a = .66). This range indicated that
Factor 1 consisted of a unitary construct. The internal
consistency reliability for Factors 2 and 3 was poor
to fair, likely due to only having a few items on each
factor and that the factors themselves were not

particularly strong (Meyers et al., 2013).

The third
possible correlations between the theorized scales of
the KFQ-R and the scales of the UF-EMI (critical thinking
the UWES

hypothesis  represents exploration of

disposition) and (work engagement).
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Theorized positive correlations between the scales
provides
the

dimensions of the KFQ-R and the scales identified as

evidence of convergent validity between

critical  thinking disposition and engagement

representing these dimensions respectively (Table 4).
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Table 4.

Correlations between KFQ-R Factors and the UF-EMI and UWES Scores

Variable 1 2 3 4 3

1. F1- Exemplarv Follower -

2. F2-Leader-Centered Foll ower 32*x

3. F3-Disengaged Follower 20%= 11 -

4 UF-EMI, CT Disposition S5 41%F 0 26%F -

5. UWES. Worlt Engarement S2== 27Fx _0f 31=*

Note, ** p = 01.

The correlation matrix between UF-EMI (critical first factor, clearly the strongest of the three, was in
thinking  disposition) and Factor 1: Exemplary part comprised of Kelley's concepts of independent,
Followership, indicated significant moderately strong critical thinking and engagement. According to the
correlations (r =.55); Factor 2: Leader-Centered inter-item correlations of this first factor, these types

Followership, showed significant medium correlation
(r =.41);
significant

Factor 3: Disengaged
=.26).

matrix between UWES (work engagement) and Factor

Followership,
low correlation (r The correlation

1:  Exemplary Followership, indicated
=.52);
showed
=.27);

correlation.

significant

correlations  (r Factor 2: Leader-Centered

Followership, significant moderately

low correlation (r Factor 3: Disengaged

Additionally,
thinking disposition and work engagement correlate

Followership, no critical

at a moderately significant level (r =.31).

Discussion

In this study, the first hypothesis was rejected. The
correlation between the KFQ-R and the M-C SDS
was non-significant, thus indicating that participants
did not exhibit significant social desirability in their
the KFQ-R. Although the
questionnaire was never tested for social desirability,
Blanchard et al. (2009), Gatti et al. (2014) and Thomas
(2014) warned about the potential bias component of

responses to original

the questionnaire due to wording of questions which
prompt more favorable response choices.

The that
structure of the KFQ-R would match the two-factor

second hypothesis, namely the factor

structure in  Kelley’s original
Three

factors emerged from the factor analysis procedure:

questionnaire, was

partially supported. significant  interpretive

Exemplary Followership; Leader-Centered
Followership, and Disengaged Followership. The
Journal of Leadership Education DOI: 10.12806/V18/13/R7

of followers evaluate activities, contribute their best,

develop competencies to increase their value to
the organization, finish assignments beyond their
duties, generate and evaluate new ideas, match

work to personal fulfilment, complete assignments
without supervision, align personal and work goals,
and think of their societal input though work. Such
characteristics are in agreement with Kelley’s (1992)
notion as he described this kind of followership as
being exhibited by those who show interest in work,
strive for creative solutions, find purpose at work,
and add value to the organization. Moreover, they
add economic value to their organization through
higher retention rates, the ability to attract other
talented job candidates, and individual attainment of

self-actualization needs (Uken, 2008).

did
conceptualization

Further convergent validity analysis of Factor 1
lend to
of

correlations

some support Kelley’s

ideal followership. Factor had moderate
with
measured by the UF-EMI and with work engagement
the UWES.

represented by work engagement

scores

critical  thinking disposition as

measured by Factor 1 was also
which was a
significant component of Kelley’s model. Interestingly,
this factor had a fairly high internal consistency value
(0=.89) which indicated a unitary factor. In light of
this finding,

engagement possibly have some common underlying

critical thinking disposition and work

construct, which is loading on the unitary factor of
Exemplary Followership.
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The second factor is Leader-Centered Followership
which represents typical followers in Kelley’s model.
According to this factor structure, these followers
assert their views regardless of coworkers, solve
problems without the leader, blindly follow the
leader, and contribute towards achievement of the
leader’s goals. When viewed across the engagement
dimention, leader-centered follower somewhat
matches the description of Kelley’s typical followers
simply take direction, do as they are told, and offer
no challenges to the leader or group (Kelley, 1992).
Convergent validity analysis of Factor 2 with Kelley's
proposed factors showed moderate correlation

with critical thinking disposition but moderately low
correlation with work engagement. This suggests
that while this type of worker does have some
predisposition toward critical thinking, they may not
necessarily intrinsically engage in work activities.

The third factor, Disengaged Followership, was
characterized by those who assert their views
regardless of the leader, follow personal ethics, help
the team evaluate ideas and plans, and internally
question the leader. In analyzing convergent
validity with critical thinking disposition and work
engagement, Factor 3 had a moderately low
correlation with critical thinking disposition and
almost no correlation with work engagement.
Accordingly, this type of follower would engage in
critical thinking occasionally but is not likely to be
engaged in work. This would support the notion that
disengaged followers are dissatisfied with work due

to a variety of reasons.

The final question regarding convergent validity

of Kelley’s model was to determine if the total
KFQ-R score was associated with critical thinking
disposition and work engagement. Simple
correlations indicated that KFQ-R scores were
moderately associated with critical thinking
disposition measured by the UF-EMI and with work
engagement measured by the UWES thus lending
partial support to Kelley's two-factor model.

107 Journal of Leadership Education

Limitations of Kelley’s Model

Although the KFQ revisions did satisfy the guidance
of the survey design (Salant & Dillman, 1994) and
matched the original dimensions for each question
advocated by Kelley, the KFQ-R did not support
Kelley’s theory. The current study revealed a three-
factor structure rather than two, which is consistent
with the findings of Blanchard et al. (2009) and Gatti
et al. (2014). These two studies indicated emergence
of a third factor in the model. Blanchard et al. (2009)
named the newly-emerged factor as Attitude and
Affect. Gatti et al. (2014) subsequently adopted this
practice in their factor analysis. Gatti et al. (2014)
study found that active engagement had the same
correlation with independent, critical thinking as did
Attitude and Affect (r =.63); the same study found
also that independent, critical thinking and Attitude
and Affect correlated at the lower level (r =.33). The
factor of Attitude and Affect was disregarded in both
studies since it did not match Kelley’s two proposed
dimensions. Blanchard et al. (2009) justified
disregarding the new factor due to its inability to
measure behavior as advocated by Kelley’s model.

Given findings, it appears that Attitude and Affect is
comprised of both of Kelley’s dimensions. Attitude

is a cognitive process, while affect is an individual
emotion. This Attitude and Affect factor may be an
important element in employees’ organizational
behavior, and may affect independent, critical
thinking and active engagement of followers.
Attitude can impact a follower’s independent, critical
thinking since it involves thinking and reasoning;
Affect influences emotions and leads to engagement
which is “positive, fulfilling, work-related state of
mind” that increases productivity and emotional
wellbeing (Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, &
Bakker, 2002, p.74). Gatti et al. (2014) followed the
lead and disregarded items that loaded into the new
factor along with two additional low loading items
and re-ran factor analysis, validating a 14- item

KFQ. The results of our study were aligned with the
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findings from Blanchard et al. (2009) and Gatti et
al. (2014) with three-factor structure, which did not
validate Kelley’s two-dimension model.

It is important to note that KFQ-R three factors
model accounted only for 47.42% of variance in

the current sample (Factor 1 = 31.02 %; Factor

2 =8.78; Factor 3 = 7.62%). Given that less than

half of the variance was explained by the three
factors indicates that the KFQ-R is not sufficient

to explain the complex nature of follower types
and their respective behaviors. This is especially
noteworthy given the fact that the current sample
was drawn from more traditional, hierarchical
organizations where one would expect more
simplistic followership roles among the employees.
This finding echoes the importance of approaching
leadership and followership concepts from the
multidimensional prospective and of considering
the fluid, flexible relationship between followership
and leadership within individuals in more egalitarian
organizations.

Directions for Future Research

To test the three-factor structure that emerged from
this study, further testing of the KFQ-R should be
conducted. Future research should first concentrate
on investigating the replicability of the current
model structure of the KFQ-R through confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA). The KFQ-R should be revised to
include only questions that loaded into three factors
(17-item version of KFQ-R). This replicability should
be tested on a more traditional, hierarchical sample
and also on a sample of a more dynamic and fluid
company structure that is more egalitarian rather
than hierarchal. Successful CFA analyses of this type
will demonstrate generalizability of the KFQ-R three-
dimensional model. In addition, an exploratory
factor analysis of the KFQ-R can be conducted

on a dynamic and fluid company rather than a
traditionally hierarchical company as presented

Journal of Leadership Education

DOI: 10.12806/V18/13/R7

in this study. Such an EFA may yield a different
factor structure compared to this study since
followership and leadership are practiced differently
in egalitarian and hierarchal companies.

Conclusions

Followership continues to be described as an
emerging area of leadership research. This study
contributed to the literature in various ways. First,
the study investigated Kelley’s two dimensional
model and analyzed each theorized dimension.
Kelley’s construct includes two dimensions:

critical thinking disposition and work engagement
versus independent, critical thinking and active
engagement. Significant correlations were found
between the KFQ-R and the UF-EMI while KFQ-R
and UWES provided evidence of convergent validity
between the critical thinking disposition and work
engagement dimensions of the KFQ-R.

Second, the Kelley Followership Questionnaire was
revised in accordance with Salant & Dillman (1994)
suggestions. The KFQ-R is more comprehensive
and less time consuming compared to KFQ.
Additionally, the survey revision prompted a

clear loading between two dimensions according
to Kelley’s theory. Third, the KFQ-R did not hold
social desirability bias as original KFQ may have
(Blanchard et al., 2009; Gatti et al., 2014; Thomas,
2014). Fourth, the Kelley model was not validated
as two dimensional; it is a three dimensional model
which is consistent with the previous research
(Blanchard et al., 2009; Gatti et al., 2014); however,
the three dimensional model explains less than
half of the variance. The three dimensional model
yields nine follower typologies versus five as
theorized by Kelley. Researchers are cautioned in
applying the KFQ in their research but encouraged
to develop further the KFQ-R as a three dimensional
instrument.
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