
Authors: Tutor: 
Examiner:

Subject: 
Level and semester: 



	  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

TO OUR FAMILIES AND FRIENDS 

Without your support and love, nothing would have been possible  

 

Kalmar, May 2013 

Van den Abeele Aurélie 

Legrand Martin 

 



 III 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
  

We would like to express our sincere thanks to all the 

persons who contributed to the development of our 

work.  

 

We would like to show our gratitude to our tutor 

Professor Mikael Lundgren who accompanied us and 

advised us with great attention throughout this project. 

 

We also wish to thank Prof. Dr. Philippe Daudi who, as 

founder of this Master Program, constantly and 

generously shared his wisdom and knowledge with us 

from the beginning of this rewarding year. 

 

We would like to show our appreciation to Professor 

Björn Bjerke for his precious support and advice in our 

reflection process.  

 

Special thanks also to Susanne Hempel who, by her 

encouragement and proofreading, continually supported 

us in the realization of our thesis.   

 

Last but not least, we would like to express our heartfelt 

gratitude to Bernard Legrand, Anne Legrand, François 

Legrand, Benjamin Legrand, Pierre Van den Abeele, 

Edith Van den Abeele, Marie Van den Abeele and Elodie 

Van den Abeele who have accompanied and supported 

us for so long throughout our studies and personal 

achievements. Despite the distance, you have never 

been closer.     



 IV 

ABSTRACT 
 

 

During these past twenty years, we witnessed some important changes 

in the organizational context and environment that motivate scholars and 

management academics to examine the topic of followership more deeply. 

Then, in the leadership literature, we noticed the emergence of a small but 

growing number of articles that are devoted to this topic and that challenge 

the previous conceptions of leadership. Numerous scholars developed a more 

contemporary conception of followership, in which they conceive the role of 

followers as essential to ensure the organizational performance. 

Consequently, as it is already the case for leadership, many management 

academics and practitioners recommend organizations to invest and devote 

part of their time and energy to the development and training of followers.  

 

In this context and in front of such recommendations, the question of 

desirability is addressed along this thesis. More precisely, the purpose of this 

work is to discuss if it is really desirable to develop followers in the 

perspective of followers, leaders and organizations. In order to address the 

research issue, the thesis is divided in two parts. The first one is based on 

three dominant models from the literature and specifies what we mean by 

followership. A personal conception of effective followership is then 

developed and includes two important attributes: an appropriate level of 

engagement and an active critical thinking. In the second part, the question 

of desirability is discussed in the perspective of followers, leaders and 

organizations. For this purpose, we gathered a wide range of information 

that comes from a personal survey, several theoretical concepts and other 

empirical data.  
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« It is common sense to take a 

method and try it. If it fails, admit it 

frankly and try another. But above 

all, try something » Franklin D. 

Roosevelt  (1882-1945) 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

In the academic literature and among management scholars, the topic 

of followership has been understudied and too little considered compared to 

the discipline of leadership. In 2006, Bjugstad and al. illustrated this 

contrast between leadership and followership research by conducting a book 

search on the website Amazon.com that led to a number 120 times higher 

for leadership books than for followership books. Behind this lack of 

research and emphasis on followership in the literature and business world, 

several reasons can be pointed out.  

 

First of all, the misconception that leadership is more important than 

followership led scholars to devote much more attention on leaders than on 

followers (Bjugstad and al., 2006, p. 305). This perspective is based on the 

assumption that a good followership consists of simply executing the leader’s 

request (Kelley, 1988, p. 147). This mistaken belief reduces the merits of 

followers and does not amplify the research attention for this field because it 

considers that task accomplishment is mainly the result of a good 

leadership. Moreover, according to Crossman and Crossman (2011, p. 482), 

managers and management academics assume that people instinctively 

know how to follow, hence a weaker interest for followership.  

 

Secondly, in the late eighties, the concept of “The romance of 

leadership” has been introduced in the leadership literature (Meindl and al., 

1985; Meindl and Ehrlich, 1987; Baker, 2007; Crossman and Crossman, 

2011). In this theory, leaders were conceived as the “premier force in the 

scheme of organizational events and occurrences” (Meindl and Ehrlich, 1987, 

p. 92) and as a means of allowing observers to understand the organizational 

complexities. Indeed, as the multilevel systems and interactions occurring in 

the organizations are extremely complex, people translated these 

complexities into simple human terms they could understand more easily, 

and attributed the responsibility to the leaders. In line with this concept, 
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Bjugstad and al. (2006, p. 305) state that leadership literature tends to focus 

almost exclusively on leadership typologies, skills and behaviour that could 

explain the organizational performance.   

 

Finally, Bjugstad and al. (2006, p. 304) argue that another reason for 

this lack of academic interest in followership is the stigmatisation of 

followers. Indeed, the term “followership” is often associated with negative, 

undervalued or demeaning terms in the literature. Baker (2007, p. 52) 

supports this statement as well and illustrates it by presenting some 

descriptive words of followers (“obedient”, “serf”, “sheep”, etc.) collected 

during Leadership and Followership workshops. These negative connotations 

lead people to avoid being assimilated as followers and do not encourage 

developing attention for this field of research (Bjugstad and al., 2006, p. 

304). 

 

However, during these past twenty years, we witnessed some 

important changes in the organizational context and environment that 

motivates scholars and management academics to examine the topic of 

followership more deeply. Then, in the leadership literature, we noticed the 

emergence of a small but growing number of articles that are devoted to this 

topic and that challenge the previous conceptions of leadership (Baker, 

2007, p. 50). In this new emerging literature, the publications of Kelley 

(1988) and Chaleff (1995) are considered as the starting point on which 

subsequent discussions and studies about followership are based.  

 

Among the major changes in the organizational context and 

environment that motivated scholars and management academics to 

examine the topic of followership more deeply, Ashby and Miles (2002, pp. 3-

9) underline the flattening of the organizations. Organizational structures 

encounter a shift from vertical hierarchies to ones that are more horizontal 

and flattened. Consequently, at the same time that middle ranks of 

organizations are vanishing, power and responsibility are delegated to lower 

ranges of employees, including the followers (Baker, 2007; Ashby and Miles, 
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2002). Moreover, according to Bennis (1999, p. 71), keeping a hierarchical 

and “TOPdown” leadership is actually considered as “misadaptative” and 

dangerous. In contrast to the theory of romanticized leadership, the current 

business environment involves too many complexities and problems that 

offer less and less areas for individual action and that can simply not be 

attributed to a single leader. The actual flattening of the organizations is 

therefore one of the reasons that amplify the need to examine followers.  

 

Another reason that highlights the interest for followership studies is 

the influence of technology in information sharing and accessibility (Ashby 

and Miles, 2002; Bjugstad and al., 2006). This technology has transformed 

the relationship between leaders and followers because actual employees 

have now access to all kinds of information about their organizations or 

competitors. Consequently, Bjugstad and al., (2006, p. 305) claim that 

leaders are no longer the only source of information and that they “can no 

longer expect to be followed blindly by their now well-informed, more sceptical 

ranks”.  

 

Finally, the primary literature more centered on followership 

demonstrates an awareness emanating from some scholars who understood 

that followership is a role, and not a person that everybody is very likely to 

empower in his/her life (Baker, 2007; Bjugstad and al., 2006, Chaleff, 2003; 

Howell and Mendez, 2008; Kelley, 1988). According to Collinson (2006, p. 

179), there are fewer leaders than followers in the world and many leaders 

are themselves followers as well. Moreover, according to Bjugstad and al. 

(2006, p. 305), the notion of followership is a sine qua non for leadership 

and “without followers, there can be no leaders”. Thus, it has become more 

and more important to examine the topic of followership in details and to fill 

this lack of research in leadership literature. 
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1.1. BACKGROUND OF THE RESEARCH ISSUE 
 

Driven by the changes that the current business environment 

encounters and by the interest and curiosity of some pioneer scholars (i.e. 

Robert E. Kelley and Ira Chaleff), numerous scholars and management 

academics developed a more contemporary conception of followership, in 

which they conceive the role of followers as essential to ensure organization 

performance (Bjugstad and al. 2006; Chaleff, 2003; Crossman and 

Crossman, 2011; Hollander, 1992; Kelley, 1988; Riggio and al., 2008). 

According to Kelley (1988, p. 142) the success of organizations is also based 

on followership, i.e. the way followers follow and their relationship with the 

leader. For example, as seen before, responsibilities are now delegated to 

followers with the flattening of the organizations, which increases their 

impact on organizational outcomes.  

 

Consequently, as it is already the case for leadership, many scholars 

and practitioners recommend organizations to invest and devote part of their 

time and energy to the development and training of followers (Baker, 2007; 

Chaleff, 2003; Howell and Shamir, 2005; Johnson, 2009; Kellerman, 2008; 

Kelley, 1988; Maroosis, 2008). This statement is the starting point of our 

thesis but in order to already clarify some aspects of its scope beforehand, 

we decided that the word “organization” would be understood in two ways. 

According to our opinion, we think that followership development concerns 

both the corporate world (firms, companies, enterprises, etc.) and the 

academic world (schools, universities or other academic institutions). Indeed, 

with the growing interest of followership in the literature and the recognition 

by many scholars of the followers’ impact on group effectiveness, it is very 

likely that both universities and corporate institutions already focused or will 

focus more on the training of followers (as it is the case for leadership).  
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1.2. RESEARCH ISSUE AND FRAMEWORK 
 

Behind the development of followers in organizations, the question of 

“desire to develop followership” currently occupies with our minds and we 

are wondering if it is really desirable to develop followership through specific 

trainings. More precisely, do leaders really desire that organizations build up 

programs to train people how to be critical thinkers towards their behaviour 

or decisions? Do people voluntarily desire to learn followership and, by this 

decision, to indirectly enter the ranks of followers? According to our opinion, 

which attributes of followers are desirable to develop? Is it desirable for the 

organizations to promote trainings that develop followership?  

 

Our research issue can be resumed as the following question: “is it 

desirable to develop followership?”. In order to discuss this overall 

question, we need to address two sub research questions in our thesis 

(figure 1).  

 

 

Figure 1 – The sub-question of our thesis 
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Firstly, it is important to specify which kind of followership we are 

talking about. Indeed, a lot of typologies have been developed (Zaleznik, 

1965; Steger and al. 1982; Kelley, 1988; Chaleff, 2003; Potter and 

Rosenbach, 2006; Kellerman, 2007) and, depending on the type of follower, 

the study of our main research issue can lead to different (or opposite) 

discussions. For instance, discussing the desirability to develop the 

dimensions of an active follower is definitively not the same as discussing 

the desire to develop the characteristics of a passive follower. This is why, in 

the first part of our thesis, we will address the following sub research 

question: "what do we mean by followership in the context of our 

thesis?". For this purpose, we will focus on three dominant models of 

followership (Kelley, 1988; Chaleff, 2003; Kellerman, 2008) in order to 

develop our own conception of the type of follower that seems the most 

relevant in the context of our work.   

 

Secondly, based on our follower’s conception and its attributes, we will 

discuss the following question: “is it desirable to develop our conception 

of followership?”. However, we believe that this sub research issue can lead 

to different discussions depending on the studied perspective. Specifically, 

we do not think that there is only one answer to the desirability to develop 

followership because it is directly function of the targeted actors. For 

instance, an extreme engagement from a follower could be desirable for the 

organization and its performance, while it could be undesirable for the 

health and the welfare of this follower. Therefore, in the second part of our 

thesis, we will address this issue by taking into account three different 

points of view: the follower’s perspective, the leader’s perspective and the 

organizational perspective. Moreover, this discussion will be based on three 

different sources of information (a personal survey, several theoretical 

concepts and other empirical data).   
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The purpose of our thesis is not to provide a unique answer and to 

determine categorically whether or not it is desirable to develop followership. 

We rather seek to address different interesting topics or scholars’ approaches 

and to induce a discussion in order to lead the reader to a personal 

reflection. In this paper, our purpose is to discuss, to go from one opinion to 

another, to show some contradictions, to propose a text gathering different 

perspectives from the literature, to sometimes present our own interpretation 

of theories and to allow the reader to ponder on it by him/herself.    
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2. METHODOLOGY 
 

Embarking on the elaboration of a thesis is not an easy work and 

requires the creator of knowledge to have a clear vision of what he/she 

wants to share and of how he/she will get there. In fact, before launching 

ourselves into the writing process, we have to be able to determine the path 

we will take and the methodology we will use throughout our thesis. 

Otherwise, it is very likely that we will lose ourselves during the writing 

process or that we lack coherence and meaning in our work.  

 

Metaphorically, we think that the construction of a thesis can be seen 

as the construction of a tower or a pyramid; it needs to start on the best 

foundations possible in order to avoid that everything collapses. This view is 

not new and is also supported by Plato (427 BC – 347 BC) who stated "the 

beginning is the most important part of the work”. Therefore, before starting to 

answer our research question, we must strengthen the basement of our work 

and focus on the methodology that we will use in this paper. 

 

According to Arbnor and Bjerke (2009, p. 17), a methodology “is a 

mode of thinking, but it is also a mode of acting”. From the point of view of the 

writers, bending over the methodology offers a deeper reflection on how to 

solve a problem or, in our case, how to discuss the research issue. It is a 

powerful tool that provides us with a thread to follow during the writing 

process and that helps us to develop this paper in the most meaningful and 

consistent way. On the other hand, from the point of view of the readers, the 

methodology enables them to better understand the ideas of the researchers 

and it reflects accurately the way the work is conducted (Strauss and 

Corbin, 1998). 

 

In fact, the methodology is an essential part of the thesis and, in the 

following paragraphs, we describe the one used in this paper. More precisely, 

this chapter is focused on the personal reflection that inspired our research 
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issue; the methodological view that seems to fit best to our objectives; and 

the kind of data we use and the way we collect them.  

 

2.1. CHOICE OF THE RESEARCH ISSUE 
 

As students of a Master’s Program entitled “Leadership and 

Management in International Context”, we had the opportunity to follow a set 

of courses and workshops on the theme of leadership for a year. Just as the 

"crucibles” of Bennis and Thomas (2007, p. 99) can change our way of 

understanding things, two essential "brainwaves" influenced the path of our 

research issue.  

 

 As surprising as this may seem, the first “brainwave” came in the 

middle of the year when one of our professors (Professor M. Lundgren) 

addressed the topic of followership for the first time in a more exclusive way. 

Of course, we had already heard the words “follower” and “followership” 

since the beginning of the year, but, unlike previous lectures, it was the first 

time that this field was mentioned more specifically and not in terms of 

leaders. What intrigued us most was that we had to wait more than one 

third of this year before one of our professors devoted a few hours 

specifically on what was presented by the literature as a significant and 

essential part of leadership.  

 

During these two hours, our professor demonstrated that followership 

was taking more and more importance in the literature and, for some 

reasons we cannot really explain, this topic directly interested us. Maybe it 

was due to our curiosity towards subject domains we know less about, but 

the fact remained that we decided to embark on the road of followership for 

our thesis. That being so, pushed by our desire to learn more about it, we 

started to read and browsed the followership literature in order to define a 

more precise issue. Indeed, as well as for leadership, this field of research 

proved to be very broad and, in order to treat the subject in more detail, we 
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preferred to narrow down the frame of our thesis by means of a more specific 

study.  

 

After going through several articles, we noticed an interesting paradox 

between the claims found in the specific literature and our personal 

experience as students in a leadership program. While numerous scholars 

argue that developing followers is as important as developing leaders (i.e. 

Kelley, 1988; Chaleff, 2003; Kellerman, 2008), we had the feeling of having 

mostly heard about leaders in our Master program. On the one hand we 

learned that “followership takes more importance in literature and followers 

need to be developed and trained as it is already the case for leaders” and, 

on the other hand, only few hours were devoted to it during our Master year.  

 

This contradiction showed us a clear need of introducing more 

followership programs in schools and a way to develop them. Indeed, with 

the new perspective of followership in the literature (i.e. the recognition by 

many scholars of the followers’ impact in organizational success) it is very 

likely that universities or other academic institutions will focus more on 

followership development. A thesis topic like “how to develop followership 

programs?” would then be very interesting. However, although also 

supported by a few articles and external points of view (i.e. Cardin, 2010; 

Johnson, 2009), this idea would have been too pedagogic and not really 

related to our business studies.  

 

As another step towards our issue, we decided to extend our 

framework and, rather than limiting it to schools, we also chose to integrate 

any other kind of organizations because they were susceptible to develop 

followership as well. Afterwards, wishing to avoid the pedagogical dimension 

and the question of “how to implement, create, develop, etc.?”, we opted for 

the analysis of the question under another perspective and to determine if 

followership could be taught. Before thinking how to create a rocket, it is 

indeed important to know if it is possible to go into space. We were thus 
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decided to work in this direction but it was without counting our second 

“brainwave” that occurred sometime later (in the year).   

 

Indeed, after a productive discussion with another professor of our 

Master program (Prof. Dr. Philippe Daudi), we realized that an interesting 

issue was also hidden in the question “can we develop followership?”. In fact, 

after a quick research on Google, it is observable that followership programs 

are already implemented by several organizations but under other 

denominations (i.e. “employee training and development”, “employeeship 

program”, “effective employee” or “training and career development”). This 

small detail may appear insignificant at first sight, but when we questioned 

ourselves about the choice of these titles, we understood that organizations 

consciously avoided the term followership. Why? Is followership still 

associated with a negative connotation among organizational members? Do 

people accept participating in training sessions to be good employees but 

think it is degrading to be good followers? Do people have the desire to be 

good followers instead of good employees? 

 

Once highlighted, it was impossible for us to avoid thinking about 

these questions and, barely out of our professor’s office, an intense debate 

started between us in order to find the research issue that could be suitable. 

On the one hand, we really wanted to discuss these questions and especially 

the following one: “under which conditions an individual can have the desire 

to learn to be a good follower in terms of followership?”. On the other hand, 

we though nevertheless that this later perspective was too restrictive and 

therefore limited our research on followers, while, for example, it is also 

interesting to discover if leaders really want people to learn to be good 

followers. Then, we decided to broaden our vision by changing the word 

“learn” into “develop”. Thus, we integrated other approaches (i.e. followers’ 

perspective; leaders’ perspective; what to develop; etc.). Finally, because 

everything was linked to the “desirability to” from different perspectives, we 

arrived to our research issue “is it desirable to develop followership?”. Due to 



 

 13 	  
Van	  den	  Abeele	  Aurélie	  &	  Legrand	  Martin	  

	  
	   	  

the first and the second “brainwave”, we were able to focus on the 

fascinating field of followership and to discover our interesting thesis topic. 

  

2.2. METHODOLOGICAL VIEWS 
 

As we said, embarking on the elaboration of a thesis is not an easy 

work and, in order to guide us in the knowledge creation, Arbnor and Bjerke 

(2009) provide three methodological views that can enlighten us (analytical 

view, systems view and actors view). 

 

Each of these perspectives is based on their own ultimate 

presumptions and “presents different ways to understand, explain and 

improve” (Arbnor and Bjerke, 2009, pp. 17-18). In other words, because they 

have their own conception of the reality, each view will influence to a large 

extend the way in which the thesis is constructed.  

 

However, in our opinion, reality is more complicated than models and, 

although we believe that the systems view and the actors views seem 

definitively inappropriate, we do not think that the analytical view fits our 

thesis either. In fact, while neither systems and actors perspectives seems 

adequate, we consider that only a few elements of the analytical view are 

relevant to our thesis.  

 

In this section, we are going to describe each of the three perspectives 

of Arbnor and Bjerke (2009), explain why we think that only a few 

components of the analytical view are appropriate (while none of the two 

other views are appropriate) and how it will be implemented in our thesis. 
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2.2.1. ANALYTICAL VIEW 
 

The analytical view attempts to explain the reality in terms of causality 

(Arbnor and Bjerke, 2009, pp. 65, 87-92, 101). The reality is seen as factive 

and summative. This means that according to this perspective the reality is 

composed of objective and subjective facts that are independent from each 

other (Arbnor and Bjerke, 2009, pp. 71, 86, 97). More precisely, these facts 

can be isolated and studied separately in order to observe and analyze reality 

and make some hypotheses (Arbnor and Bjerke, 2009, pp. 61, 97). Due to its 

high dependency on the existing theories, the verification and falsification of 

stated hypothesis is possible (Arbnor and Bjerke, 2009, p. 65). The aim of 

the analytical view is then to identify causes-effect relations, which are 

consistent over time, generalizable, and independent from the subjective 

perspective of the researcher (Arbnor and Bjerke, 2009, pp. 65, 86).  

 

As mentioned before, we think that only some elements of the 

analytical view are relevant with respect to our thesis. Among these, our 

work will be based on existing theories and practices. It will consider that 

reality is composed of facts, and our main purpose is to explain different 

points of view from the literature without trying to fully understand them. 

The object is to let the reader develop his/her own understanding and 

personal thinking through our discussion. However, although some 

components seem suitable, our thesis does not contain a hypothesis and 

does not seek to explain a cause-effect relation.  

 

2.2.2. SYSTEMS VIEW 
 

The systems view, like the analytical one, considers the reality as 

factive. However, the systems view considers that the reality is not 

summative. In fact, in this perspective, the whole system diverges from the 

sum of its parts. The different factors are interdependent and the 

modification of one of these factors will change the entire system. Moreover, 
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the relations between the different parts are important in the result (Arbnor 

and Bjerke, 2009, pp. 62, 71-74). Through models and interpretations, the 

systems view attempts to explain as well as to understand the reality as 

systems (Arbnor and Bjerke, 2009, pp. 107-108). Contrary to the analytical 

perspective, the systems view does not try to find a generalizable causal 

relation but instead a producer-product relation (finality). The produced 

knowledge is also dependent on specific system categories and has to be 

adapted when conducting new studies of similar systems (Arbnor and 

Bjerke, 2009, pp. 65, 73). 

 

In contrast with this view, our thesis is not based on the 

understanding of a system and its interdependent variables. The only 

similarity that might be possible is to consider the follower as a system in 

itself and its characteristics as the variables of this one. However, given that 

these variables are not interdependent, no similarity seems to appear 

between our thesis and the description of this perspective 

 

2.2.3. ACTORS VIEW 
 

Contrary to both analytical and systems view, which assume that 

reality is factive, the actors view considers the reality as a social construction 

and, by consequence, dependent of its observers. In this perspective, reality 

is constructed with and through different levels of meaning. This implies that 

the outcome of the study is completely influenced by the researcher’s frame 

of references (Arbnor and Bjerke, 2009, pp. 75-76). Arbnor and Bjerke (2009, 

pp. 68, 77-78) assert that the creators of knowledge have to understand 

firstly the “finite provinces of meaning” allowing different actors to 

understand social actions and, secondly, the dialectic relations (what people 

create and how these creations in turn influence the creators). The main 

purpose of the actors view consists of understanding social actions rather 

than to explain them (Arbnor and Bjerke, 2009, pp. 68, 77-78). The expected 

result of this perspective is presented in different forms of “descriptive 
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language and ideal-typified language and by emancipatory interactive action 

out in the field” (Arbnor and Bjerke, 2009, p. 82). Through this perspective, it 

is finally important to highlight that the creator of knowledge will develop 

himself/herself over time. 

 

Although the "actor view" is mainly based on the perception of the 

creator of knowledge, it is not because we share some personal 

interpretations that we can consider that our thesis is based on this 

methodological view. Moreover, we cannot consider that this perspective is 

relevant for our study either since our personal points of view are all based 

on established models and existing theories. 

 

2.3. HERMENEUTIC APPROACH 
 

Thus, our thesis fits the frame of the analytical view better. In this 

section, we are going to describe our own version of this perspective and 

present how it will be conceived in practice through the Hermeneutic Spiral 

of Hans-Georg Gadamer. 

  

According to Gadamer (1989), the purpose of the hermeneutic 

approach is to develop a knowledge that corresponds to the human 

experience. In fact, when we seek to understand something, it always starts 

with an initial understanding, a first meaning (general). We will then produce 

a general understanding, which is influenced by our frame of reference or 

pre-opinions. However, in order to get a more objective and precise 

understanding, Gadamer (1989) considers that it is necessary to go through 

a process of confrontations and comparisons with other perspectives, ideas, 

or practical points of view (particular). This process can be seen as a spiral 

(the Hermeneutic Spiral) in which people constantly rethink and reformulate 

their pre-opinions by speaking with other scholars, reading other approaches 

or confronting it with new empirical data (figure 2). By doing so, the 

understanding of the message is more objective and closer to the real sense. 
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In our thesis, we will try to answer the research question "is it 

desirable to develop followership?". However, as already mentioned above, we 

do not attempt to provide a unique answer to this issue, but rather to open 

discussion and to consider the different perspectives involved. For this 

purpose, our work will follow the structure proposed by the Hermeneutic 

Spiral of Hans-Georg Gadamer.  

 

More specifically, we will introduce our discussion with a first 

theory/concept (general) that we will confront with other approaches, 

perspectives or empirical data (particular). Then, for another and new topic 

related to our issue, we will go back to the “general” and we will propose a 

second theory/concept, which will be confronted once again to other ideas of 

the “particular” (figure 2). Our discussion is then a sequence and a sum of 

several loops that address each a specific theme regarding our research 

issue. This process will be repeated and will seek to take into account as 

many points of view as possible. We would also like to underline that, even if 

it is more and more precise, the discussion could never be finished since 

there will always be other theories or empirical evidences to contradict or 

complement it. In fact, it would be impossible to discuss all the theories or 

perspectives in our thesis and our approach is therefore limited. However, by 

following this structure, we can introduce different interesting topics, 

scholars’ opinions or empirical data and construct a relevant discussion that 

will lead the reader to a personal reflection.  
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Figure 2 – Source: from a discussion with Professor Bjerke (2013) 

 

2.4. DATA COLLECTION 
 

Despite the framework we presented in the introduction, our research 

issue is still broad and implies both primary and secondary data that we 

gather following different techniques. In this section, we explain why our 

thesis involves both kinds of data and how we are going to collect them. 

 

2.4.1. PRIMARY DATA 
 

Primary data are collected specifically for the purpose of the research 

and, as supported by Lambin and de Moerloose (2008, p. 155), three ways 

are conceivable for their collection: observations, interviews and 

experiments.  
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In our case, we decided to develop a survey in order to take advantage 

of more specific information concerning our research issue. The purpose of 

this survey is to support, contradict, or bring other perspectives about the 

information that we found in the literature (secondary data). Indeed, after 

reviewing the leadership literature, we estimated that the previous studies 

did not provide all the information required and we therefore thought it 

would be interesting to complete them through a survey.  

 

Survey Questionnaire (appendix 1)  

 

First of all, our issue is focused on followership and the terms used in 

the questions are only linked to this field. Except in the introduction of our 

survey, words such as “employee” or “organizational member” are not part of 

the questionnaire’s glossary.  

 

Secondly, our survey is divided in 7 parts and addresses several 

questions that could help us to better understand what people think about 

followership development and how they perceive the importance of 

leaders/followers’ roles. In the first place, after introducing the purpose of 

our questionnaire and thesis (part 1), we ask for some personal information 

(age, sex and professional activity) that will help us to better know the 

respondents and to determine our study sample (part 2). Then, we continue 

with an open question that seeks to understand how people consider the 

term “leader” (i.e. the responsibilities, behaviour, characteristics of a leader 

according to respondents) (part 3). Because our issue is more about 

followership, the fourth part is more significant and focuses on followers and 

the way respondents perceive this term. In the fifth part, we draw a parallel 

between leaders and followers in order to grade them regarding first the 

impact that each has on organizational performance according to 

respondents and secondly, the respondents’ desirability to follow leadership 

or followership programs. Finally, the two last part of the survey seek to 

determine how respondents think that follower should behave from a leader 

and follower point of view. More especially, in these two sections, we focus 
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our attention on the critical thinking and the engagement of followers (part 6 

and part 7).   

 

Depending on the information we are looking for, different kinds of 

questions have been used throughout the survey. In fact, among the 29 

questions of this study, 16 are open questions, 5 are multiple-choice 

questions and 8 are non-comparative scales (semantic differential scale and 

continuous rating scale) (Malhotra and al., 2007). Concerning the open-

questions, they are developed as a support to better understand each of the 

answers regarding the multiple-choice questions and non-comparative 

scales. For instance, the respondent is asked to explain in a few words 

his/her answer about the previous quantitative question. 

 

In the second part of our thesis, the answer of the respondents will be 

one of the three sources of information that we will use to discuss our 

research issue. Because our discussion gathers these three sources, it is 

possible that we will not address all the data coming from our survey. In 

fact, we will only consider the information that could support, contradict, or 

bring other perspective about what we found in the literature (secondary 

data and other theoretical concepts).   

 

Sample 

 

In order to obtain consistent results that can be generalized, it is 

necessary to have a sample that represents the population, whether in terms 

of age, sex or knowledge about leadership. In our survey, we decided to not 

include the students of our Master in Leadership and Management in 

International Context because they could provide biased results. We shared 

the questionnaire through social networks in order to directly reach families, 

friends or professional relationship from Belgium. The list of respondents is 

limited to the Belgian population and mainly to the French part of Belgium 

where we both come from. Indeed, it would have been difficult to interview 

people from other nationalities mainly because of the language barriers and 
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the logistic needed to share our survey in other countries. This choice 

represents thus a limitation of our survey. 

 

The following table reports that 55 people from Belgium responded to 

the questions of our survey (table 1). Among these, gender seems respected 

since 49% of the respondents are male (27 individuals) and 51% are female 

(28 individuals). The average age of participants is 25 years with a standard 

deviation of 5,59. A lot of different professions are also represented by the 

sample such as students, architects, marketing executives, consultants, 

trainees, auditors, veterinarians, primary school teachers or self-employed. 

Although our survey is restricted to Belgium, the diversity of professional 

activities among the sample together with the number of participants and 

the equal proportion in terms of gender offers interesting perspectives that 

we could confront with the literature in order to draw more general 

conclusions.  

 

Number	  of	  
respondents	   Nationality	   Male	   Female	   Average	  age	  (years)	  

55	   Belgian	   27	   28	   25	  
  

Table 1 – Sample of our survey (2013) 

 

2.4.2. SECONDARY DATA 
 

Secondary data are not collected for the purpose of the study and are 

often predated to it (Lambin and de Moerloose, 2008, p. 155). In our thesis, 

some of the information used can be classified in this way. Indeed, to 

discuss our research issue is mainly possible through activities such as 

gathering, dissecting, analysing, comparing, and examining a lot of empirical 

data already established in the literature and through scholars.  
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The sources of information for secondary data are various (Lambin and 

de Moerloose, 2008, pp. 155-157) but, because they are not exclusively and 

specifically conceived for the research, the creators of knowledge could face a 

lack of compatibility with their issue (other purposes, perspectives or 

definitions) or be suspicious towards the relevance of these information (i.e. 

data are not accurate enough or not officially certificated and validated) 

(Arbnor and Bjerke, 2009).  

 

In our case, a few arguments make us think that we will not encounter 

the problem of compatibility during our thesis. In fact, even if the importance 

of followership has been recognized only recently (20 years ago more or less), 

this field of research is already very broad. Furthermore, followership is 

closely linked to leadership, which has already been analysed under all 

possible angles. Our research issue is also quite similar to other studies 

developed on leadership. We believe that with the numerous sources of data, 

it is very unlikely that we would not be able to find compatible information 

with our thesis goals. 

 

In order to avoid the second risk (Trustworthiness), we decided to limit 

the frame of our research on books or confirmed articles. Moreover, most of 

the research of our thesis will be conducted on specific research websites 

such as EBSCOhost (www.ebscohost.com), Sciencedirect 

(www.sciencedirect.com), JSTOR (www.jstor.org), Emerald 

(thesius.emeraldinsight.com) and ProQuest (search.proquest.com). Finally, as 

creators of knowledge, our role is also to examine two other questions before 

using secondary data in our thesis (Lambin and de Moerloose, 2008, p. 157):  

 

- Are there possible mistakes and errors in the study? By answering this 

question, the object is to detect errors stemming from the chosen 

methodology, design, chosen sample, data collection, etc. For example, 

we could make a comparison with other articles or books. 
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- Is the study not too old or still appropriate today? The purpose here is to 

check if the date of publication is not too old and if the study is still 

linked to our actual environment. 
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3. FOLLOWERSHIP REVIEW 
 

In this section, we present a literature review and some definitions 

that illustrate the different approaches and perspectives of followership in 

the literature.  

 

3.1. LITERATURE REVIEW OF FOLLOWERSHIP 

 

As argued in our introduction, the majority of leadership theories are 

leader-centered and focus on the study and analysis of leaders’ traits, 

personal characteristics, skills and behaviour. From this perspective, the 

leader is primordial and determines the emergence of leadership, while the 

followers are only viewed as recipients of the leader’s influence. However, for 

about twenty years, the dominant leader-centered perspective has become 

the subject of some criticism because it relies too heavily on the role of 

leaders and exaggerates their influence on the organization and on followers 

(Shamir and al., 2007, pp. x-xi). Moreover, as a correction or a complement 

of leader-centered perspective, new theories have emerged in the literature 

and present the roles of followers as broader and more consequential in the 

leadership processes than in traditional and leader-centered perspectives. 

 

In their book “Follower-Centered Perspectives on Leadership: A Tribute 

to the Memory of James R. Meindl”, Shamir and al. (2007) develop an 

interesting review allowing us to better understand the evolution of 

followership in leadership literature. More precisely, Shamir and al. (2007) 

have identified five roles that followers have occupied in leadership theories 

(followers as recipients of leader influence, followers as moderators of leader 

impact, followers as substitutes for leadership, followers as constructors of 

leadership, followers as leaders). Based on their work, we can provide a 

complete overview on significant followership studies and how it has evolved 

in the leadership literature.   
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3.1.1. FOLLOWERS AS RECIPIENTS OF LEADER 

INFLUENCE 
 

The traditional leadership theories consider the leader as the causal 

agent (Shamir and al., 2007, p. xii) and have targeted the leader’s traits and 

behaviour as the way to understand, describe and explain leadership 

(Shamir and al., 2007). Thus, leadership is viewed as “a one-way event – the 

leader affects the subordinates” (Northouse, 2004, p. 113) and a 

unidirectional model where leaders are the independent variable which affect 

the follower’s behaviour, perceptions and attitudes (figure 3) (Shamir and al., 

2007). More recently, this traditional theoretical perspective has been shared 

by the theories of charismatic and transformational leadership (e.g. Bass, 

1985; Shamir and al., 1993) (Shamir and al., 2007). According to this 

perspective, the follower does not play an active role in the leadership 

relationship and can be portrayed as “an empty vessel waiting to be led, or 

even transformed, by the leader” (Goffee and Jones, 2001, p. 148).  

 

 

 

Figure 3 – Source: Shamir and al. (2007, p. xii) 
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3.1.2. FOLLOWERS AS MODERATORS OF LEADER 

IMPACT 
 

Some leadership theories still consider followers as passive agents in 

the leadership process but acknowledge that their characteristics moderate 

leader’s impacts and influences (Shamir and al., 2007, p. xiii). It means that, 

depending on the followers’ initial attitude towards leaders, the followers’ 

abilities, the follower’s motivations, or the acceptance of the leader, some 

leader’s behavioural styles can be more effective than others (e.g. people-

oriented versus task-oriented) (Hersey and Blanchard, 1977; Fiedler 1967). 

Moreover, according to House (1971), the effectiveness of leader’s 

behavioural style can also depend on followers’ needs (e.g. structuring 

leadership style is likely to be effective when follower needs guidance, while 

people-oriented style would be more effective when follower needs support). 

In this second perspective, the follower is both recipient of leader’s influence 

and moderator of leader’s impacts (figure 4) (Shamir and al., 2007, p. xiii).  

 

 

 

Figure 4 – Source: Shamir and al. (2007, p. xiii) 
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3.1.3. FOLLOWERS AS SUBSTITUTES FOR LEADERSHIP 
 

The substitutes for Leadership Theory attribute to the followers a 

potentially more dominant role in the leadership process than in the two 

previous theories (Kerr and Jermier, 1978). This theory implies that, 

dependant on the follower’s training, experience, background and 

motivation, the need for leadership can be neutralized or negated (Shamir 

and al., 2007, p. xiv). In fact, when followers share high levels of job abilities, 

motivation and job-related knowledge, they can be viewed as substitutes for 

leadership in the sense that their characteristics provide the necessary and 

sufficient guidance. In such situations, followers can lead themselves and 

the leader’s behavioural styles are less significant for the follower’s 

performance (Shamir and al., 2007). By assigning a more active role to the 

followers, this perspective represents a radical change in the traditional 

leadership literature. 

 

3.1.4. FOLLOWERS AS CONSTRUCTORS OF LEADERSHIP   
 

This fourth perspective presented by Shamir and al. (2007, pp. xiv-xvii) 

points out several theories demonstrating that followers construct leadership 

socially or cognitively (figure 5). This idea is mainly supported by the 

Leadership Categorization Theory and the general cognitive categorization 

principles (Lord and al., 1984). This theory argues that, depending on the 

cognitive schema of leadership they learned, people attribute the leader role 

to a person when they have identified some of the prototypical leadership 

characteristics in this person. Another version of this perspective can be 

found in the Romance of Leadership Theory of Meindl and al. (1985), which 

claims that followers assign powers and causality to a leader because they 

need to understand a complex and ambiguous environment. Some 

psychoanalytical theories (Hill, 1984; Kets de Vries, 1988; Lindholm, 1988; 

Shamir, 1991) consider also followers as constructors of leadership and 

assert that it is mainly constructed through the follower’s processes of 
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projection (attribution of ideals or wishes to another person) and transference 

(behaving with another person as if he/she was a significant person of the 

follower’s childhood). For example, in times of crisis or stress, followers tend 

to become attached to a leader because he/she provides safety and reduces 

their anxiety (Shamir and al., 2007). The construction role of followers can 

finally be seen as a group process that refers to a common attribution of 

leadership to a certain individual depending on the Interfollower Social 

Contagion Processes (Meindl, 1995) and the Social Identity Theory of 

Leadership (van Knippenberg and Hogg, 2003).  

 

 

 

Figure 5 – Source: Shamir and al. (2007, p. xvi) 
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3.1.5. FOLLOWERS AS LEADERS: SHARED LEADERSHIP 
 

Contrary on the leader-centered and follower-centered theories, the 

latter’s role of a follower approached by Shamir and al. (2007, pp. xvii-xviii) 

makes no distinction between leaders and followers. In this perspective, the 

role of followers and leaders is shared and distributed among members of 

the organization (Pearce and Conger, 2003; Ray and al., 2003). 

Consequently, both roles are not fixed and everyone can take the role of 

leader or follower depending on the moment, demand, necessary skills or 

resources (Shamir and al., 2007). 

 

3.2. DEFINITION OF FOLLOWERSHIP 
 

According to Crossman and Crossman (2011), several definitions of 

“followership” and “followers” have been conceived in relation to the different 

conceptions encountered in the literature.  

 

On the one hand, Bjugstad et al. (2006, p. 304) describe followership 

as “the ability to effectively follow the directives and support the efforts of a 

leader to maximize a structured organization” and Townsend and Gebhart 

(1997, p. 52) argue that it is “a process in which subordinates recognize their 

responsibility to comply with the orders of leaders and take appropriate action 

consistent with the situation to carry out those orders to the best of their 

ability”. On the other hand, other authors see followership rather as a 

relation and assume for example that "leaders and followers, in any context, 

share a common fate of responsibility for their family, group, organization, or 

nation. From their joint participation emerges the success or failure of their 

enterprise” (Heller and van Til, 1982, p. 406). 
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Among all the available definitions, we think that the definition of 

Carsten and al. (2010) is the most appropriate concerning our personal 

conception of followership that will be used throughout our thesis. In fact, 

Carsten and al. (2010, p. 559) define followership as “a relational role in 

which followers have the ability to influence leaders and contribute to the 

improvement and attainment of group and organizational objectives”. 
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PART 1.                  

WHAT DO WE MEAN BY 

FOLLOWERSHIP? 
    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. FOLLOWERSHIP TYPOLOGIES AND MODELS 
 
1.1. KELLEY’S MODEL 
1.2. CHALEFF’S MODEL 
1.3. KELLERMAN’S MODEL 

 

2. THE MEANING OF EFFECTIVE FOLLOWER 
 
2.1. APPROPRIATE LEVEL OF ENGAGEMENT 
2.2. ACTIVE CRITICAL THINKING 
2.3. PERSONAL REMARK 

« Try not to become a man 

of success, but rather try to 

become a man of value » Albert 

Einstein (1879 - 1955) 
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According to Crossman and Crossman (2011), several typologies of 

followers have been developed in the leadership literature (Zaleznik, 1965; 

Steger and al. 1982; Kelley, 1988; Chaleff, 2003; Potter and Rosenbach, 

2006; Kellerman, 2007) (figure 6). For instance, depending on the different 

models addressed, we counted at least more than 25 types of followers 

developed since 1965 and among them, we can mention the Sheep Followers 

of Kelley (1988), the Partner of Chaleff (2003), the Masochistic of Zaleznik 

(1965), the Diehard of Kellerman (2007), or also the Bureaucrat of Steger and 

al. (1982). Each of the categorizations and typologies contains its own 

descriptions, characteristics and attributes. 

 

Figure 6 – Different typologies of followership 

 

In this first part, our object is therefore to clarify and specify which 

type of followership we are actually talking about in our thesis. Are we 

talking about followers who blindly follow their leader or about followers who 

behave independently from them? Do we mean by followership an extreme 

engagement, a passive behaviour or the absence of critical thinking? 

 

For this purpose, we decided to describe three of the most dominant 

followership models of the leadership literature below (Kelley, 1988; Chaleff, 
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2003; Kellerman, 2007). Because these theories are complementary and 

bring each some shades of difference, it is interesting to study them all.  

 

Based on these three typologies, we will then present our conception of 

one type of follower that we consider as the most relevant in the context of 

our thesis: the effective follower (figure 7). In fact, by analysing the three 

theoretical models of Kelley (1988), Chaleff (2003) and Kellerman (2007), we 

will seek to determine the components that make a follower the most 

effective possible.  

 

Figure 7 – The process to develop our conception of effective follower 

 

Why do we decide to focus on the effective follower and not on another 

type? In fact, we do not seek to get sidetracked between all these 

categorizations and we think above all that it is more relevant to focus our 

thesis on one kind of follower. Indeed, depending on the type of follower 

approached, our research issue can lead to different (or opposite) 

discussions, which could decrease our consistency and confuse the reader. 

Moreover, among all the categorizations available in the theory, we consider 
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that it is more interesting to study the type of follower that the theory 

defended by the theory as being the most effective one. Finally, we think it is 

very likely that, through followership programs, organizations will develop 

their followers in a way that makes them more effective.  

 

But what does effective follower mean in theory, what are his/her 

attributes and components, how does an effective follower behave in 

organization? Discussing these questions is the purpose of this first part 

and, as mentioned above, it will be based on three of the most dominant 

followership models of the leadership literature (Kelley, 1988; Chaleff, 2003; 

Kellerman, 2007).  
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1. FOLLOWERSHIP TYPOLOGIES AND 

MODELS 
 

1.1. KELLEY’S MODEL 
 

One of the pioneers of followership research is Robert E. Kelley who, by 

means of the article “In Praise of Followers” (Kelley, 1988), introduced a two-

dimensional categorization of followers and suggested four essential qualities 

that effective followers should share.  

 

The model Kelley (1988) proposed is composed of two behavioural 

dimensions and aims to describe the way people follow. On the one hand, 

the first dimension measures the degree of independence and critical 

thinking of followers. As explained in the book of Riggio and al. (2008, p. 7), 

this variable could evoke questions like “Is the follower an independent 

critical thinker?”, “Does a follower give constructive criticism?” or “Does the 

follower take the leader’s thinking for granted?”. On the other hand, the 

second dimension ranks followers on a passive/active scale and determines 

the sense of ownership the followers demonstrate. More precisely, active 

followers tend to be engaged in the organization and to bring positive energy 

within it, while passive followers limit their involvements to accomplish what 

leaders tell them to do. 

 

Based on his two-dimensional categorization, Robert E. Kelley presents 

the following five followership patterns (figure 8):  

 

• The Sheep are passive, execute only what is asked by leaders and 

illustrate the lack of critical thinking and taking responsibility. The 

Sheep “are the exact opposite of exemplary follower, […], they look to the 

leader to do their thinking and they do not carry out their assignments 
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with enthusiasms” (Kelley, 1992, p. 122). Because of their lack of 

initiatives, commitment and thinking, they require a constant 

supervision from leaders. 

 

• The Yes People are positive, servile, always support their leaders but 

depend on their leader for inspiration and look to them to know the 

instructions, what to think and in which direction to go. The Yes 

People are conformist, always on the leader’s side and “if the leader ask 

them to do something, they have got the energy, and they will go forward 

with it” (Kelley, 2008, p. 7). However, when their task is performed, 

they come back to the leader and ask what their next task is.    

 

•  The Alienated Followers are critical and independent thinkers but 

passive and disengaging in carrying out their role. When the leader or 

the organization tries to move forwards, the Alienated Followers are the 

ones who provide several reasons why they should not (Kelley, 2008). 

Most of the time, the Alienated Followers began as effective ones but 

“somehow, sometime, something turned them off” and filled them with 

negative energy towards the leader or the organization (Kelley, 1992, p. 

100).  

 

• The Pragmatics or Survivors are at the crossroad of the two dimensions 

and wait to see in which direction the wind blows before getting on one 

of the four quadrants. They are then characterized by a moderate 

degree for both variables. The Pragmatics or Survivors “question their 

leader’s decision, but not too often or too critically” and they perform 

what is told, “but seldom venture beyond them” (Kelley, 1992, p. 117). 

 

• The Star Followers or Effective Followers share high scores on both 

dimensions, which means that they think for themselves, bring a 

positive energy with them and carry out their roles (Kelley, 1992). The 

Star Followers or Effective Followers “do not accept the leader’s decision 

without their own independent evaluation of its soundness” (Kelley, 
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2008, p. 8). On the one hand, they are actively engaged, demonstrate 

all their talents and fully support their leader or organization if they 

agree with their policies. On the other hand, if they disagree, they are 

confident enough to challenge the leader or organization and they offer 

constructive alternatives to achieve common goals (Kelley, 2008).  

 

 

 

Figure 8 – Source: Kelley (1988) and Kelley (2008) 

 

Through his model, Kelley (1988) also seeks to demonstrate that being 

a follower is not dependent of personal traits or characteristics but rather a 

(important) role that all organizational members can play during their career. 

In order to cultivate effective followers, Kelley (1988, p. 143) considers that 

organizations need first of all to “understand the nature of follower’s role”. 

With his model, Kelley (1988) provides organizations with a way to categorize 

followership styles, to understand their nature and “to think about the type of 
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behavior that led to all negative stereotypes, as well as to conceive of the 

positive followership that rarely got mentioned” (Kelley, 2008, p. 8). Besides 

his two-dimensional categorization, Kelley (1988) also suggests four essential 

qualities that effective followers should share: 

 

First of all, the effective followers manage themselves well. They are 

able to work without close supervision, they can anticipate needs at their 

own level of competences and a leader can safely delegate them some of their 

responsibilities. This characteristic of self-management is also interesting for 

organizations because it reduces their costs of supervisory control. However, 

because the “self-managed followers” bring out the paradoxical notion of 

follower’s independence regarding their leaders, some leaders do not like this 

behaviour and prefer rather to have Sheep or Yes People followers that 

preserve their authority (Kelley, 1988, p. 144). 

 

Secondly, effective followers are committed to their organization (or idea, 

cause, product, etc.) and focus their commitment to the organizational goals. 

This last precision is significant because, when followers are committed to 

objectives that are not consistent with the organizational vision or goals, it 

can engender destructive results. It is also important to underline that some 

leaders misinterpret this notion of commitment and consider that followers 

are committed to them in priority. However, effective followers are first of all 

committed in a way that satisfies organizational goals, which could be 

different or not consistent with some leaders’ goals (Kelley, 1988, pp. 144-

145). 

 

Thirdly, effective followers are competent and master the skills 

necessary to perform well in their work environment and to be useful for 

their organization. This quality refers for example to high performance 

standards, a good self-assessment of their strengths/weaknesses and a 

continuing willingness to educate him/herself (Kelley, 1988, p. 145).  
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Fourthly, effective followers are credible, courageous and honest. 

Effective followers are critical thinkers and independent with credible 

opinions, knowledge and judgements. They also share a sense of ethics and 

moral that they are not afraid to defend in front of leaders considered as 

morally or ethically questionable. 

 

1.2. CHALEFF’S MODEL 
 

In 1993, Ira Chaleff made an important contribution to the 

followership field of research by publishing the book “The Courageous 

Followers: Standing Up to and for Our Leaders”. In this book (and the 

following versions), Chaleff (2003) explains – by using the concept of 

“courage” - his typology of followers together with 5 other dimensions that 

constitute what he calls the “Courageous Followers”.   

 

In comparison with the model of Kelley (1988), we consider that 

Chaleff (2003) provides a more practical perspective that helps followers to 

understand how to behave as Courageous Followers. Indeed, as supported 

by Kellerman (2007, p. 82), “this is more of a self-help book than is Kelley’s. It 

is pragmatic and practical, intended to embolden, at least slightly, subordinates 

in their interaction with their superiors”. Nevertheless, like Kelley’s typology, 

the categorization of Chaleff (2003) is built on two dimensions related to 

courageous followers. The first variable represents the degree of support that 

a follower gives to his/her leader, while the second dimension illustrates the 

degree to which a follower is willing to challenge the leader’s behaviour when 

these are contrary to organization’s value or objectives (Chaleff, 2003, pp. 

40-43). The combination of these two variables provides an interesting 

matrix composed of four different quadrants and follower types (figure 9): 

 

• The Partners are located in the first quadrant and share a high value 

for both variables (high support and high challenge). The Partners are 

very supportive towards their leader but they are also willing to 
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question leader’s behaviour or policies. This kind of people can then be 

considered as true partners for leaders and display most of the 

courageous follower characteristics.  

 

• In the second quadrant, the Implementers demonstrate high support 

but low challenge towards their leaders. This kind of follower can be 

particularly appreciated by some leaders who see the opportunity to 

have work done without having their authority questioned. However, 

when the leader starts to go down a wrong path, it can be dangerous 

for the group or organization since the follower is not likely to 

challenge him/her.  

 

• The Individualists are part of the third quadrant, which is identified by 

low support and high challenge from the follower. The Individualists 

have a low deference and do not hesitate to tell their leader what they 

think about their behaviour or policies. However, because these 

followers do not spend a lot of energy in supporting their leaders, their 

criticisms can be tiresome and considered as non-productive for 

leaders. 

 

• In the fourth quadrant, the Resources represent the followers with low 

degrees for both support and challenge dimensions. The Resources “do 

an honest day’s work for a day’s pay but do not go beyond the minimum 

expected to them” (Chaleff, 2003, p. 43). This type of followers does 

enough to retain their position but does not make significant 

contributions to the group of organization.  
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Figure 9 – Source: Chaleff (2003) 

 

Throughout his book, and together with this typology, Chaleff (2003) 

presents his model of followership and provides many examples of how 

followers should perform in different situations or contexts. His concept of 

followership is called “Courageous Follower” and can be summarized 

through the five following dimensions: the courage to assume responsibility 

for oneself and the organization; the courage to unburden and serve the 

leader/organization; the courage to challenge the leader when his/her 

behaviour conflicts with the follower’s values and beliefs; the courage to 

participate in appropriate and necessary transformation; the courage to take 

moral actions according to his/her values. 

 

In our opinion, we think that the typology of Chaleff (2003) is very 

similar to the categorization proposed later by Kelley (1988). However, 
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although they are both based on the level of organizational engagement and 

the critical thinking, we have the feeling that there is a little shade of 

difference between these two models. Specifically, unlike the model of Kelley 

(1988), we think that Chaleff (2003) provides a more positive view on 

followership. Indeed, except for the Star Followers or Effective Followers, 

Kelley (1988) mainly uses negative attributes and denominations for the four 

other types of follower, while Chaleff (2003) shares better connotations 

whatever the style. For instance, where Kelley (1988) categorizes followers as 

Sheep (negative), Chaleff (2003) associates them with organizational 

Resources (positive). When Kelley (1988) considers followers as Alienated 

Followers (attribute that refers to negative behaviour from followers towards 

their leader or organization), Chaleff (2003) conceives them as Implementer 

(positive denomination that implies the ability to do the work well).  

 

This shade of difference may seem insignificant but we consider it can 

deeply impact the way people conceive the different types of followers. When 

organizations are only focused on Kelley’s model (1988), it means that if the 

follower does not enter in the specific box of Star Follower or Effective 

Follower, it is very likely that they will consider him/her negatively, while 

this is not necessarily the case. According to us, this divergence could come 

from the laps of time between these two models. Indeed, the model of Kelley 

(1988) appeared earlier, when the focus was more on the leaders and where 

the importance of followership was less recognized.       

 

1.3. KELLERMAN’S MODEL 
 

In her article “What Every Leader Needs to Know About Followers”, 

Kellerman (2007) presents her followers’ types. Her typology is based on one 

single dimension and categorizes followers regarding their level of 

engagement towards the leader. Although this notion of engagement is 

already supported by Kelley (1988) and Chaleff (2003) ("active/passive scale" 

and "support of courageous follower"), Kellerman (2007) provides a new 
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perspective since she offers different levels of engagement and not only the 

duality between high and low commitment. Five types of followers are 

pointed out by Kellerman (2007) and ranged from “feeling and doing 

absolutely nothing” to “being passionately engaged and deeply involved” 

(figure 10): 

 

• The isolates are completely detached from their leader. They do not 

care about their leader and are almost not aware of what is going on 

around them. Most of the time unnoticed and part of large companies 

where they can easily fade into anonymity, they are however 

considered as followers by Kellerman (2007) since they sometimes let 

leaders or other followers make decision for them. Unfortunately, the 

detachment they demonstrate is not without impact because they can 

pull down a group or an organization with their passivity and status 

quo. 

 

• The Bystanders observe but do not participate. Flying consciously 

outside the radar, they are not motivated to be engaged and they 

deliberately choose to distance themselves from their leaders, groups 

or organizations. This type of followers is more implicated than Isolates 

and knows perfectly what is going on around them. However, because 

of their disengagement, they can also pull down their group and be a 

source of tacit support for the actual situation.  

 

• The Participants are committed in some way. Caring enough to invest 

what they have (energy, time, money, etc.) in order to try to make an 

impact, they can clearly be supportive or go against their leader or 

groups to which they belong. The Participants are driven by their own 

ambitions or passions and not necessarily by senior managers or 

leaders. When they are supportive, they are coveted and considered as 

the fuel that drives the engine. But, when they are clearly opposed to 

their leader, the situation gets more complicated. 
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•  The Activists are characterized as eager, energetic and engaged. 

Heavily invested and acting accordingly to their feelings and beliefs, 

they work hard either in the same direction as their leaders or they 

work to undermine or even unseat them. Not necessarily high in 

number because of the commitment it requires, the Activists can be a 

synonym of strong allies for leaders when they are supportive.  

 

• The Diehards are the most engaged followers and are ready to do 

anything for their cause. They can either be important assets for their 

leader and be deeply devoted to them or be a dangerous liability and 

be strongly motivated to oust them by any possible means. Most of the 

time extreme in their devotion, “they exhibit an all-consuming 

dedication to someone or something they deem worthy” (Kellerman, 

2007, p. 90). 

 

 

Figure 10 – Source: Kellerman (2007) 
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Unlike the two previous models (Kelley, 1988; Chaleff, 2003) Kellerman 

(2007, p. 85) argues that her model is based on "a single, simple metric. It 

aligns followers along only one - the all-important one - axis. It is level of 

engagement". However, we could add that, through this dimension, 

Kellerman does not only approach the notion of engagement, but also the 

notion of critical thinking. Indeed, although she bases her model on a single 

variable, Kellerman assumes that the direction in which the followers will be 

engaged (for or against the leader) depends on their critical thinking. For 

instance, if we take the definition of the diehards (Kellerman, 2007, p. 179), 

they are “deeply devoted to their leaders; or, in contrast, they are ready to 

remove them from positions of power” depending on their causes or values.  

 

At the end of her article, Kellerman (2007, pp. 90-91) also develops a 

section that is dedicated to a distinction between good and bad followers:  

 

First of all, Kellerman (2007) reminds us that good followers are people 

who do something and contribute to the organization or group. 

Consequently, the first two types of followers (Isolates and Bystanders), 

which are the least engaged and active, do not have much to recommend 

them and are considered more as bad followers. Furthermore, based on their 

feelings or judgement, good followers will actively support a leader that they 

consider good (ethical and effective) and, when they have the feeling that 

their leader is bad (ineffective and unethical), they will take appropriate 

action and will actively oppose him/her. Once again, through different 

examples, Kellerman (2007) points out the Isolates and Bystanders as bad 

followers (i.e. unwilling to stop bad leaders) and praises the Participants and 

Activists as followers that are reasonable in their decision and support. 

Finally and conversely to good followers, Kellerman (2007) illustrates that 

bad followers are people who do nothing for their group, are actively opposed 

to good leaders or strongly support bad ones.  
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2. THE MEANING OF EFFECTIVE 

FOLLOWER 
 

As introduced above, our description of "effective follower" is based and 

deduced from three of the most dominant models of followership (Kelley, 

1988; Chaleff, 2003; Kellerman, 2007). Specifically and in accordance with 

the different dimensions of these typologies, we consider that an effective 

follower comprises two main components: an engagement from the follower 

towards the leader/organization and a critical thinking vis-à-vis the leader 

and organizational policies (figure 11). Indeed, whether for Kelley (1988), 

Chaleff (2003), or Kellerman (2007), these two attributes are somehow 

defined as the characteristics of an effective followership.   

 

Figure 11 – Our conception of effective follower 
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In our thesis, the type on which we base the rest of our work will be 

called “effective follower” and the purpose of this section is to describe its 

components. The designation of “effective follower” has often been used in 

the theory of Robert E. Kelley but does not perfectly fit our conception. 

Therefore, the notion of “effective follower” used in our thesis has to be 

understood with the help of the following description. 

 

2.1. APPROPRIATE LEVEL OF ENGAGEMENT  
 

 With the component of engagement, we mean first of all that effective 

followers do something in the organization and are actively and positively 

engaged. More than that, we consider that they are individuals who take 

initiatives by themselves and go beyond what they are asked in accordance 

with the organizational objectives. Clearly, our conception comes near to the 

model of Kelley (1988), which categorizes the level of engagement through a 

passive/active scale. Indeed, while the typologies of Chaleff (2003) and 

Kellerman (2007) are mainly based on commitment/support towards the 

leader, in our perception the follower’s engagement is rather oriented on an 

active behaviour and in a way that satisfies the common purpose. For 

instance, effective followers can demonstrate their engagement by offering 

their help when they notice a need, by doing overtime when it is necessary 

and by showing the courage to take some responsibilities or ownership in a 

project.  

 

This first component also implies the concept of self-management and 

some degree of independence from the follower. In order to go further than 

the leader’s instructions and to take his/her own responsibilities, a follower 

has to manage him/herself well. As underlined by Chaleff (2003) and Kelley 

(1988), they are able to work without close supervision, they can anticipate 

needs at their own level of competence and a leader can safely delegate them 

some of their responsibilities. 
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Finally, our perception of effective follower also contains a certain 

moderation or limit in the follower’s engagement. Indeed, as supported by 

Kellerman (2007), we believe that an excessive engagement from followers is 

not healthy and can be detrimental to the leaders, organizations or followers 

themselves. To support this, we can take the example of the “Diehard 

followers” (Kellerman, 2007) that demonstrate an extreme form of 

engagement for their ideas, which recalls some kinds of terrorism or 

fanaticism. Therefore, the first component of an effective follower is an 

“appropriate level of engagement”. 

 

2.2. ACTIVE CRITICAL THINKING 
 

Effective followers can also be seen as individuals who think by 

themselves, develop their own opinions, see alternatives and dispose of a 

critical thinking based on their knowledge, moral, ethics and beliefs. 

However, to be able to think by oneself is not sufficient and our conception 

of effective follower also requires the courage to bring his/her constructive 

criticisms on the table and to take appropriate positions according to his/her 

points of view. This is why we consider that effective followers are “active 

critical thinkers” who give voice to their opinions rather than keeping them 

to themselves (passive critical thinker). This conception is closer to the model 

of Chaleff (2003) and his notion of courage to challenge the leader (or 

organization) and to speak up if/when it is necessary.  

 

Moreover, the critical thinking of effective followers is not only about 

leader’s behaviour or decisions but also about the organization policies. It 

means that effective followers can also challenge the organizational 

objectives when they consider having better alternatives or when it is 

opposed to some values, ethics or moral codes. For instance, we can take the 

example of the German army officer Claus Philip Maria Schenk who was one 

of the main symbols of the military resistance against National Socialism 

and who organized a conspiracy against Adolf Hitler in 1944.  
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2.3. PERSONAL REMARK 
 

We noticed that the theory of Kelley (1988, p. 145) also highlights the 

mastery of the skills necessary to perform well in the work environment as 

an essential quality to be effective. Through our thesis, we seek to determine 

if it is desirable to develop our own conception of “effective follower” from a 

general point of view. However, as the mastery of the skills is too job-related 

and specific to each field, we did not take this component into account even 

if it is a sine qua non condition for effectiveness.  
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PART 2.                  

THE DESIRABILITY TO DEVELOP OUR 

CONCEPT OF FOLLOWERSHIP 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. APPROPRIATE LEVEL OF ENGAGEMENT 
 
1.1. IMPACT ON THE PERFORMANCE 
1.2. INTENTION TO STAY 
1.3. SELF-MANAGEMENT AND DEGREE OF INDEPENDENCE 
1.4. PERCEPTION OF FOLLOWERSHIP 
1.5. POSITIVE WORK EMOTIONS AND HEALTH 

 

2. ACTIVE CRITICAL THINKING 
 
2.1. DOING THE RIGHT THINGS (KAIROS) 
2.2. ANTIDOTE TO TOXIC LEADERSHIP 
2.3. TWO HEADS ARE BETTER THAN ONE 
2.4. THE PERSPECTIVE OF FOLLOWER 

« There are two ways of 

spreading light: to be the candle 

or the mirror that reflects it »  

Edith Wharton (1862 - 1937) 
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 Among the multiple typologies proposed by the literature, the first part 

of our thesis helped us to determine and describe what the term followership 

means in the context of our work. Specifically, we developed our own 

conception of “effective follower” based on three followership models (Kelley, 

1988; Chaleff, 2003; Kellerman, 2007). This conception gathers two essential 

attributes, namely an “appropriate level of engagement” and an “active 

critical thinking”. 

 

 The purpose of this second part is to discuss the desirability to develop 

our conception of followership (effective follower) in the perspective of 

followers, leaders and organizations. Indeed, our research issue does not 

have a unique answer since it depends on the studied perspective. For 

instance, an active critical thinking from a follower could be desirable under 

the organizational perspective (i.e. antidote of toxic leaders), while it could be 

undesirable from the follower’s perspective (i.e. fear of submission and 

dominance). The discussion will consider three different sources of 

information: a personal survey, several theoretical concepts and other 

empirical data. 

 

 Discussing this second sub research question at one time could be 

very difficult and confusing since it integrates 5 different variables, namely 

two follower’s attributes and three different perspectives. Therefore, in order 

to deal with this sub issue in detail and to approach as many points of view 

as possible, we think it is more relevant to split the question by taking into 

account either the three perspectives or the two characteristics of an 

effective follower.  

 

  In our opinion, we consider it would be less relevant to divide the sub 

research issue according to the aforementioned perspectives. Since the 

leaders, followers and organizations are part of the same system and share 

common goals, it is more complex to clearly distinguish them in terms of 

desirability. Moreover, some of the ideas or points of view could be too 

redundant or correlated from one perspective to another. 
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 By contrast, if we divide the sub question as to the two attributes of 

effective followers, it allows us to address the three perspectives, while 

avoiding or at least greatly reducing the problem of redundancy. Indeed, the 

similarities that might exist between the three perspectives can be grouped 

in a single idea and not repeated through each perspective. Moreover, since 

we address different perspectives, we do not think that the general desire to 

develop one characteristic influences the general desire to develop the other.  

 

Therefore, we think that it is more interesting to reconsider the 

question in the light of the two characteristics of an effective follower, since it 

reduces/removes the problem of redundancy and allows us to address the 

three perspectives in detail.      
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1. APPROPRIATE LEVEL OF 

ENGAGEMENT 
 

The attribute discussed in this section refers to followers who are 

actively engaged towards common goals, who can take initiatives, who are 

able to manage themselves well and who do not take the path of excessive 

and inappropriate engagement.  

 

1.1. IMPACT ON THE PERFORMANCE 
 

When we focus on the perspective of organizations, we tend to say that 

developing this attribute is desirable by virtue of its positive impact on the 

organizational performance. According to Uken (2008, p. 129), “it can be 

quite powerful when, for example, an individual moves from a passive mode (“I 

am an employee”) to an active mode (“I am a steward of the business”)”. 

Specifically, based on the findings that Corporate Leadership Council 

delivered in 2004 at the “Annual Meeting of the Society for Industrial 

Organizational Psychology”, organizations can expect an increase of 20% of 

their performance if they improve the level of engagement of their employees 

(figure 12).  
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Figure 12 – Source: Corporate Leadership Council (2004) 

 

In our opinion, the increase of the organizational outcome is primarily 

due to the improvement of the performance of its employees at an individual 

level. In accordance with Saks (2006, p. 607), the engagement is first of all 

an “individual-level construct and if it does lead to business results, it must 

first impact individual-level outcomes”. On the one hand, we consider that 

engaged followers are physically active in the organization, motivated to do 

their tasks, eager to take initiatives and ready to work additional hours. This 

characteristic is likely to be at the origin of more work quantity and 

intensity. On the other hand, we think that through the experience of 

engagement, followers also seek to go beyond what is told and to add value 

from a qualitative perspective. By taking care of their task, being engaged 

and involved, the followers can increase the quality of their work and provide 

better reflection, a more relevant argumentation and new approaches.  
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From an empirical approach, several scholars have also demonstrated 

a positive relation between engagement and individual performance. Among 

them, Rich and al. (2010) propose a study based on a sample of 245 

firefighters, which aimed to position engagement as a key mechanism that 

links individual characteristics and organizational factors to job 

performance. In their studies, the definition of engagement is based on the 

work of Kahn (1990, 1992). Specifically, Rich and al. (2010, p. 619) consider 

that “people exhibit engagement when they become physically involved in 

tasks, whether alone or with others; are cognitively vigilant, focused, and 

attentive; and are emotionally connected to their work and to others in the 

service of their work”. This definition does not perfectly fit the conception of 

“appropriate level of engagement” but we perceive enough similarities to give 

it credit in our discussion. For instance, “physically involved” and 

“cognitively vigilant” are respectively related to the high degree of activity 

provided by the effective followers and to their ability to see organizational 

needs by themselves. One of the results provided by this research shows that 

the level of “job engagement” of a firefighter influences the rating he/she 

receives from the supervisor about his/her “task performance”1 in a positive 

way (r = .35). In fact, with this finding, they conclude that individuals who 

report higher levels of engagement tend to receive higher supervisor ratings 

of their task performance (Rich and al., 2010, p. 625).  

 

At his/her own level of competencies, an “engaged follower” can 

therefore provide better individual performance and impact the 

organizational outcomes in a positive way. This last statement is even more 

true if we consider the notion of “engagement transfer” as well. According to 

Bakker and Demerouti (2008) and deduced from other scholars (i.e. 

Totterdell and al. (1998); Westman (2001); Barsade (2002); Bakker and al. 

(2006)), it is conceivable that the engagement of workers is contagious and 

can be propagated to other organizational members, as a mood or an 

emotion. In fact, the “engaged followers” communicate a positive and active 
                                       
1 It refers to the efficiency in activities that contribute to an organization in different ways 

(Rich and al., 2010). 
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attitude within their group, which can then motivate other organizational 

members to become more involved in their work. Since an employee is able 

to affect his/her colleagues in a positive way through his/her commitment, a 

“snowball effect” can occur in the organization and lead to the improvement 

of the group's performance. Since “better followers beget better leaders” 

(Kellerman, 2007, xxii), we finally assume that these repercussions (snowball 

effect) could also be favourable from the leader’s perspective. 

 

1.2. INTENTION TO STAY 
 

Based on a sample of 102 participants working in a variety of 

organizations, Saks (2006) developed an empirical research aimed to test a 

model of the antecedents and consequences of employee engagement. Among 

his results, he found a negative relation between engagement towards the 

organization and the employee’s intention to quit (r = - 0.44). This study 

supports the researches of Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) and Sonnentag 

(2003) who also demonstrate a negative correlation between engagement and 

intention to quit. According to our interpretation, the experience of 

engagement is related to positive feelings such as personal fulfilment, self-

realization or other positive work affects, which increases the willingness to 

stay within the organization.   

 

Now, if we combine this new finding with the positive relation between 

active engagement and better individual performance, it is likely that 

employees, who perform better due to their active and positive engagement, 

will also stay longer within the organization. Moreover, if we take into 

account the snowball effect, the general performance bar of each 

organizational member could raise, which could also lead organizations to be 

more selective in their recruitment process (Uken, 2008).  
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1.3. SELF-MANAGEMENT AND DEGREE OF 

INDEPENDENCE 
 

In our conception of effective follower, we explained that the attribute 

“appropriate level of engagement” implied the notion of self-management and 

some degree of independence from the follower. Thus, developing this 

component seems desirable for organizations (and leaders) because it could 

have a significant and interesting influence on the supervisory costs that 

organizations encounter (Kelley, 1988, p. 144). The fact that the follower is 

able to manage him/herself well leaves more space and time to their leader 

who can be more focused on other tasks.  

 

However, we consider that the self-management and the independence 

of followers are only desirable if the follower is really able to take initiatives 

that fit the common objectives. An organization where everybody takes 

decisions by him/herself without any concordance with other organizational 

members, can only lead to chaos. It is therefore essential to develop the 

followers’ capacity to assess the degree of independence to adopt vis-à-vis 

the situational context, the leader's expectations and their personal skills. 

Moreover, from a theoretical point of view, we consider that an extreme or 

total independence from followers would remove the existential relationship 

between leaders and followers. Indeed, if there is no leadership without 

followership (Kellerman, 2007, p. 239), we believe that the reverse is also 

true from a conceptual perspective. This last point of view reinforces the 

importance of the word “appropriate” in our conception of follower’s 

engagement. Indeed, whether for the degree of activity or the degree of 

independence, we consider that an excessive engagement from followers is 

not healthy and can be detrimental to the organizations, the leaders and the 

followers themselves.  
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Finally, as mentioned above, developing an “appropriate level of 

engagement” could be beneficial in the follower’s perspective since it could 

provide a greater sense of personal accomplishment. However, some 

followers could prefer to rely completely on their leaders and to not take 

more responsibilities (Kellerman, 2007, p. 15). In our opinion, the 

desirability to develop this attribute depends therefore partly on the 

follower’s personality. 

 

1.4. PERCEPTION OF FOLLOWERSHIP 
 

In the first parts of this discussion we explained that followers can 

make somehow the difference and impact the performance of organizations. 

Nevertheless, although specific literature consider followers more positively, 

we do not believe that people in general have a positive perception about

followership and that the average person associates it with significant impact 

on the organizational outcomes. In our survey (2013), only one quarter of the 

sample (24%) considers that more than 50% of the organizational 

performance is due to followers (see Appendix 2, Question 11), while the 

theory assumes that “followers contribute an estimated 80% to the success of 

organizations” (; Kelley, 1992, p. 8; Blanchard and al., 2009, p. 112).  

 

From a personal point of view, we think that the problem arises from 

the term "followership", which is still too often associated to negative 

stereotypes and connotations. Indeed, our survey (2013) reveals that only 

14% of the sample perceives the term “follower” positively (see Appendix 2, 

Question 5) and we notice that most of the synonyms of “follower” that have 

been collected refer to negative meanings (i.e. robot, serf, sheep, etc.) (see 

Appendix 2, Question 6). In our questionnaire, we avoided words such as 

“employee” or “organizational member” on purpose since our thesis is 

focused on followership. However, we think that it could be very interesting 

to incorporate them in the glossary of new surveys and to re-examine if the 

results change. Personally, we have the feeling that it would have a 
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significant influence and we open the issue to further research (i.e. 

comparison of individual’s perceptions concerning the followership and 

employeeship designations).  

 

The negative connotation that people associate with followership is not 

without consequence in our opinion. In fact, this stereotype could persuade 

individuals that followers have low (or no) impact on organizational 

performance or at least less than leaders. Developing an “appropriate level of 

engagement” could thus be undesirable from the followers’ perspective, since 

they consider not having any influence. Why would I desire to learn how to 

be better engaged since it is useless anyway? Our survey (2013) also reveals 

that only 48% of the sample is highly willing to follow followership programs, 

while more than 78% is highly willing to follow leadership programs (equal or 

above 7 on a scale from 1 to 10) (see Appendix 2, Questions 14 and 16).  

 

Moreover, although our survey does not allow us to develop a 

correlation coefficient between the followership connotation and follower’s 

desirability towards the development of the notion of engagement, it makes 

sense to say that when an individual has a preconceived idea and a negative 

feeling towards a role, he/she avoids to be assimilated to it. Our survey also 

shows that, if they had to choose, only 30% of the sample would desire to 

take the role of follower, while 70% would desire to take the role of leader in 

a organization (see Appendix 2, Question 18). Followers can thus be 

reluctant to follow followership programs and, by this decision, officially 

enter the ranks and therefore the role of followers. An awareness program of 

the real importance and performance’s impact of followers can therefore be 

interesting in order to attract followers and increase their desirability 

towards developing followership. 
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1.5. POSITIVE WORK EMOTIONS AND HEALTH 
 

Besides the need of awareness and still from the perspective of 

followers, it would also be beneficial to develop "an appropriate level of 

engagement" because engaged followers are likely to experience positive work 

emotions (Schaufeli and Van Rhenen, 2006). According to Bakker and 

Demerouti (2008, p. 215) “engaged employees often experience positive 

emotions, including happiness, joy, and enthusiasm”. As explained above, a 

higher degree of engagement and better personal performance are related 

and, in our opinion, it would probably lead to better feedback from 

supervisors, the pride of a job well (or better) done, a better self-esteem and 

the feeling to do something meaningful. Moreover, we believe that engaged 

followers accomplish themselves and experiment a greater fulfillment, the 

latter being also linked to happiness.  

 

Moreover, in addition to positive work emotions, engaged followers 

could also experience better health (Bakker and Demerouti, 2008, pp. 215-

216). Indeed, several empirical studies (Schaufeli et al., 2008.; Demerouti et 

al., 2001; Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004; Hakanen et al., 2006) declare that 

engaged employees complain less about psychosomatic problems (i.e. 

cardiovascular problems, stomach aches, chest pain) than their unengaged 

counterparts and other researches demonstrate a negative correlation 

between engagement and burnout (i.e. Rothmann and Joubert, 2007; 

Schaufeli and al., 2002).  
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2. ACTIVE CRITICAL THINKING 
 

The attribute discussed in this section refers to followers who think by 

themselves, have their own opinions, see alternatives, do not follow blindly 

and have the courage to speak up and to share their disagreements or 

opinions whenever it is necessary.   

 

2.1. DOING THE RIGHT THINGS (KAIROS) 
 

In this first perspective, we believe that developing the characteristic of 

“active critical thinking” is advisable since it could be the path and through 

which followers can help organizations to do the “right things”.  

 

In the theory of Drucker (1974), “doing the right things” (effectiveness) 

differs with “doing the things right” (efficiency). Specifically, “doing the things 

right” refers to organizations who act only in accordance with pre-established 

rules, pre-defined assumptions and on a scheduled basis (chronos), while 

“doing the right things” would concern the ones that act and take 

opportunities when they feel that it is the right moment (Kairos) (Rämö, 

2002). 

 

In an ever-changing world, we believe that blindly following the pre-

established rules and schedules is not sufficient to be successful as far as 

organizations are concerned. To be only focused on “doing the things right” 

(efficiency) tends “to restrain innovativeness and awareness of changing 

demand” (Rämö, 2002, p. 572). Therefore, we consider that organizations 

should also be able to adapt their process or schedules and take 

opportunities as quickly as possible in a way that satisfies the given 

situation (effectiveness). Consequently, both “efficiency” and “effectiveness” 

are important in today’s business world.  
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Most of the time, the decisions of adapting or changing organizational 

processes or schedules in a more suitable way comes from the top of the 

hierarchy. However, our belief is that leaders and people on the top of the 

organizations only have a “helicopter view” and may not perceive all the 

shades of difference coming from the markets or demands, while followers at 

front lines are closer to clients’ feedbacks and competitors’ actions. 

According to Uken (2008, p. 130), followers “are able to see patterns develop 

before formal, empirical evidence may reach a senior team in the form of 

statistical analyses or slick PowerPoint presentations”. Through their active 

critical thinking, followers could understand and feel that the pre-defined 

rules or schedules are not or less suitable to the given situation and, instead 

of continuing to execute the instructions blindly, they could thus share the 

information with the leaders. 

 

2.2. ANTIDOTE TO TOXIC LEADERSHIP  
 

The reasons why people follow leaders are multiple and depend on a 

set of existential and psychological fears and needs. For instance, we can 

mention the need of security and certainty, the need of self-esteem and 

achievement, the need of authority figures, the fear of isolation, the need of 

belonging to a community, the need to be the “chosen one” or the fear of 

personal inability to challenge leaders (Kelley, 1992; Kellerman, 2007; 

Shamir and al. 2007; Chaleff, 2008; Lipman-Blumen, 2008).  

 

Since they seek to meet their needs and to be comforted, the followers 

are susceptible to be seduced and attracted by the promises and illusions of 

toxic leaders. Indeed, the followers’ quest “for safety and certitude frequently 

also sends them into the arms of toxic leaders, who promise to keep them safe 

as long as they enlist in their crusade” (Shamir and al., 2007, p. 10). 

According to Lipman-Blumen (2008, p. 182; from Lipman-Blumen, 2005), 

toxic leaders are defined as individuals who “by virtue of their destructive 

behaviors and dysfunctional personal characteristics/qualities, generate 
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serious and enduring poisonous effects on the individuals, families, 

organizations, even entire societies they lead”. 

 

Practically, a toxic leader could for instance offer followers the 

opportunity of a symbolic immortality (i.e. the illusion of personal 

achievement and contribution to the world) in exchange of their obedience 

and servitude, which could allow followers to meet their anxieties about 

death (“certainty that death is inevitable and uncertainty of its particular 

circumstances”) (Lipman-Blumen, 2008, p. 184). This was the case in the 

1970s, when the Reverend Jim Jones promised members of Peoples Temples 

a life of spiritual peace, based on the principles of socialism and 

communism, in exchange for their followership. On the 18th November 1978, 

in protest against the “condition of this inhuman world”, the Reverend Jim 

Jones orchestrated a collective suicide that led to the death of 908 people 

(Internet Archives, 2013).  

 

In order to be followed, other toxic leaders could also operate on the 

follower’s fear to be isolated or on the psychological need “to be the chosen 

one” by promising followers honourable places or the membership in a 

group. Therefore, without any critical thinking, followers could be 

dangerously vulnerable to such leaders and easily fall prey to their promises 

by exchanging their freedom “for the leader’s illusory promise of safety” 

(Shamir and al., 2007, p. 4). In our opinion, being a critical thinker would 

help followers to avoid taking and following the dangerous path of toxic 

leadership.  

 

Moreover, as Martin Luther King declared, “Man’s inhumanity to man is 

not only perpetrated by the vitriolic actions of those who are bad, it is also 

perpetrated by the vitiating inaction of those how are good” (Kellerman, 2007, 

pp. 213-214). Therefore, being an active critical thinker and speaking up in 

order to avoid tacit support is also advisable since followers can prevent 

toxic (or bad) leader’s behaviour not only for them but also for their 

counterparts and the welfare of the entire organization.  
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The statement of Martin Luther King makes also sense in the 

perspective of bullies that we would like to approach briefly in this section. 

According to Blumen (2008, p. 222), bullying is characterized by “a persistent 

one-way power imbalance”, “the deliberate use of power and aggression by the 

bully against the target” “the intent to hurt the target – physically, emotionally, 

or socially”, “the intent to cause fear” and “repeated attacks”. Confronted with 

such situations, our belief is that followers should be active and be guided 

by their critical thinking in their way of handling the bullies, instead of 

submitting to the persecutions or taking the role of the silent bystander. 

Indeed, whether personally concerned by the bullying or observing it from 

the outside, it would be desirable that followers speak up and intervene 

against the bully in both cases. In a research paper concerning children, 

Pepler and Craig (2000) illustrate that the bullying stops half of the time 

when a bystander intervenes (active critical thinking). “There are no innocent 

bystanders. Failing to intervene to stop the bullying of others makes us the 

silent colluders, accessories to the act, and nearly as culpable as the bullies 

themselves” (Blumen, 2008, p. 220). 

 

Finally, just as “active critical thinking” is interesting to avoid/prevent 

toxic leaders and bullies, we also believe that it is desirable that followers 

challenge the organization’s policies and values if it goes against their ethic 

and moral code (Chaleff, 2003). Indeed, even if the task seems more difficult 

because of the importance of the challenged subject, the critical thinking of 

one follower could be the first building block and hence could make the 

difference since it could motive other employees to do the same (Blumen, 

2008).  
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2.3. TWO HEADS ARE BETTER THAN ONE 
 

In this new section, we believe it would be beneficial to develop an 

"active critical thinking" to followers since it could enable organizations to 

take better advantage of the diversity of their resources. According to 

Bassett-Jones (2005, p. 169), if it is well managed, a diversity of views, 

opinions or knowledge is a source of a more abundant creativity and greater 

innovation, which can provide the organization an undeniable competitive 

advantage. However, if followers are not able (or allowed) to think critically 

and to share opinions with other (speak up), the potential of the 

organizational diversity is limited and restrained to the leaders’ points of 

view.   

 

This logic seems also quite well understood by the leaders themselves. 

Indeed, our survey (2013) reveals that 85% of the sample studied (n = 55) 

considers, as leaders, that a high level of critical thinking towards their 

decisions or behaviour is desirable (equal or above 7 on a scale from 1 to 10) 

(see Appendix 2, Question 22). Among the reasons given by the participants, 

the citation “Two heads are better than one” is mentioned several times. 

Therefore, it seems that the participants of our survey are aware, as a leader, 

that the contribution of several ideas, new alternatives or constructive 

criticisms can bring innovation and creativity to the process of decision-

making and the problem-solving of the leader. 

 

However, we do not think either that an “active critical thinking” is 

always desirable. In our opinion, it is only the case when it is constructive, 

well managed and appropriate to the given situation. In fact, we consider 

that a group where each member always brings his/her own opinions or 

feelings on the table can lead to a significant waste of time or to the loss of 

group control. In her book, Kellerman (2007, p. 58) argues that “thirty people 

can sit around a campfire and arrive at a consensual decision; thirty million 

people cannot”. The leader is therefore essential to ensure group cohesion 
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and to facilitate the decision-making, while followers have to remain in a role 

of appropriate support with their critical thinking (except when they are 

confronted with bad leaders or bullies).   

 

2.4. THE PERSPECTIVE OF FOLLOWERS 
 

In their article, Dowd and Bolus (1998, p. 123) place the critical 

thinking in opposition to the dichotomous thinking, which tends «to make 

individuals believe that there is only one right way to do things». According to 

Kohl (1992), a dichotomy is the tendency to view things as polarized and to 

divide them into two parts that are mutually exclusive. When individuals 

develop this kind of thinking, they tend to separate things based on negative 

and positive charges and that often results in a “dualistic world view of we-

right-good vs other-wrong bad” (Dowd and Bolus, 1998, p. 125). Since they 

believe that they are on the good side, whereas the other view is incorrect, 

the followers who share a dichotomous thinking will often be reluctant and 

stressed about the idea to implement changes (Dowd and Bolus, 1998). In 

contrast, followers who share critical thinking are aware that there are many 

situations in which multiple alternatives are interesting and can lead to 

positive changes. Therefore, in an ever-evolving world, which requires 

constant changes and adaptations, the active critical thinkers are less likely 

to experiment stress and its related health problems (i.e. high blood 

pressure, heart conditions) (Dowd and Bolus, 1998). 

 

Moreover, we believe that it is also advisable to develop the attribute of 

"active critical thinking" since it is the key to reach authenticity and its 

related indicators of well-being (self-esteem, identity integration, motivation, 

sense of satisfaction, etc.) (Sheldon and al, 1997; Roberts and Donahue, 

1994). In fact, through their active critical thinking, the followers are more 

likely to be in line with their moral code and consistent with their own 

values. This description is similar to the notion of authenticity, which can be 

defined as a consistency between the acts of an individual and his/her 
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beliefs, values and moral (Eilam and Shamir, 2005). Our opinion is that 

followers, who do not dispose of an active critical thinking and who do not 

speak up their potential disagreements, might not be authentic and might 

follow a leader in ways that are contrary to their moral code, ethics, beliefs 

or values. Therefore they might not be at peace with themselves (maybe 

unconsciously) and that can be the source of negative emotions such as 

regret, guilt or lacking self-respect. 

 

The attribute of "active critical thinking" could finally provide followers 

with a higher degree of self-esteem and self-confidence. Indeed, if a leader 

appreciates being constructively challenged and if it appears that the 

alternatives or opinions of the followers are relevant and add value to the 

organization, it is very likely that the leader will not consider the follower as 

a common subordinate anymore but rather as a valuable advisor on which 

he/she can count (Kellerman, 2007, p. 251). 

 

Unfortunately, this situation is not always met and some leaders do 

not desire to be criticized by their followers, or only slightly (Chaleff, 2003; 

Kellerman, 2007). From our survey (2013), we noticed for instance that 15% 

of the sample studied considers, as leaders, that followers should only be 

slightly critical (equal or below 6 on a scale from 1 to 10) (see Appendix 2, 

Question 22). Moreover, we believe that when organizations establish a 

strong enterprise culture, a dress code or a uniform workplace, they also 

encourage the policy of conformity. This context and these working 

conditions might therefore be the source of different types of fear, which do 

not promote the desirability towards critical thinking in the perspective of 

followers. Among these, we can mention the fear of not belonging anymore to 

a group anymore, the fear of financial repercussions because of a negative 

feedback from the leader, the fear of losing his/her job or the fear of losing 

his/her credibility and reputation (Janis, 1982; Ryan & Oestreich, 1991; 

Chaleff, 2003; Kellerman, 2007; Chaleff, 2008). 
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The dread of not complying with leader's (or organizational) 

expectations and the reluctance to demonstrate critical thinking are 

expressed in our survey (2013). Indeed, our results show that, while 85% of 

the participants are in favour of receiving a high level of follower's criticisms 

when they play the role of leaders (equal or above 7 on a scale from 1 to 10), 

only 63% of the same sample feels the same way when they take the role of 

followers (see Appendix 2, Questions 22 and 28). In our opinion and, 

according to the collected comments, the difference of 22% is due to the 

participants' feelings that, as followers, they have to be in line with the 

leaders' expectations and that they take a risk if they are not.  

 

In order to give them the courage and motivation to face their fears 

and to increase the desirability towards this attribute, it could be interesting 

to make followers aware of the positive impacts and advantages their critical 

thinking can bring about.   
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 CONCLUSION 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

« Reasoning draws a conclusion, 

but does not make the conclusion 

certain, unless the mind discovers it by 

the path of experience » Roger Bacon 

(1214 –1294) 
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Since the last twenty years, we observed a growing interest for the 

study of followership and the creation of more contemporary conceptions, 

which conceive followers as essential and recommend organizations to invest 

more of their time and energy in the development of their followers. In this 

context, we were interested in the question of the desirability to develop 

followership and we decided to discuss it throughout our thesis.   

 

The study of this research issue has required that we start by 

clarifying our concept of followership. Two attributes have then been 

deduced from three dominant models in the literature (Kelley, 1988; Chaleff, 

2003; Kellerman, 2007), namely the "appropriate level of engagement" and 

the "active critical thinking". The second part of our thesis was devoted to 

the discussion of the desirability to develop these characteristics in the 

perspective of leaders, followers and organizations. Just like a tennis match, 

we sought to propose a discussion animated by contrary opinions and 

divergent points of view.  

 

From this discussion, which associated theoretical models, a personal 

survey and other empirical data, it actually appears that the research 

question “is it desirable to develop followership?” does not have a unique and 

definitive answer. On the one hand, we answered it in the affirmative since it 

could give leaders the opportunity to delegate some responsibilities, provide 

followers with greater self-esteem or less health problems, correspond to an 

antidote for toxic leaders or bullying, help organizations to meet market 

demands more effectively, or improve the individual and organizational 

performance. On the other hand, we addressed some different or contrary 

opinions, which suggested that answering our research issue in the 

affirmative was not the only possibility. Indeed, our discussion also revealed 

several fears felt by followers, fears occasioned by the critical thinking, a 

negative connotation of followership that could motivate people to be 

dissociated from the role of follower, a certain percentage of leaders who are 

less favourable to follower’s critical thinking, or the importance of the term 

“appropriate” in the attribute of engagement.  
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Moreover, from a general point of view, we consider that developing 

followers makes totally sense in today’s post-industrial context. Indeed, we 

believe that the physical production is losing its pre-eminence and leaves 

more and more room to an economy of services, knowledge and creativity. 

The consideration of followers as simple implementers and “standard 

workers” in assembly lines does not fit anymore with the current economic 

world. For the industrial era, we think that it was possible to focus on 

leaders development since followers’ role was mainly to repeat constantly the 

same gestures. However, the rules have changed and, today, followers are 

more and more implicate in organizational performance. We entered in new 

ways of doing business, where followers can play pivotal roles by increasing 

the creativity or the knowledge of organizations and where followers should 

therefore be more trained than before. The post-industrial context is also 

witnessed of a change in the relationship between leaders and followers 

since we move from a contractual to a more emotional era (Daudi, 2013). 

Being emotionally related to a work can influence the level of engagement 

and leaders should therefore be more conscious of it. 

 

Concerning our thesis, it would be crazy to believe or even assert that 

our issue has been approached from every angle and that our paper is 

exhaustive. On the contrary, our thesis is only a modest contribution to a 

huge work in progress and, as students, we sincerely hope to lay a 

foundation to the building of followership and to be used as a base of 

knowledge for further researches. We must not forget that followership is at 

its early stage and, as Kelley (1992, p. 10) does well to emphasize, “compared 

with the 2500 years of research in leadership, followership research has just 

started”. The road is still long and the discoveries to come numerous and 

certainly edifying, what makes this project a most fascinating, interesting 

and encouraging adventure. In the last paragraphs of our thesis, we would 

like to continue in the same vein and take the role of “guide” by sharing 

some personal reflections that we currently deal with in our minds.  
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Firstly, we would like to revisit the discussion we have had about the 

connotation of followership, which mentioned that the term “follower” was 

sometimes associated to pejorative or negative expressions. We then came to 

the conclusion that this situation did not promote the development of 

followership. After reflection, our opinion makes perfect sense because why 

would organizations such as Apple, Unilever, Sony or 

PricewaterhouseCoopers otherwise use different denominations such as 

“employees development programs”, while they keep using the term “leader” 

for leadership programs. Our point of view is that, by doing so, organizations 

do not help the followership field to get rid of its negative stereotypes. Of 

course, some scholars such as Northouse (2004) or Uhl-Bien (2006) also 

attempted to provide alternative terms to counteract the negative 

connotation but if we use the word leadership, why not simply focus on 

followership? Moreover, the word “follower” was not chosen by chance and to 

not use it would annul the meaning of leadership too. The counterpart of 

leaders is not colleagues, employees or subordinates but followers. As 

remarkably underlined by Kelley (1992, p. 47): “would Columbus have made 

it to the New World if three hundred sailors were not willing to follow him?”. 

Without the term follower, the relationship is meaningless and therefore, we 

consider that organizations should stop burying their heads in the sand. If 

they provide leadership programs, it is not employee development programs 

that should be implemented in return, but followership programs. The word 

“employee” should thus be replaced by “follower” and the program should be 

designed more in accordance with the concepts of follower. In these 

circumstances, it could be very interesting for further research to examine 

the multiple impacts of these changes on the connotations of the term 

followership, on the attractiveness of such programs or on the individuals’ 

understanding of their real role in the relationship with the leader. 

 

Secondly, we would like to share another reflection that arose by 

contemplating our conception of effective follower. One of the attributes that 

we pointed out was the “appropriate level of engagement”, the term 

“appropriate” thereby referring to the followership model of Kellerman (2007). 
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Indeed, by emphasizing the importance of follower’s engagement towards the 

common goals, we also specified that an excessive engagement would not be 

healthy and could be detrimental to the followers, leaders or organizations. 

To be honest, we even think that an extreme engagement could operate 

negatively on the critical thinking and that is why it was better and more 

prudent to incorporate the adjective “appropriate”. This being so, we were 

wondering why such precision had not been applied to the other attribute, 

the “active critical thinking”. The description we provided was quite clear 

concerning the type of critical thinking we were speaking about (do not 

follow blindly, offer constructive alternatives, only if/when necessary) but 

none of the three studied models allowed us really to categorize the adequate 

level of critical thinking for effective followers. In fact, while Kellerman (2007) 

offers 5 different levels of engagement, it seems that such model does not 

exist for critical thinking in followership literature to our knowledge. Yet, in 

our opinion, it should be the case since an extreme level of critical thinking 

could decrease the level of engagement of followers. Indeed, by constantly 

challenging and questioning the leader or the organization, a follower may 

detect a negative aspect of his/her role, which is likely to decrease his/her 

involvement (Blanchard and al., 2009, p. 115). As it is the case for the 

engagement of Kellerman, it could therefore be relevant to develop the same 

kind of theory/model for critical thinking and try to understand the 

boundaries of critical thinking effectiveness.  

 

Finally, speaking about critical thinking, we explained above that 

somehow it could be interesting for organizations to develop followers who 

share this attribute. However, it could be relevant to analyze whether 

organizations are aware of the advantages of being challenged by their 

followers or, on the contrary, if they only encourage a critical thinking in 

domains outside their entities (i.e. critical thinking about the organizational 

competitors but not about the organizational policy itself). 
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2. APPENDICES  

2.1. APPENDIX 1 – FOLLOWERSHIP SURVEY - 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

 1 

1 – Introduction ------------------------------------------------------ 
In the context of our thesis concerning followership, would it be possible to answer this 

short survey (Estimated time: 10 minutes)? 

 

In leadership theory, there are two types of actors that interact. On one side we have the 

"leader" that can be associated to the boss of a company or to a team coach. On the other side 

are the "followers" (followers) that represent, for example, employees of a company or players 

of a basketball team. 

 

During this investigation, several questions will be asked about these two roles. However, 

because our thesis is focused on followership, most of the questions will be devoted to the 

study of followers. 

 

All your answers will be anonymous and held strictly confidential. Moreover, these data will 

only be used as part of our thesis. 

 

Thank you very much for your participation. 

 

2 – Personal information ----------------------------------------- 
This data is useful to determine certain characteristics of the sample that we will meet 

through this survey. 

 

1. What is your gender? 

* Male  * Female 

 

2. How old are you? ___________ Years old 

 

3. What is your profession? _______________________________ 

 

3 – Consideration about leaders ------------------------------ 
 

4. What are the responsibilities, behaviors and characteristics that you 

associate with the role of the leader? ____________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________ 
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 2 

4 – Consideration about followers ----------------------------- 
 

5. How do you perceive the term "follower" and what is your feeling vis-à-vis this 

one? 

* Positive * Neutral * Negative 

 

6. Which synonymous would you give to the term "follower"? ____________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

7. According to your opinion, what does it mean to be a follower in an 

organization? What are the behaviors and characteristics that you associate 

to the role of followers? _________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

8. According to you, what is (are) the difference(s) between effective and 

ineffective follower? _____________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

5 – Leader & Follower ---------------------------------------------------------- 
 

9. In your opinion, how many percentages of the organisational performance 

depend on the leader actions? 

 

10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 
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 3 

10.  For which reasons? ___________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

11.  In your opinion, how many percentages of the organisational performance 

depend on the follower actions? 

 

10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

 

12.  For which reasons? ___________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

13.  Under the assumption that the organizational performance is only due to the 

actions of leaders and followers, which role is the most important according 

to you? 

* Leader * Follower *Both are  

 

14.  On a scale from 1 to 10, on which level would you be willing to follow a 

program that teaches you how to be an effective leader? (10 corresponding to 

the highest level) 

 

     1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9          10 

 

 

15.  For which reasons? ___________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________ 
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 4 

16.  On a scale from 1 to 10, on which level would you be willing to follow a 

program that teaches you how to be an effective follower? (10 corresponding 

to the highest level) 

 

     1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9          10 

 

 

17.  For which reasons? ___________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

18.  In an organization, what role would you like to have? 

* Leader * Follower 

 

6 – As a leader ------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 

19.  As a leader, how do you desire that a follower behave vis-à-vis you? ________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

20.  As a leader and on a scale from 1 to 10, which level of engagement vis-à-vis 

organizational goals do you consider as desirable from the follower?  (1 

corresponding to "no engagement" and 10 corresponding to "extremely 

engaged")  

 

     1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9          10 

 

 

21.  For which reasons? ___________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________ 
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22.  As a leader and on a scale from 1 to 10, which level of critical thinking do 

you desire that a follower exhibits towards the organization or your behaviors 

and decisions? (1 being not critical at all and 10 being the highest level of 

critical thinking) 

 

     1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9          10 

 

 

 

23.  For which reasons? ___________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

24.  Vis-à-vis which factor(s) do you consider it is interesting for a leader to be 

criticized? _______________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

7 – As a follower -------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

25.  As a follower, how would you behave? _______________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

26.  As a follower and on a scale from 1 to 10, what level of engagement in the 

organization do you consider as desirable? (1 corresponding to "no 

engagement" and 10 corresponding to "extremely engaged") 

 

     1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9          10 
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27.  For which reasons? ___________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

28.  As a follower and on a scale from 1 to 10, which level of critical thinking 

towards the leader/organization do you consider as desirable (1 being not 

critical at all and 10 being the highest level of critical thinking) 

 

     1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9          10 

 

 

 

29.  For which reasons? ___________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________ 
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2.2. APPENDIX 2 – FOLLOWERSHIP SURVEY - 

RESULTS 
 

 

SAMPLE 
 
 
 

Number'of'
'participants'

Nationality' Male' Female'
Average'age'
(years)'

55' Belgian' 27' 28' 25'

 
 
 
 
QUESTION 5   How'do'you'perceive'the'term'"follower"'and'what'is'your'feeling'visDàD

vis'this'one?'

'

 
 

 

 

 

 

Question'n°5'

Positive( 14%(
Negative( 30%(
Neutral( 57%(

How$is$percieved$the$term$"follower"?$

Positive(

Negative(

Neutral(
57%(

14%(

30%(
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QUESTION 9 & 11  In'your'opinion,'how'many'percentages'of'the'organisational'
performance'depend'on'the'leader/follower'actions?'

'

 
 
 

%"of"organizational"
performance"" 10%" 20%" 30%" 40%" 50%" 60%" 70%" 80%" 90%" 100%"

Leader&(Q9)& 3%& 6%& 3%& 9%& 27%& 18%& 15%& 12%& 6%& 0%&
Follower&(Q11)& 0%& 3%& 18%& 15%& 39%& 3%& 6%& 12%& 3%& 0%&

 

QUESTION 13 Which role is the most important according to you? 

 
 

 
 

Question)n°13)
Leader& 27%&
Follower& 21%&
Equality& 52%&

Which$role$is$the$most$important?$

Leader(
Follower(
Equality(

52%(

27%(

21%(

0%(
5%(
10%(
15%(
20%(
25%(
30%(
35%(
40%(
45%(

10%( 20%( 30%( 40%( 50%( 60%( 70%( 80%( 90%( 100%(

Pe
rc
en
ta
ge
$s
am

pl
e$

%$of$organizational$performance$

Percentage$of$organizational$performance$due$to$the$
leader/$follower$

Leader(
Follower(



 

 94 	  
Van	  den	  Abeele	  Aurélie	  &	  Legrand	  Martin	  

	  
	   	  

 

 

QUESTION 14 & 16   On which level would you be willing to follow a 

Leadership/Followership program? 

 

 

 
 
 

Desirability)to)
follow)program& 1& 2& 3& 4& 5& 6& 7& 8& 9& 10&

Leadership*(Q14)* 0%& 0%& 3%& 6%& 9%& 3%& 9%& 39%& 9%& 21%&
Followership*(Q16)* 15%& 3%& 6%& 3%& 9%& 15%& 12%& 18%& 3%& 15%&

 
 

QUESTION 18 In an organization, what role would you like to have? 
 
  
 
 

 
Question)n°18)
Leader& 70%&
Follower& 30%&

Which$role$would$you$like$to$take?$

Leader(
Follower(

70%(

30%(

0%(
5%(
10%(
15%(
20%(
25%(
30%(
35%(
40%(
45%(

1( 2( 3( 4( 5( 6( 7( 8( 9( 10(

Pe
rc
en
ta
ge
$s
am

pl
e$

Level$of$desirability$

Desirability$to$follow$leadership/followership$program$(on$
a$scale$from$1$to$10)$

Leadership(
program(

Followership(
program(
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QUESTION 20 & 26    As a leader/follower, which level of engagement 

from followers do you consider as desirable?   

 
 
 

 
 
 

Level)of)
Engagement) 1& 2& 3& 4& 5& 6& 7& 8& 9& 10&

Leader’s*perspective*
(Q20)* 0%& 0%& 0%& 0%& 3%& 10%& 38%& 17%& 10%& 21%&

Follower’s*
perspective*(Q26)* 0%& 0%& 0%& 0%& 0%& 11%& 33%& 30%& 11%& 15%&

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

0%(

5%(

10%(

15%(

20%(

25%(

30%(

35%(

40%(

1( 2( 3( 4( 5( 6( 7( 8( 9( 10(

Pe
rc
en
ta
ge
$o
f$s
am

pl
e$

Level$of$engagement$

Level$of$engagement$from$followers$considered$as$desirable$
(on$a$scale$from$1$to$10)$

Leader(
Follower(
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QUESTION 22 & 28    As a leader/follower, which level of critical 

thinking from followers towards leader or  

 
organization do you consider as desirable?   

 

 
 
 

Level)of)critical)
thinking) 1& 2& 3& 4& 5& 6& 7& 8& 9& 10&

Leader’s*
perspective*(Q22)* 0%& 0%& 0%& 0%& 11%& 4%& 33%& 26%& 7%& 19%&

Follower’s*
perspective*(Q28)* 0%& 0%& 0%& 0%& 22%& 15%& 22%& 26%& 4%& 11%&

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

0%(

5%(

10%(

15%(

20%(

25%(

30%(

35%(

1( 2( 3( 4( 5( 6( 7( 8( 9( 10(

Pe
rc
en
ta
ge
$o
f$s
am

pl
e$

Level$of$critical$thinking$

Level$of$critical$thinking$from$followers$considered$as$
desirable$(on$a$scale$from$1$to$10)$

Leader(
Follower(
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QUESTION 3, 4, 6, 7, 8,  

10, 12, 15, 17, 19, 21, 

23, 24, 25, 27, 29  (French version) 

 
https://www.dropbox.com/sh/6oak0buvq0pqeak/7JcnS2i58h 
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