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Abstract 

The importance of followers in leadership and organisational outcomes is 

increasingly being recognised. While traditionally seen as those who enact the directions of 

leaders and thereby enable organisational goals to be achieved, followers have more 

recently been reconsidered as partners in the leadership process with mutual influence 

characterising follower-leader relationships. As there can be no leaders without followers 

and vice versa, it is not possible to effectively study one without the other. 

  This thesis argues that for the field to progress meaningfully, following and leading 

must be conceptualised and defined to make clear how they are distinctive and yet 

interrelated behavioural processes. Such definitions, when operationalised in research, hold 

promise of improved construct validity that is much needed in the field (Bedeian & Hunt, 

2006). Such definitions also make possible the investigation of a key research question 

directing this thesis: Why do followers follow? The answers to this question may provide 

crucial insight into the leadership process, thereby advancing the field. Three studies are 

reported. 

The first study, a systematised review of empirical followership research from 1955 

to 2017, sought to answer three questions: What is known about followers, following, and 

the role of followership in the leadership process? What empirical support exists for 

followership theories? What direction should future research take? Two hundred and eight 

published studies and 89 unpublished studies (N = 297) were reviewed to draw three main 

conclusions. First, leadership was shown to be a socially constructed process in which 

followers have agency and impact. Second, research investigating the reasons for follower 

compliance with leader direction is minimal; and third, there appears to be a disconnect 
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between followership theory and empirical evidence. In addition to these conclusions, an 

emerging proposition was identified: organisational members, regardless of subordinate or 

superordinate status, engage in both leading and following. This proposition represents a 

second paradigm termed follower-leader switching that sits alongside the role-based 

paradigm, which dominates the field. Building on findings from Study 1, the essence of 

leading was determined to be influence, and the essence of following was conceptualised as 

compliance (deferring to others). These concepts informed the operationalisation of 

follower and leader acts for both Studies 2 and 3.  

 Study 2 addressed a gap identified in the literature by seeking to answer the 

question of why followers follow. This study involved the systematic development of a 

reliable 7-factor Reasons for Compliance Scale, using data from a heterogeneous sample (N 

= 438). The scale provides insight into the psychological triggers behind decisions to 

comply with (follow) workplace requests. This knowledge seems new and, as far as can be 

ascertained, there exists no other measure of reasons for compliance with workplace 

requests. The Reasons for Compliance Scale was used in Study 3. 

 Study 3 explored the essence of follower-leader interactions using fieldwork. It 

aimed to build on findings from Study 1, particularly the limited empirical support for 

followership theory and measures, and further test the scale developed in Study 2. The 

overarching research questions were What are the relationships between follower and 

leader behaviours? and How are follower-leader behaviours related to organisational 

climate? Multiple theories informed the design of Study 3, with field theory (Lewin, 1943) 

forming the overarching meta-theory. The mixed methods research was conducted in three 

large Australian public secondary schools. It involved naturalistic observations of leader–
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follower interactions, one-on-one interviews with 14 school personnel, questionnaires 

completed by 64 additional personnel, and the use of archival records. In addition to testing 

a newly developed follower-leader switching model (FLSM), the Reasons for Compliance 

Scale, and the manner of compliance (e.g., conscientiously or reluctantly) measure, Study 3 

examined the role of influence tactics, social identity, and the length of dyadic relationships 

in follower-leader dynamics. Findings included positive correlations between climate and 

each of (a) the influence tactic of inspirational appeal, (b) positive manner of compliance, 

and (c) the compliance trigger of features of the dyadic interaction. Data trends indicated 

positive associations between follower-leader switching and both school climate and social 

identity. 

 The contributions of this thesis are potentially many. In addition to building and 

testing theory, the project has delivered tools in the form of concepts, frameworks, and 

measures that may have practical value or guide future research. Overall, this thesis has 

shown that the study of followership cannot be divorced from the study of leadership, or 

vice versa, and that followership should not be investigated separately from macro (e.g., 

climate), meso (e.g., social relationships), and micro (e.g., cognitive/affective/motivational 

states) phenomena. Future researchers are encouraged to use integrated follower-leader 

models and multiple methodologies to enhance understanding of followership and related 

organisational processes and outcomes.  
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1.0  Introduction   

 

1.1   Current Context  

The importance of followers in leadership and organisational outcomes is 

increasingly being acknowledged. Bennis (1999) recognised “[e]xemplary leadership and 

organisational change are impossible without the full inclusion, initiative and cooperation 

of followers” (p. 71). Similarly, others have identified that followers play an active role in 

determining whether an organisational vision is ignored or enacted (Kohles, Bligh, & 

Carsten, 2012. Observations that leader power is the result of follower action, rather than a 

cause of it (Grint, 2005), and assertions that the leader-follower relationship is an 

interdependent one of mutual influence (Dvir & Shamir, 2003; Hollander, 1992) have 

resulted in increased scholarly interest in followership, defined as “the nature and impact of 

followers and following in the leadership process” (Uhl-Bien, Riggio, Lowe, & Carsten, 

2014, p. 84).  

  Amidst widespread claims that followers and followership are understudied, the 

field is best described as emerging (Carsten, Uhl-Bien, West, Patera, & McGregor, 2010; 

Crossman & Crossman, 2011). Followership is also recognised as being inextricably 

entwined with leadership (Baker, Mathis, & Stites-Doe, 2011; Bennis, 2007; Dvir & 

Shamir, 2003; Shamir & Howell, 2000) for which there exists a massive body of literature, 

widely regarded as problematic: ambiguous (Wren, 1995), frustrating (Singh, Nadim, & 

Ezzedeen, 2012), confusing (Pfeffer, 2016), and with pitfalls to be avoided (Riggio, 2014). 

Calls for followership researchers to avoid the shortcomings of leadership research abound. 

Suggestions for how this may be achieved include, but are not limited to, the use of 

multiple paradigmatic approaches and more constructivist and interpretivist methods (Uhl-
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Bien, et al., 2014). 

  In addition to heeding those calls and recommendations, this thesis argues that for 

the field to meaningfully progress, following and leading must be conceptualised and 

defined to make clear how they are distinctive and yet interrelated behavioural processes. 

Such definitions, when operationalised in research, hold promise of improved construct 

validity, which is much needed in the field (Bedeian & Hunt, 2006). Such definitions also 

make possible the investigation of a key research question directing this thesis: Why do 

followers follow? 

A symptom of both leadership and followership research is that studies rarely 

measure or observe acts of leading or following per se; instead, most studies measure 

attributes, perceptions, behaviours, and beliefs of individuals who hold leader or follower 

positions. This approach is concomitant with the role-based paradigm and traditional 

leadership and followership theories/conceptual models that dominate the field.  

As the dominant traditional leadership and followership models are currently being 

reconsidered in light of modern organisational structures (e.g., DeRue, 2011; Küpers, 2007; 

Young, 2016), interest is growing in a new follower-leader switching paradigm, identified 

in Study 1. This paradigm views acts of leading and following as requisite to all 

organisational members, who engage in both following and leading as they perform their 

duties. In this paradigm followers and leaders are recognised by their behaviours and not by 

their positions.  

Conceptualisations and definitions of following and leading as behaviours are 

particularly, but not exclusively, relevant to the emerging follower-leader switching 

paradigm. Despite conceptual papers that offer models of follower-leader switching, 
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grounded in fluid behaviours (e.g., DeRue, 2011; Malakyan, 2014; Townsend & Gebhardt, 

2003), the specific acts of following and leading are yet to be conceptualised in a way that 

enables valid and reliable measurement and research. This thesis endeavours to address this 

need. 

The remainder of this chapter provides (a) the historical context for followership 

research, (b) the aims of this program of research, (c) an overview of theories and 

conceptual models informing the current research, (d) definitions and/or descriptions of key 

terms, and (e) an outline of the chapters comprising the thesis. The historical context makes 

clear why understanding followership is critical to advancing leadership. It also makes 

explicit the connection between current conceptual developments and 21st century 

organisations, thus highlighting the practical value of this research.  

 

1.2  Historical Context for Followership Research 

  Despite Mary Parker Follett writing in the 1920s about the inextricable entwinement 

of leading and following (Bathurst & Monin, 2010) and Barnard (1938) arguing leadership 

is impossible without the acceptance of followers, followership research has flourished only 

recently. Alongside growing recognition that followers and leaders are equally important 

(Bennis, 2007; Uhl-Bien & Pillai, 2007), and the follower-leader relationship is an 

interdependent one of mutual influence (Dvir & Shamir, 2003; Hollander, 1992; Kean, 

Haycock-Stuart, Baggaley, & Carson, 2011), are claims that the study of followers and 

followership has been largely neglected (Bennis, 2008; Collinson, 2006; Uhl-Bien et al., 

2014). Possible explanations, for both this apparent neglect and the recent upsurge of 
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interest in studying followers and followership, provide context and rationale for the studies 

that comprise this thesis. 

Followership as a neglected area of study. There appear to be two main 

explanations for the limited explicit attention given by scholars to followership in the 20th 

century. The first is the assumption that organisational individuals know how to follow 

(Agho, 2009; Crossman & Crossman, 2011) and there is little, therefore, to be done by way 

of developing follower abilities and skills. The second explanation rests with the dominant 

cultural narrative around great leaders that prevailed during the 20th century and the 

associated “leadership industry” (Kellerman, 2012, p. 8), estimated to be worth around 

USD 50 billion. Constructed on the relatively unexamined premise that leader positions are 

both more important and more desirable than those of followers, this leader privileged 

perspective, coupled with leadership consultancy and research as a marketing tool (Barker, 

2001), has resulted in the exponential growth of leadership research (Gabriel, 2005; 

Gardner, Lowe, Moss, Mahony & Cogliser, 2010). Consequently, studies of leaders, rather 

than followers, have dominated the field (Dixon, 2003; Gilbert & Hyde, 1988). Both 

explanations for the neglect of followership research are indicative of the passive and 

deferent nature that characterise most portrayals of followers in the 20th century (Blass, 

2008).   

Conceptual shifts over time. The assumptions of follower passivity have been 

challenged and a shift towards understanding followers as active participants in the 

leadership process has emerged as a growing area of inquiry. The terms active followership, 

active follower, and active following, used throughout this thesis, refer to subordinates who 

are not considered passive recipients of influence but are rather active participants in the 
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While Figure 1.1 represents broad conceptual developments and changes in research 

foci over time, it should not be interpreted to suggest that research topics are restricted to 

date parameters or that conceptual developments were lockstep. Leader traits, for example, 

which dominated the earliest research, continue to be studied. Also, there are decades 

between the development of the two relational approaches to understanding leadership 

presented in the diagram—leader member exchange (LMX: Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 

1975; Graen & Cashman, 1975; Graen, Novak, & Sommerkamp, 1982; Graen & Scandura, 

1987; Liden & Graen, 1980) and implicit leadership theory (ILT: Lord & Maher, 1991). A 

description of the conceptual progression and explanations for the shifts in foci are now 

provided.    

Trait and behaviour-based models. As shown in Figure 1.1, leader-centric studies 

initially dominated research. The traditional leadership models under investigation were 

grounded in the derivation of power from position and appointment, with traits and 

behaviours framing each leader’s qualities (Pack, 2001). When followership was first 

conceptualised as worthy of empirical investigation, it largely stood alone and mirrored the 

leadership research at the time, which focused on behaviours and typologies. At that time, 

most leadership theories recognised followers as passive recipients of external influence. 

Transformational leadership, for example, describes how leaders raise followers to higher 

levels of morality, motivation, and performance by demonstrating particular traits and 

behaviours, such as charisma, motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualised 

consideration (Bass, 1985).  

In contrast, the two most popular followership theories when the field first 

emerged—Kelley’s (1992) powerful follower and Chaleff’s (1995) courageous follower—
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recognised followers may be active in the leadership process. Kelley used two general 

dimensions of followership, active engagement (AE) and independent critical thinking 

(ICT), to construct four quadrants of behaviours (low ICT, low AE; high ICT, high AE; 

high AE, low ICT; and low AE, high ICT) from which he identified five follower types: 

exemplary, pragmatic, conformist, passive, and alienated. In contrast, Chaleff (1995) 

proposed a model of the ideal follower based on behaviours. Four key behaviours defined 

courageous followers: courage to serve, courage to challenge, courage to participate in 

transformation, and courage to take moral action. Chaleff chose the image of the 

courageous follower because he considered it to be the antithesis of the prevailing image of 

followers as passive and weak; this, he felt, was critical to redefining the role of followers 

for improved leadership outcomes. Specifically, Chaleff sought to tap the unique insights 

and healthy dissent of followers, which he viewed as the heart of organisational innovation 

and problem solving.  

Social construction of leadership and followership. Leadership research then 

moved towards investigating the relationship between leaders and followers in their 

respective hierarchical positions. Studies typical of this phase investigated the social 

construction of leadership and sought to test concepts and theories, both old and new, such 

as leader member exchange (LMX: Dansereau et al., 1975; Graen & Cashman, 1975; Graen 

et al., 1982; Graen & Scandura, 1987; Liden & Graen, 1980), implicit leadership theory 

(ILT: Lord & Maher, 1991), and situational leadership theory (SLT: Hersey & Blanchard, 

1969). Implicit followership theory (IFT: Sy, 2010) and the notion of socially constructed 

followership lagged behind these advances in leadership studies and emerged after 2000. 

  Calls for leaders to engage and empower followers in decision-making processes 



8 
 

(Sculli et al., 2015; Tourish, 2014) are also evident in this social construction phase. Such 

literature reflects the dominant role-based paradigm, whereby leaders and followers are 

identified by their organisational positions. Tourish, for example, emphasised the value of 

research given to understanding the contribution of non-leaders to organisational outcomes. 

He challenged the status quo by arguing that organisational leaders could improve decision 

making by moving their attention from gaining consensus to enabling follower voice, thus 

realising follower potential. Tourish thus, like Chaleff (1995), made a strong case for 

follower dissent to be valued and incorporated into organisational decision making. 

Shared and shifting leadership/followership. The overlap of follower and leader 

roles and shared behaviours is most evident in the last two phases depicted in Figure 1.1. 

The earlier of these two phases includes theories that recognise individuals in non-

leadership positions (followers) assume leadership responsibilities and, at times, formal 

leadership roles. Conceptual models promoting this approach include shared (Avolio, Jung, 

Murry, & Sivasbramaniam, 1996; Lambert, 2002; Pearce, Conger, & Locke, 2003), 

distributed (Gronn, 2002; Spillane, 2005), alternating (Andert, 2011), lateral (Kühl, 

Schnelle, & Tillmann, 2005), and emergent leadership (Hollander, 1958). Andert (2011) 

suggested that all of these theories are basically the same, while describing her alternating 

leadership model as a new paradigm that challenges unidirectional, hierarchical leadership 

models. According to Andert (2011), alternating leadership acknowledges the dynamic 

dual-behaviour of leader and follower found in every organisational individual, and the 

capacity of all organisational members to express their preference to follow or lead at will. 

While the notion of following at will implies that resistance and non-compliance are 

optional, these non-following behaviours are not examined by Andert. Thus, while touted 
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as a spontaneous leadership-followership model, alternating leadership does not explicitly 

address following behaviours or emergent followership. The emphasis on leadership 

behaviours in alternating, shared, distributed, emergent, lateral, and similar collective 

leadership theories suggests such models are leader privileged.   

  In a similar manner, DeRue and Ashford (2010) proposed that, through social 

interaction, organisational members claim and grant leader and follower identities, outside 

formal hierarchical structures. While acknowledging the dynamic nature of these processes 

and suggesting follower and leader identities shift over time and across situations, DeRue 

and Ashford remain firmly focused on the construction of leadership identity, rather than 

seeking to understand followership, followership identity, or follower-leader switching. 

Thus, theories that promote the notion of sharing and granting leadership between 

organisational members in both leader and non-leader positions, without paying 

commensurate attention to following or followership, are most appropriately considered 

leadership theories, not followership or follower-leader switching theories. 

Follower-leader switching. The final evolutionary phase presented in Figure 1.1 

represents the embryonic body of literature that has a sharp and deliberate focus on 

follower-leader switching. Follower-leader switching models, such as leader-follower trade 

(LFT: Malakyan, 2014) and the leadership-teamship-followership continuum (LTF: 

Townsend & Gebhardt, 2003), describe the phenomenon of organisational members, 

regardless of formal roles or institutionalised hierarchy, shifting between following and 

leading behaviours as they conduct organisational business. Follower-leader switching is a 

key conceptual focus of Study 3 (fieldwork) in this thesis, and elaboration of follower-

leader switching models is undertaken in Chapter 4. 
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Possible reasons for the shift in focus from leader-centric to active followership 

research, as depicted in Figure 1.1, are now presented. This discussion emphasises and 

explains the need for bona fide research into followership phenomena in 21st century 

organisations.  

 

1.3  The importance of understanding followership 

  Four reasons are offered to substantiate the claim that understanding followership is 

important: (a) claims that organisational performance is the function of followers, (b) 

unethical behaviour of corporate and political leaders, (c) growing recognition by scholars 

of leadership as a socially constructed process, and (d) the evolution of theory and 

organisational structure. Each of these reasons is now described.   

  The function of followers. The recent attention to followership research may have 

emanated from claims that organisational performance is the function of followers. Kelley 

(1992), for example, estimated that approximately 80% of organisational work is completed 

by followers, and many have acknowledged the power of followers in achieving or 

undermining organisational goals (Bearden, 2008; Danielsson, 2013; Heller & Van Til, 

1982; Howell & Mendez, 2008; Medcof, 2012; Schindler, 2012).  

  Unethical leadership. Others, seeking to explain the growing interest in 

followership, have cited the increasingly public failure and, seemingly shameless, unethical 

behaviour of corporate and political leaders. Scandals such as the corporate fraud 

committed by Enron, Arthur Anderson, Tyco, MCI, and Global Crossing (Bandura, 

Caprara, & Zsolnai, 2000; Decoster, Stouten, Camps, & Tripp, 2014; Mintzberg, Simons, 

& Basu, 2002), widespread rogue trading in the banking industry (Admati & Hellwig, 
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2014; Cohn, Fehr, & Maréchal, 2014), and self-serving politicians (Battaglia, 2018; 

Phillips, 2018) have raised questions regarding the purpose and value of leadership, in both 

the corporate and political arenas. Such questioning has left some to conclude that 

leadership cannot be left to leaders alone (Grint, 2000) and alternatives to leadership must 

be sought as evidence mounts that much corporate and political leadership is failing. 

  Leadership as a socially constructed process. Scholarly research may also be 

responsible for the recent focus on followership. In attempts to understand leadership, 

scholars have increasingly recognised leadership as a social construction (DeRue & 

Ashford, 2010; Fairhurst & Grant, 2010; Fairhurst & Uhl-Bien, 2012; Howe, 2017; Kean et 

al., 2011; Meindl, 1995). Thus, the argument goes, to avoid compromising our 

understanding of leadership and organisational performance, research must include all 

organisational members involved in the construction of leadership (Carsten et al., 2010; 

Dvir & Shamir, 2003; Hollander, 1993; Howell & Shamir, 2005; Sy, 2010).  

  Furthering the view of leadership as a relational phenomenon, Collinge and Gibney 

(2010) posited that leadership will on any occasion be located somewhere between two 

poles of leader-dominance and follower-dominance. While this perspective challenges the 

conventional understanding of leadership by embracing the possibility of follower-

dominance, it is not new. Both conceptual and empirical papers from as early as the 1960s 

(e.g., Farris & Lim, 1969; Herold, 1977; Hollander & Julian, 1969; Lowin & Craig, 1968; 

Wilson, 1971) identified leader behaviours and leadership outcomes as consequences of 

subordinate behaviour. Even earlier, Barnard’s (1938) acceptance theory of authority 

asserted that leadership is impossible without follower acceptance as “[t]he decision as to 

whether an order has authority or not lies with the persons to whom it is addressed and does 
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not reside in persons of authority or those who issue these orders” (p. 82, as cited in Barth, 

2003, p. 14). Barnard further suggested that, by granting or withholding obedience, 

followers restrict leaders’ actions to those they believe are consistent with the goals of the 

organisation. Further highlighting the power of followers in the leadership process is the 

almost omnipresent mediator in leadership research of follower perception, as either a 

latent construct or an observed variable. Findings from Study 1 of this thesis, a 

systematised review of followership literature, support and elaborate upon this proposition. 

  Evolution of theory and organisational structure. One final explanation for the 

growth of followership research may be the evolution of theory and organisational 

structure. Amidst calls for integrated follower-leader models (Agho, 2009; Bjugstad, 

Thach, Thompson, & Morris, 2006; Kilburg & Donohue, 2011; Küpers & Weibler, 2008) 

and within the context of matrix, flat, star, and open system organisations of the 21st 

century (Foster, 2013), see Figure 1.2, blurred follower-leader boundaries have led to 

conclusions such as “Followership is of such importance that it is often not clear who is 

leading and who is following” (Rosenau, 2004, p. 17).  
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Figure 1.2. Timeline of leadership and organisation theory (Foster, 2013). 1 

 

  Current theorising, particularly that pertaining to follower-leader switching, 

complements suggestions that, at some time, everyone must play the role of follower 

(Hinterhuber, 1996) and most organisational individuals, even those of the upper echelons, 

are answerable to someone (Tanoff & Barlow, 2002). Study 3 of this thesis empirically 

investigates follower-leader switching by undertaking fieldwork in a 21st century 

organisation, albeit a large government bureaucracy. 

 

1.4 Overview of the Current Research 

  Heeding calls for new ways of thinking and integral investigation (Küpers, 2007) 

and adopting methodological recommendations by Uhl-Bien and colleagues (2014), the 

three studies in this thesis use multiple paradigmatic perspectives and mixed methods to 

advance knowledge of followers, following, followership, and consequently leadership. 

Study 1 systematically reviews empirical followership research. Study 2 develops a scale to 

 
1 From Organisation 3.0 (p.6), by P.A. Foster, 2013, Cincinnati, Ohio: Maximum Change Press. Copyright 

[2013-2016] by Phillip A Foster. Reprinted with permission. 
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measure reasons for compliance (following). Study 3 uses a mixed-methods field study to 

investigate the essence and outcomes of follower-leader behaviours and interactions. 

Variables of interest include influence tactics, interaction features, follower-leader 

switching, manner of compliance, reasons for compliance (following), social identity, and 

organisational climate. 

Aims.  The overall aims of the thesis are to  

• empirically investigate following and leading within the new follower-leader 

switching paradigm, thereby enhancing understanding of both followership and 

leadership  

• conceptualise and efficaciously operationalise acts of leading and following  

• offer clarity to the field of leadership which appears to be hindered by ambiguity,  

• test and build theory, and  

• contribute findings, concepts, and tools to support and encourage future researchers 

who intend to heed recommendations to advance the field and meet the needs of 21st 

century organisations.    

Key research questions. The key questions directing the research by study are 

Study 1 [Systematised review of literature] 

• What is known about followers, following, and the role of followership in the 

leadership process?  

• What empirical support exists for followership theories?  

• What direction should future research take? 

Study 2 [ Development of a scale to measure reasons for compliance with workplace 

requests] 
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• Why do followers comply with workplace requests? 

Study 3 [ Mixed methods fieldwork] 

• What are the relationships between follower and leader behaviours? 

• How are follower and leader behaviours related to organisational climate? 

 

1.5  Overview of Theories and Conceptual Models Informing the Studies 

  The overarching meta-theory for the research is Lewin’s field theory (1943), which 

emphasises the importance of understanding that any human behaviour is the result of 

many psychological factors at a point in time. The basic principle of field theory is that the 

personal characteristics of individuals interact with elements of the environment to 

determine social processes, such as following and leading. Prior to the publication of field 

theory, Lewin and colleagues coined the term organisational climate to capture the 

phenomenon they had observed in a 1939 experimental study of school clubs (Ashkanasy, 

2008). In this study they identified a correlation between student behaviours and three 

identified leadership styles: autocratic, democratic, and laissez faire. Consistent with 

Lewin’s approach, a core intention of this thesis is to enhance how the social processes of 

following and leading are conceptualised and operationalised as distinct yet interrelated 

behavioural processes. Studies 2 and 3 advance this endeavour, particularly with the social 

processes of leading and following and organisational climate underpinning Study 3. 

  This thesis provides details of attempts to elucidate further knowledge about 

followership theories/conceptual models and related theories/conceptual models, including 

organisational climate, in two ways. First, the systematised review of literature (Study 1) 

examined how followership theories have been empirically tested. It presented evidence to 
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guide the use of established theory and to support calls for further theorising and research. 

Second, multiple theories and conceptual models, including those pertaining to 

organisational climate, informed the empirical studies (Studies 2 and 3). The major 

theoretical perspectives used to address the aims and key research questions in this thesis 

are presented in Figure 1.3.   
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 As shown in Figure 1.3, three key conclusions from the literature review (Study 1) 

informed the conceptual foci for Studies 2 and 3. As Study 3 seeks to enhance knowledge 

and understanding of the essence of follower-leader interactions, including the investigation 

of the follower-leader switching proposition, valid measures of how and why employees 

comply with (follow) workplace requests are required. Thus, Study 2 used recognised scale 

development procedures to develop a measure to explain acts of compliance (following).   

The development of a scale to measure reasons for compliance (following) in Study 

2 is mostly informed by a single theoretical model, the influence triggers framework for 

understanding follower compliance (Barbuto, 2000).  Barbuto’s framework, which is an 

amalgamation of multiple theories, presents factors thought to determine follower 

compliance. It was developed using concepts drawn from the influence and leadership 

literatures, as well as theories of motivation (Leonard, Beauvais, & Scholl, 1999), social 

power (French & Raven, 1959) and indifference or resistance (Barnard, 1938). Barbuto 

identified three categories of follower influence triggers: power-derived, relations-derived, 

and values-derived. Elaboration of the influence triggers framework for understanding 

follower compliance, and related theories, is provided in Chapter 3 (Study 2).  

 Study 3 is informed by multiple conceptual models and theories of follower-leader 

switching (e.g., Bower & Parry, 2014; Stech, 2008; Sy & McCoy, 2014; Townsend & 

Gerhardt, 2003), adaptive leadership theory (DeRue, 2011), the leadership process 

approach (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014), social identity theory (Tajfel, 1974), a conceptual model 

of influence tactics (Yukl, Seifert, & Chavez, 2008), and social interaction theory (Turner, 

1988) and frameworks (e.g., IPA: Bales, 1950; Clyne & Clyne, 1996). Numerous climate 

constructs were considered in the design of Study 3 (e.g., Hart, Wearing, Conn, Carter, & 



19 
 

Dingle, 2000; Hoy, Tarter, & Bliss, 1990; Kottkamp, Mulhern, & Hoy, 1987). Details of 

those constructs and a rationale for the school climate measure developed for the current 

research are provided in Chapter 6 (Study 3 method).  

  Thus, the overarching theoretical goal of this thesis is to test and build followership 

and follower-leader switching theory in a manner consistent with the paradigm shift from 

traditional role-based understandings of followers and following to the new behaviour-

based paradigm. Other intended outcomes include advancements to leadership theory, 

organisational climate theory, compliance theory, and social interaction frameworks. 

 

1.6  Key Terms  

  In this section, terms fundamental to conducting this research are defined or briefly 

described. The key terms are leadership, followership, leader, follower, leading, following, 

follower-leader switching, social identification, and organisational climate. The first six 

terms are each defined or described in two ways, in accordance with how they are 

conceptualised in the two paradigms used in this thesis. The traditional role-based 

paradigm, which recognises followers and leaders by their positions within organisational 

hierarchy, informs Study 1; whereas, the new follower-leader switching paradigm, which 

recognises followers and leaders by their behaviours, informs Studies 2 and 3.  

  Followership and leadership: Both paradigms. The body of leadership literature 

is diverse and complex, with estimates of over 1500 leadership definitions and at least 40 

leadership theories (Kellerman, 2012). Emanating from and at times embedded within that 

complicated literature, followership theories and research demonstrate similar complexities, 

albeit on a much smaller scale. To develop clear and meaningful definitions for the 
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purposes of this thesis, dictionary definitions have been referenced along with other 

scholarly publications. As the suffix ship may indicate rank/office/position or 

state/condition (“ship”, 2002), the terms leadership and followership suit both the 

traditional (rank/office/position) and the new (state/condition, indicated by behaviour) 

paradigms for understanding leading and following. Other key terms are now defined, first 

from the traditional role-based perspective and then from the contemporary behavioural 

switching paradigm. 

  Followers and leaders: Role-based paradigm. In their review of followership 

literature, Crossman and Crossman (2011) recognised that there are multiple terms used for 

followers across the organisational literature, for example, subordinate, collaborator, 

employee, worker, and member. Most of these terms indicate organisational rank. An 

unstated assumption of most research has been that followers, identified by their rank, 

generally comply with the directions of leaders (Kellerman, 2008), who are also identified 

by their organisational positions. Importantly, however, Kellerman recognised a distinction 

between rank and behaviour and acknowledged that not all individuals in subordinate 

positions follow. Some subordinates opt, when feasible, to be independent players (Nohn, 

2011) or resist leadership attempts (Blom & Alvesson, 2014; Kean et al., 2011; Rowe, 

2006; Young, 2016). Kellerman also described followers as having less power, authority, 

and influence than organisational leaders.   

For the purposes of Study 1, the systematised review of literature, followers are 

defined in a way that acknowledges they lack positional authority, but this review remains 

neutral regarding followers’ levels of power and influence. Therefore, an appropriate 

definition of followers for Study 1 is those employees who hold subordinate positions and 
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generally comply with leadership direction. Complementing this definition, leaders are 

identified by multiple terms, indicative of their hierarchical position, for example, leader, 

manager, employer, supervisor, foreman, and superior. Thus, leaders are defined, for Study 

1, as organisational individuals holding positions of authority whose role requires them to 

influence subordinates. While this definition of leaders is congruent with the literature 

under review in Study 1, it is not without criticism. 

  Leadership-management confound. In addition to the problems created by the 

prolific, at times undisciplined, theorising and research about leadership, the complexity 

and ambiguity of the leadership literature, both conceptual and empirical, has been 

compounded by a lack of clear distinction between leadership and management. This 

confound has a long history, including a seminal paper by Zaleznik (1977) in which he 

argued there are critical differences between leaders and managers: they have different 

duties and require different skills and qualities to conduct those duties. In doing so, 

Zaleznik noted that development programs for managers may hinder the development of 

leaders and vice versa.  

  There are multiple perspectives on the problematic leader-manager confound. 

Gardner and Schermerhorn (1992) identified three fundamental positions in the literature: 

leadership and management are the same (Drucker, 1988), leadership and management are 

separate but complementary processes (Bass, 1985; Kotter, 1990), and leaders and 

managers are essentially different (Zaleznik, 1977). One other perspective on this enigma is 

to view leading and leadership as one, but only one, important aspect of management 

(Bedeian & Hunt, 2006). Bedeian and Hunt flagged the disparity between leaders and 

managers as a grave concern and they questioned the validity of operationalising leaders by 
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their organisational position. They, consequently, queried the quality of workplace 

outcomes when practitioners adopt recommendations for developing leaders, based on 

studies of managers. While scholars have grappled for over 40 years with the challenge of 

distinguishing between leaders and managers, both conceptually and empirically, the 

challenge remains largely unresolved (Murphy & Murphy, 2017). Study 3 in this thesis 

explores, using fieldwork research, how both may be distinctively defined and 

operationalised in the context of large Queensland secondary schools. 

  Leaders/leading and followers/following: Follower-leader switching paradigm. 

In this paradigm, definitions are behaviour-based. A leader is a person who leads and the 

act of leading means to (a) show the way, (b) guide in direction, or (c) influence (“leader”, 

2002). While all three of these descriptors of leading are valid for organisational contexts, 

the most widely held conviction about the act of organisational leading is that it refers to 

the process of influencing (Bennis, 2007; Chemers, 2001; Stojanović-Aleksić & Krstić, 

2016; Van Knippenberg, Van Knippenberg, De Cremer, & Hogg, 2004). Leadership has 

been conceptualised in relation to the source or strength of influence (Carson, Tesluk, & 

Marrone, 2007), and the essential behaviour of a leader may be reduced to an act to achieve 

influence over another (Küpers, 2007). Thus, the act of influence is key to defining leaders, 

leading, and leadership in the follower-leader switching paradigm, and the presence of such 

acts may be used to operationalise leading in empirical research. This approach is adopted 

in Studies 2 and 3. 

  As leading and following are considered interdependent and complementary 

activities, the definitions or descriptions of follower, following, and followership must, 

therefore, complement the definitions or descriptions of leader, leading, and leadership in 
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this new paradigm. Bennis (2007) asserted that leadership can only exist with the consensus 

of followers; therefore, it seems logical to suggest that a follower is an individual who 

accepts the direction, and complies with the influence, of another. While there are few 

definitions of followership in the literature (Crossman & Crossman, 2011), the notion of 

compliance in response to the actions of others is evident both explicitly (e.g., Carsten & 

Uhl-Bien, 2013; Knoll, Schyns, & Petersen, 2017; Vondey, 2012) and as an assumption in 

research. Inherent in the act of following, that is accepting the influence of another, is the 

notion of choice (Carsten & Uhl-Bien, 2013; Cox, Plagens, & Sylla, 2010); those who opt 

to act in response to the influence of others, choose to follow. DeRue and Ashford (2010) 

elaborated on this idea by suggesting that when followers choose to act under the influence 

of another, they grant leader status to the individual attempting to influence. Therefore, an 

appropriate definition of following, in this new behaviour-based paradigm, is the action of 

individuals who choose to comply with the influence (leading) of another.  

  Follower-leader switching. Follower-leader switching refers to the phenomenon 

whereby individuals, regardless of organisational position, shift between leading and 

following behaviours, as they conduct their organisational duties. Such behaviours may be 

part of formal or informal interactions, and switching may, depending on how it is defined, 

occur infrequently, daily, or moment by moment. Follower-leader switching is an emerging 

concept, acknowledged in few theoretical frameworks, such as the leader-team-follower 

continuum (Townsend & Gerhardt, 2003), shifting role followership (Howell & Mendez, 

2008), the leader-follower state paradigm (Stech, 2008), and the leader-follower trade 

paradigm (Malakyan, 2014). Study 3 investigates follower-leader switching as a moment-
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by-moment phenomenon, using a conceptual model developed for this research—the 

follower-leader switching model (FLSM).  

 Social identity. There are numerous definitions for identity, many of which 

encompass the notion that individuals claim membership and attach personal meaning to 

social groups. Social identity may be defined as self-image based on group membership 

(Deaux, 1993) and work teams are one type of group in which individuals may claim 

membership.  

  Social identity is included in the current research for four reasons. First, the social 

identity theory of leadership is considered follower centred (Vondey, 2012) and seems 

linked to a sense of belonging and worker wellbeing (Ashforth, Johnson, Hogg, & Terry, 

2001; Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004), which logically align with organisational climate. 

Second, social identity did not emerge as a factor in the compliance scale from Study 2, 

and, therefore, requires representation that is separate from that scale. Third, Cialdini 

(1984; 2016) recently updated his principles of persuasion to include unity, which he 

proposed as a type of social influence that occurs when individuals share a sense of identity 

and are, consequently, more likely to comply with requests from one another. Last, social 

identity may have particular relevance to 21st century organisations. As organisations 

become larger, more complex, and boundary-less, organisational identity has been 

highlighted as a means for promoting cohesion and loyalty, leading to organisational 

success (Mael & Tetrick, 1992; Pratt, 1998; Reade, 2001; Smidts, Pruyn, & Van Riel, 

2001) and workforce longevity. Increasingly, with the transient nature of 21st century 

workforces, organisations value members who attach their personal success with the 

success of the organisation. It is arguable that social identity could have the same impact on 
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member connection, loyalty, and workforce longevity as organisational identity (Edwards 

& Edwards, 2012; Baruch & Cohen, 2007). 

  Organisational climate. While there is no universally accepted definition of 

organisational climate, there are common themes, including climate (a) is shared 

perceptions by workers who occupy the same workplace, (b) is measurable and relatively 

enduring, (c) relates to how people feel about their workplace, and (d) shapes how people 

behave in the workplace. Significant discrepancies between definitions exist. For example, 

while many definitions suggest organisational climate is related to how people feel about 

their workplace, Hart and Cooper (2001) argue that organisational climate is a cognitive 

variable, without emotional overtones. In contrast, but in agreement with the work of others 

(i.e., Eustace & Martins, 2014; MacNeil, Prater, & Busch, 2009), this thesis subscribes to a 

construct of organisational climate that encompasses members’ feelings. 

  Study 3 is informed by the concepts of interpersonal interaction, workplace 

behaviour, and school-specific climate, as found in the following definitions of school 

climate: “… the quality and consistency of interpersonal interactions within the school 

community that influence children’s cognitive, social, and psychological development” 

(Haynes, Emmons, & Ben-Avie, 1997, p. 322); "… the relatively enduring quality of the 

school environment that is experienced by participants, affects their behaviour, and is 

based on their collective perception of behaviour in schools" (Hoy, Tarter, & Kottkamp, 

1991, p. 10), and "… the set of internal characteristics that distinguish one school from 

another and influence the behaviours of each school's members" (Hoy & Miskel, 2005, 

p. 185). Additionally, Study 3 investigates the affective component of climate suggested in 
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definitions, such as “[organisational climate] refers to the feeling that one gets while 

working somewhere” (Weinbach, 2003, p. 251). 

    The inclusion of the affective component of climate was prioritised for this research 

because the importance of understanding emotions and the role of feelings in the workplace 

is well recognised (Armstrong, 2018; Ashkanasy, 2003; Fisher & Ashkanasy, 2000; 

Kangasharju & Nikko, 2009). Previous organisational studies, for example, have indicated 

that affect has a direct and significant impact on desirable organisational behaviours 

(Amabile, Barsade, Mueller, & Staw, 2005; Fox & Spector, 2000; George & Bettenhausen, 

1990; Lion & Burch, 2018). As it appears no means for measuring emotional climate has 

been developed (Ashkanasy, 2008), Study 3 investigates emotional climate qualitatively 

and, in doing so, attempts to capture what Ashkanasy (2003) proposed is, along with 

organisational culture, the highest level within a multilevel model at which emotions play a 

role in organisations. 

 

1.7  Thesis Chapters 

  Chapter 2 presents a systematised review of followership literature from 1955-2017 

(Study 1). Three key conclusions drawn from this review informed Studies 2 and 3. 

Chapter 3 reports Study 2, the development of a scale to measure reasons for compliance 

(following). Chapter 4 presents the new follower-leader switching model (FLSM) which is 

a key conceptual model informing Study 3. Chapter 5 describes and discusses theories and 

conceptual models, in addition to the FLSM, that underpin the fieldwork (Study 3). Chapter 

6 presents the fieldwork research (Study 3): the mixed methods approach is described and 

justified, and findings are reported and discussed. Chapter 7 summarises the overall 
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findings from Studies 1, 2, and 3 and evaluates their contributions to the field. Suggestions 

for future theoretical development, empirical research, and organisational practice are 

offered. 
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2.0  Study 1: A Systematised Review of Empirical Followership Literature 

  

 

2.1  Orientation to the Review                                   

 As stated in Chapter 1, the study of followers and followership is best described as 

an emerging field. As such, a systematic assessment of empirical research, and associated 

theory, offers a logical starting point for understanding the field and determining the 

direction for future research and theorising.  

The current study addresses three research questions: What is known from empirical 

research about followers, following, and the role of followership in the leadership process? 

What empirical support exists for followership theories? and What direction should future 

research take?  It does so by systematically reviewing followership research from 1955 up 

to and including 2017.  Unlike previous reviews that prioritised the appraisal of conceptual 

literature (Baker, 2007; Crossman & Crossman, 2011; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014), the current 

research focuses on empirical studies in order to establish what has been shown to impact 

or be impacted by followership and assess the empirical support for followership theory.  

The chapter begins with a brief summary of recent reviews of followership 

literature. Methods for study selection and analysis are then presented, followed by 

descriptive results, findings analyses, and critique of the 244 papers included in the review. 

Conclusions and implications for practice, theory, and research are then drawn.  

 

2.2  Previous Reviews  

  To date, there have been three distinct and seminal reviews published on 

followership. Prior to the first of these reviews, by Baker (2007), there was limited 

acknowledgement of followership as a field of inquiry. Baker made a major theoretical 
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contribution by shifting the conceptualisation of followers from passive recipients to active 

participants in follower-leader interactions. Baker also identified four basic principles of 

followership theory; namely, that (a) followers and leaders are roles, (b) followers are 

active, (c) followers share a common purpose with leaders, and (d) followers must be 

studied in the context of their relationship with leaders.  

The second review, by Crossman and Crossman (2011), focussed on definitions of 

followership (or lack thereof) and offered three categories of theory: (a) descriptive 

typologies, which describe actual follower behaviours, (b) prescriptive theories, which 

describe ideal follower behaviours, and (c) situational theories, which focus on the context 

of follower-leader interaction. Crossman and Crossman’s review made a major contribution 

to the field by further clarifying the theoretical foundations of followership theory so that 

empirical research may be guided by a more precise definition and conceptualisation of 

followership.   

 The third, and arguably the most comprehensive, review was conducted by Uhl-

Bien and colleagues (2014). These authors described the study of followership as evolving 

from a leader-centric approach to a follower-centric approach to a relational view, 

culminating in role-based and constructionist perspectives more recently. The authors 

articulated two theoretical frameworks of followership which, in their view, are consistent 

with the extant followership literature. The first framework, reversing the lens, argues that 

follower (subordinate) characteristics and behaviours can affect leaders and can influence 

follower outcomes at the individual, dyadic, and work unit levels. The second theoretical 

framework, the leadership process, takes a constructionist view and is more consistent with 

the view of leadership as co-created by leaders and followers. This framework does not tie 
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leading and following behaviours to hierarchical positions, instead recognising a dynamic 

process in which all individuals can lead and follow. Implicit in both theoretical approaches 

are the suggestions that (a) follower behaviours exist on an assertiveness continuum 

ranging from submissive behaviours, such as obedience, to proactive behaviours such as 

voice, (b) followers are influential, shaping and/or resisting leader action, and (c) followers 

and leaders mutually influence one another.  

 

2.3  Current Research: The Approach                            

 Building on these reviews, the current study takes an alternative approach in 

advancing the field. First, more so than the previous narrative reviews, a systematic method 

was adopted for the advantages offered over traditional literature reviews in terms of rigour, 

reliability, transparency, and reproducibility (Booth, Sutton, & Papaioannou, 2012). While 

the adopted method meets criteria for systematic reviews in general (see Booth et al., 2012, 

p. 31), the resultant output is not claimed to be a systematic review. It is more appropriately 

considered a systematised review, which falls short of a systematic review and is typically 

conducted by postgraduate students who are unable to draw on the full resources (e.g., two 

reviewers) required for a systematic review (Grant & Booth, 2009). The intended outcome 

is a representative snapshot of the body of followership research.   

Second, also unlike the previous reviews, only empirical research on followership 

was examined. Quantitative, qualitative, and mixed method studies provided empirical 

evidence that was used to comment on the testing and building of followership theory and, 

more particularly, to examine the fit between extant followership theory and empirical data. 

While theoretical papers are important to furthering the field, it is through the analysis of 
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empirical data that theories are tested and further developed (Colquitt & Zapata-Phelan, 

2007). 

 

2.4 Method 

  Definitions for the role-based paradigm, provided in Chapter 1, were used to select 

papers in the first instance. 

  Inclusion criteria. Papers were included in the review if they 

1. treated followers as potentially agentic in organisational processes, most often as 

predictor (or moderator or mediator) variables rather than criterion variables 

2. had followership as the focus, either stated or unstated. This was indicated by at 

least 50% of the research questions, hypotheses, and/or findings pertaining to the 

active role of followers in the leadership process 

3. were published in a peer reviewed scholarly journal or as a doctoral dissertation 

between January 1955 and December 2017 

4. documented empirical human research, either quantitative, qualitative, or mixed 

methods 

5. presented original data, not duplicating research reported in other papers 

6. were available as ‘full text’, in English 

7. reported research conducted in and/or had relevance to the workplace (thus, studies 

of political constituents, church congregations, amateur sport teams, and/or school 

aged students, were excluded). 

  Search strategy. Eight electronic interfaces and databases (Web of Science, 

Scopus, Ovid, ProQuest, EBSCOhost, Emerald (full text) Insight, Health Reference Centre 
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  The first stage identified all potentially relevant published articles in databases, 

using the search term followership and specifying ‘keyword’ when available. The second 

stage explored the search engine Google Scholar using the limitation of ‘title only’. Third, 

unpublished doctoral dissertations were located and retrieved from ProQuest Dissertations 

and Griffith University Research database. The advanced search options of index term (key 

word) and subject heading (all) were used in the ProQuest Dissertations and Theses search. 

Dissertations were included in the review to mitigate against potential publication bias. 

Stage 4 involved the retrieved articles and dissertations to be further assessed against the 

inclusion/exclusion criteria.  

  Interrater agreement. Interrater agreement checks required samples of papers, 

both included and excluded, and a copy of the inclusion/exclusion criteria, to be given to a 

senior academic on two occasions (n1 = 17 papers; n2 = 29 papers). On each occasion, a 

different academic moderated by indicating whether the papers were to be included or 

excluded based on the criteria provided. The initial formative moderation yielded 70.6% 

agreement before discussion, and 100% agreement post-discussion. The criteria statement 

was subsequently refined. The second interrater agreement check yielded 86% agreement 

before discussion and 100% following discussion.  

  Coding and analysis strategy. There were three main phases in data preparation 

and analysis: (1) the development of an attribute matrix, (2) the creation of topic categories 

and meta-topics, and (3) the analysis and synthesis of findings.  

  The first phase of data processing generated a matrix, mapping the 244 papers 

according to their research attributes: industry, country, research method/design (e.g., 

longitudinal, cross-sectional, experimental, descriptive), research type (e.g., qualitative, 
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quantitative, mixed methods), conceptual framework, and content category. Publication 

dates and journal names were also noted. This matrix data was managed and analysed using 

NVivo software.  A summary of this matrix data is provided in the results section of this 

review.  

  The second phase enabled the large amount of data from 244 papers to be managed 

by creating smaller subsets of papers with similar conceptual foci. Using an inductive 

approach, topic categories were generated by answering, in eight words or less, the question 

What is the key learning about followers from this research paper? The frequency of 

research topics and variables was then considered (Bogdan & Taylor, 1975) as a further 

means of identifying relevant categories. Using techniques recommended by Miles, 

Huberman, and Saldana (2013) such as clustering, making comparisons and contrasts, and 

subsuming particulars into the general, a final set of 10 topic categories was generated and 

labelled: perceptions of followers/hip, conceptual frameworks, measuring followers, 

understanding followers, scale development, follower-leader similarity, follower perception 

and preference, dyadic experience, followers influencing leader behaviours/experiences, 

and followers influencing organisational outcomes. Draft definitions with inclusion criteria 

were prepared for each category. Each paper was then assessed against the criteria, 

according to core content, and provisionally coded to a category. A hierarchy of content 

importance, based on the level of follower influence (see Appendix 2A for details), was 

developed to categorise papers that appeared to have equal core content from multiple 

categories. Such papers were categorised according to the highest order topic. The process 

of coding papers to categories was iterative, with refinements to category definitions and 

recoding of papers occurring as the papers were read and reread. Finally, four meta-topics 
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were derived from the 10 topic categories by clustering the categories that logically 

belonged together (Miles et al., 2013): perceptions of followers/hip, measuring 

followership, followers and leaders, and follower influence. 

   The third phase in data processing was the synthesis and analysis of the main 

findings. As Suri and Clarke (2009) suggest, synthesising a literature review requires the 

findings from the original studies to be interpreted and recast into new findings and insights 

about the topic of study. The new findings and insights enable deeper responses to the 

research questions guiding this review. 

 

2.5  Results 

  2.5.1  Descriptive statistics 

  Two hundred and eight studies (from 168 articles), and 89 unpublished studies 

(from 76 doctoral dissertations) were included in the final analysis (total N = 297 studies, 

from 244 papers, including over two million total participants). Age, not reported 

consistently across the studies, approximately ranged from 16 to over 84 years (M = 33.9, n 

=106 studies).  The mean percentage of male participants, calculated from studies that 

reported participant sex (n = 262), was 52.2%. Most studies were conducted in the USA 

(47.5%, n = 141), followed by Germany (8.1%, n = 24), China (6.1%, n = 18), Canada (4.7 

%, n = 14), and South Korea (2.7%, n = 8).   

  Eighty-six papers (35.2%) reported research conducted across multiple industries. 

The most frequently researched industries in papers reporting single industry studies were 

university (13.9%), health (11.1%), other education (3.7%), military (4.1%), government 
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cross-sectional, n = 206 (69.4%). Thirty-five experiments (11.8%) and eight longitudinal 

studies (2.7%) were conducted.  

Dominant theories and conceptual models. Kelley’s (1992) powerful follower 

(PF) theory, researched in 39 studies, was the dominant theory. Transformational leadership 

(Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978) and Leader Member Exchange (LMX: Dansereau, et al., 1975; 

Graen & Cashman, 1975; Graen, et al., 1982; Graen & Scandura, 1987; Liden & Graen, 

1980) were the next most common theories, included in approximately 37 and 22 papers, 

respectively. Authentic leadership (George, 2003) featured in 15 papers, courageous 

followership (Chaleff, 1995) was studied in 13, and servant leadership (Greenleaf, 1997) 

featured in approximately 12 papers. 

 

  2.5.2  Findings  

  The reviewed studies were grouped into 10 topic categories (see Appendix 2A) and 

then into four broader meta-topics: perceptions of followers/hip, measuring followers/hip 

and its correlates, leaders and followers, and follower influence. Table 2.1 indicates the 

number of papers (and studies) coded to each topic category and meta-topic. The most 

prominent meta-topic, Follower influence, holds 37.3% of studies, whereas the smallest 

meta-topic is Perceptions of followers/hip with 7.4% of studies.  
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Table 2.1      

Number of Papers [Studies] in Each Topic Category, Organised Under Meta-topics 

Meta-topic 

Topic Category 

Published Un-

published 

Total 

number 

Total % 

Perceptions of followers/hip 

A. Perceptions of followers and 

following 

 

3 [7] 

 

7 [7] 

 

10 [14] 

 

4.1% [4.7%] 

B. Conceptual frameworks [from 

research] 

6 [6] 2 [2] 8 [8] 3.3% [2.7%] 

Measuring followers/hip and correlates 

A. Measuring followers/hip 

 

4 [5] 

 

3 [3] 

 

7 [8] 

 

2.9% [2.7%]   

B. Understanding followers/hip 19 [20] 17 [17] 36 [37] 14.8% [12.5%] 

C. Scale development 2 [9] 5 [10] 7 [19] 2.9% [6.4%] 

Followers and leaders 

A. Follower-leader similarity 

 

6 [6] 

 

5 [5] 

 

11 [11] 

 

4.5% [3.7%] 

B. Follower perception of  

and preference for leadership 

25 [27] 10 [10] 35 [37] 14.3% [12.5%] 

C. Dyadic experience 27 [34] 16 [18] 43 [52] 17.6% [17.5%] 

Follower influence 

A. Followers influencing leader 

behaviour/experience 

 

15 [23] 

 

7 [13] 

 

22 [36] 

 

9% [12.1%]    

 

B. Followers influencing leadership  

outcomes 

61 [71] 4 [4] 65 [75] 26.6% [25.2%] 

Totals 168 [208] 76 [89] 244 [297] 100% [100%]  

 

The main findings are now presented using the four meta-topics as headings and the  

topic categories as subheadings. A critique and summary of each research category are also 

presented. 
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Meta-topic 1: Perceptions of followers/hip 

  A. Perceptions of followers and following.  Fourteen studies (eight qualitative) 

were grouped into the first topic category. These studies explored how participants, mostly 

followers, perceive and experience followership. Several of these studies identified factors 

that may potentially motivate or demotivate followers. Motivating factors included (a) 

mission, vision and values, (b) relationships, (c) education/development (Bearden, 2008; 

Duncan, 2013), (d) professional growth (Caamal, 2017), (e) appreciation, (f) recognition 

(Caamal, 2017; Staples, 2013), and (g) feedback (Bearden, 2008; Staples, 2013). While 

these studies incidentally revealed potential sources of motivation for followers, other 

research explicitly investigated follower motivation to show that leadership was not the 

primary source; personal meaning and connection to organisation/mission were found to be 

more motivating for some (Jordan, 2009; Keim, 2013), while self-interest was identified as 

a key motivator in two studies by Scherwin (2009).  These findings challenge leader-centric 

views of follower motivation. Additionally, stigma was identified as potentially 

demotivating (Benson, Jordan, & Christie, 2016; Hoption, Christie, & Barling, 2015). 

 Critique of studies within the ‘Perceptions of followers and following’ category. 

Overall, the qualitative study designs were robust, with alignment between design and 

research questions evident in most studies.  One possible exception was the 

phenomenological study of voluntary follower turnover by Shipley (2016) who used nine 

‘off the shelf’ interview questions in ten 30-minute telephone interviews; additionally, the 

data analysis that relied on two established frameworks to explain voluntary turnover 

seemed at odds with the phenomenological intentions of the research.  Shipley’s brief 

discussion did not appear to use the findings, albeit limited by the small sample size, to 
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draw insightful conclusions. In contrast, other studies with small, well-justified, sample 

sizes (e.g., Caamal, 2017; Jordan, 2009) provided insightful conclusions, congruent with 

research questions and methods. Techniques, such as triangulation, used to validate 

qualitative data were evident in most, but not all studies (e.g., Bearden, 2008; Duncan, 

2011), with some studies using particularly rigorous cross-checking procedures (e.g., 

Gordon, Rees, Ker, & Cleland, 2015; Jordan, 2009).  

  Robust research design, informed by sound theoretical foundations, was also 

evident in all quantitative studies including those with noted limitations, such as small 

sample size (Benson, Hardy, & Eys, 2016; Medcof, 2012). Experimental studies included 

control groups (Benson, Jordan, et al., 2016; Hoption et al., 2015) and statistical analyses 

were appropriate to the research questions and data. All quantitative/mixed methods 

studies, bar one (Medcof, 2012), used validated scales. 

   Some studies may have benefitted from longitudinal design, particularly research 

investigating the effect of training stage on the perceptions of followership by medical 

practitioners (Gordon et al., 2015). Overall, the quality of research suggests the findings 

regarding perceptions of followers are reliable. Generalisability to non-western populations, 

however, is limited, with all but one study (93%) conducted in North America.    

  B. Conceptual models of followership. Eight studies, seven qualitative and one 

quantitative (Manning & Robertson, 2016), presented, but did not test, conceptual models 

of followership as key outcomes. Findings from this second topic category suggest that 

ways of conceptualising followership are diverse. Some models represented the views of 

followers (e.g., Carsten et al., 2010; Danielsson, 2013), others presented the perceptions of 

leaders/managers (e.g., Gilstrap & Morris, 2015; Manning & Robertson, 2016), and one 
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model was constructed using expert opinion (Prilipko, 2014). While each model had unique 

content and no concept was present in all eight models, some concepts were common to 

multiple models (see Appendix 2B). Concepts found in two or more models included a 

continuum from passive to proactive following (Carsten et al., 2010; Gilstrap & Morris, 

2015; Kean et al., 2011) and anti/prototype followership constructs (Mohammadzadeh, 

Mortazavi, Lagzian, & Rahimnia, 2015; Vondey, 2012). 

  Critique of studies within the ‘Conceptual models of followership’ category. 

Strong rationales for methodologies were evident in most papers (e.g., Carsten et al., 2010; 

Gilstrap & Morris, 2015; Mohammadzadeh et al., 2015; Vondey, 2012), while others either 

lacked evidence of a rigorous method (i.e., Manning & Robertson, 2016), provided minimal 

rationale for the method (e.g., Danielsson, 2013; Kean et al., 2011), or made statements 

about the general principles of research design without explaining their relevance to the 

specific study (i.e., Prilipko, 2014).  

  Theoretical foundations and alignment between research questions and research 

aims were evident in most studies. One possible exception is the work of Prilipko (2014), 

who combined grounded theory with Antelo’s follower attributes framework (Antelo, 

Prilipko, & Sheridan-Pereira, 2010) to answer research questions primarily concerned with 

follower skills. The combination seems mismatched as grounded theory is an inductive 

approach, usually free from conceptual frameworks. Additionally, Prilipko does not seem 

to draw a distinction between skills and attributes.  

   Overall, the quality of research developing conceptual models suggests the models 

are reliable, although the findings of Prilipko (2014) and Manning and Robertson (2016) 

should be considered tentatively. With all studies, bar one, conducted in western countries 
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variables, such as organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB). Less often, followership 

scales were incorporated into studies investigating other topics: followers’ perceptions of 

leaders, follower-leader similarities, the dyadic experience, and ways in which followers 

influence leaders and/or leadership outcomes. Nineteen studies were conducted to develop 

scales to measure followers. 

  A. Measuring followership and B. Understanding followership. A total of 45 

studies were included in these two topic categories combined. Followership scales used in 

more than two studies were (a) Kelley’s (1992) Powerful Follower Scale (39 studies), (b) 

Dixon’s (2003) Follower Profile, developed using Chaleff’s (1995) courageous follower 

model (12 studies), (c) Sy’s (2010) Implicit Followership Theory (IFT) Scale (10 studies), 

and (d) Carsten and Uhl-Bien’s (2009) Belief in Leadership Co-production Scale (three 

studies). Descriptive summaries of these four most commonly used scales, including the 

dimensions and types of followers purportedly measured, are provided in Table 2.2.  
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Table 2.2 

Dimensions and Typologies Assessed in Four Commonly Used Followership Scales 

 Kelley’s (1992)  

Powerful Follower 

Scale 

[20 items] 

Dixon’s (2003)  

Follower Profile 

[56 items] 

 

Sy’s (2010) IFT 

Scale 

 

[18 items] 

Carsten & Uhl-

Bien (2009) Co-

production 

Belief     

Scale [5 items] 

Dimensions 

of 

followership 

Two dimensions: 

active engagement 

(AE) &  

independent 

critical thinking 

(ICT) 

Two dimensions: 

support & 

challenge leader 

Six dimensions: 

industry, 

enthusiasm, good 

citizen, conformity, 

insubordination, & 

incompetence 

One dimension: 

Co-production 

belief 

 

Typology of 

followership 

 

Five types: 

exemplary, 

pragmatic, 

alienated, 

conformist, & 

passive 

 

Four behaviours: 

serve, challenge, 

transform, & take 

action 

 

 

 

Two types: 

prototype & anti-

prototype 

 

  As shown, these measures focus mainly on follower behaviours and traits although 

intra-psychological variables are evident in co-production belief and the personal 

assumptions and schemas in IFT. Findings relating to the four main followership measures 

are now provided. 

Kelley’s (1992) powerful follower (PF). Findings relating to both the typology (five 

types) and the two dimensions (AE and ICT) of Kelley’s theoretical model are discussed 

here. 

 (i) Kelley’s (1992) five follower types. Table 2.3 shows the percentage of followers 

in each of 24 studies who were categorised into each of Kelley’s PF five follower types. In 

twenty-one of these studies (87.5%), conducted across a range of organisational settings, 

exemplary and/or pragmatic followers dominated. The three atypical studies (Brown & 

Thornborrow, 1996; Oyetunji, 2013; Strong & Williams, 2014) share no common features 
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that may explain the contrast. 

Table 2.3 

Percentages of Followers Belonging to Kelley’s (1992) PF Five Follower Types in Each of 

24 Studies 

 
Published 

research 

Exemplary % Pragmatic % Conformist % Passive % Alienated % 

Brown & 

Thornborrow 

(1996) 

 

15.7 

 

22.7 

 

26.6 

 

20.8 

 

14.2 

Oyetunji (2013) 12.5 63.6 0.0 10.2 13.6 

Crawford & 

Daniels (2014) 

 

81.6 

 

12.3 

 

1.8 

 

3.5 

 

0.9 

Strong & 

Williams (2014) 

 

0.0 

 

0.0 

 

54.4 

 

26.3 

 

19.4 

Walia, Bansal, & 

Mittal (2015) 

 

68.0 

 

n/a 

 

n/a 

 

n/a 

 

n/a 

Neal, Boutselis, 

& Bennett 

(2015)* 

Scatterplot 

concentration 

Scatterplot 

concentration 

   

Greene & Saint 

(2016) 

73.5 18.4 1.3 0.2 0.8 

Hinic, Grubor & 

Brulic (2107) 

 

58.7 39.8 n/a 0.5 1.0 

Unpublished 

research 

Exemplary % Pragmatic % Conformist % Passive % Alienated % 

Caesar (1998)  17.1 82.9        0.0 0.0 0.0 

Geist (2001) 90.2 4.9 0.0 0.0 1.6 

Pack (2001) 93.6 4.8 0.8 0.8 0.0 

Steyer (2001)* Scatterplot 

concentration 

Scatterplot 

concentration 

   

 

Beckerleg (2002) 86.7 13.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Barth (2003) 98.9 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Johnson (2003) 92.0 0.0 8.0 0.0 0.0 

Burke (2009) 95.9 2.7 1.4 0.0 0.0 

Favara (2009) 64.9        24.4 10.7 n/a n/a 

Fobbs (2009) 65.8 15.0 11.7 0 6.7 

Woods (2009) 78.9 18.7 1.2 1.2 0 

Morgan (2014) 72.0 18.0 5.0 2.0 3.0 

Travis (2015) 78.3 17.4 2.2 0.87 n/a 

McAulay (2016)  38.3 n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Young (2016) 33.4 22.5 20.5 9.6 13.9 

Ellie (2017) 33.0 n/a 21.7 27.6 17.2  
Note. n/a = not available. *These studies presented scatterplots of their findings, developed using Kelley’s 

quadrant, and did not report statistics 
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      (ii) Kelley’s PF two dimensions.  Kelley’s two dimensions of AE and ICT were 

present and empirically distinguishable in six studies (e.g., Blanchard, Welbourne, Gilmore, 

& Bullock, 2009; Gatti, Ghislieri, & Cortese, 2017; Gatti, Tartari, Cortese Claudio, & 

Ghislieri, 2014). Gatti et al. (2014), for example, showed that the version of the instrument 

to exhibit the most satisfactory properties consisted of 14 items to measure the two 

dimensions. Correlations between these two dimensions and most workplace outcomes, 

however, showed no consistent patterns across studies. One exception was the positive 

relationship between AE and job satisfaction, shown in five studies (Blanchard et al., 2009; 

Favara, 2009; Gatti et al., 2017; Gatti et al., 2014; Hinić, Grubor, & Brulić, 2017).  

  Courageous followership (Chaleff, 1995). Fourteen studies investigated courageous 

followership. Findings from research using Chaleff’s courageous follower theory, and/or 

the associated Follower Profile Scale developed by Dixon (2003), were inconsistent. While 

one study, for example, found differences on four of five courageous follower behaviours 

as a function of organisational level (Dixon & Westbrook, 2003), another did not (Havins, 

2010). Some positive correlations were reported between courageous follower behaviours 

and either organisational culture (Smith, 2009), hope (Muhlenbeck, 2012), or demographic 

variables (Dixon, Mercado, & Knowles, 2013; Smith, 2009). Exemplary followers (Kelley, 

1992) were found to demonstrate more courageous follower behaviours compared to other 

follower types (Fobbs, 2010).    

Studies linking courageous followership behaviours with organisational outcomes 

were rare. One study showed nurses who demonstrated courageous follower behaviours 

better managed workplace change (Schell & Kuntz, 2013). Another failed to find a 
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significant association between courageous followership and job satisfaction in hotel 

employees (Fobbs, 2010).   

  Studies investigating the relationship between leadership and courageous 

followership found that courageous followership was positively associated with 

transformational leadership (Sherill, 2015), and was predicted by servant leadership 

(Lincoln, 2016). In contrast, Ricketson (2008) found courageous followers acted 

independently of their leaders. 

  Implicit followership theories (IFT). IFT refer to schemas representing personal 

assumptions about the traits and behaviours of followers. Both followers and leaders have 

implicit follower schemas (Junker, Stegmann, Braun, & Van Dick, 2016; Sy, 2010).  IFTs 

support a follower-centric understanding of organisational phenomenon because IFTs may 

be antecedents to leaders’ and followers’ affect, behaviours, and cognitions (Sy, 2010).  

  In this subset of 11 papers, leader IFTs were found to predict interpersonal 

outcomes such as liking, relationship quality, and trust (Sy, 2010), LMX (Kedharnath, 

2014), and other outcomes such as follower job satisfaction (Sy, 2010), follower creativity 

(Kong, Xu, Zhou, & Yuan, 2017), and abusive supervision (Kedharnath, 2014). 

Congruence between leader IFT (positive prototype) and follower performance traits 

predicted benevolent leadership, and benevolent leadership was higher when leader IFT 

positive prototype and follower performance traits were high (Wang & Peng, 2016).  

  Results of a series of experiments show that followers with higher IFT 

insubordination scores were more likely to disobey an unethical request, whereas followers 

scoring higher on IFT good citizen were more likely to comply, particularly if the request 

was considered beneficial to the organisation (Knoll et al., 2017). This research suggests 
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that follower compliance may be more situation-dependent, than trait-dependent, and may 

be susceptible to framing effects.   

  Co-production of leadership belief (Carsten & Uhl-Bien, 2009). Followers’ co-

production belief refers to “the extent to which individuals believe the follower role 

involves partnering with leaders to advance the mission and achieve optimal levels of 

productivity” (Carsten & Uhl-Bien, 2012, p.211). Three studies used the Co-production 

Belief Scale. Chinese followers were found to have higher than expected co-production 

belief, especially when compared to USA followers (Lawrence, 2017). A positive 

relationship between co-production beliefs and upward communication (i.e., voice and 

constructive resistance) was found (Carsten & Uhl-Bien, 2012). Pointing to the likely 

complexity of the relationships involved in this study, follower-leader relationship quality, 

leader style, and autonomous work climate moderated the relationship with voice, but not 

with constructive resistance. In a separate study, individuals with stronger co-production 

beliefs demonstrated stronger intent to engage in constructive resistance, while followers 

with weaker co-production beliefs demonstrated stronger intent to obey unethical requests 

(Carsten & Uhl-Bien, 2013).  Displacement of responsibility partially mediated the latter 

relationship.  

  Critique of studies within the ‘Measuring followership’ and ‘Understanding 

followership’ categories. The major concern with this subset of studies is evidence, 

supported by scholars such as Baker (2006) and Gatti et al. (2014), that instruments 

measuring followership are not well validated. Many studies failed to report reliability data 

and the omission of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) in many studies (e.g., Crawford & 

Daniels, 2014; Dixon et al., 2013; Hinić et al., 2017; Strong & Williams, 2014) make it 
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difficult to determine the psychometric properties of the scales. Shortened versions of the 

scales are used (e.g., Dixon, 2008; Gatti et al., 2017; Greene & Saint, 2016; Jin, McDonald, 

Park, & Yu, 2017), often without adequate justification, which further weakens their 

credibility. The strong relationship (>.4) reported between the two subscales of Kelley’s PF 

Scale (e.g., Gatti et al., 2017, r = .46; Neal, Boutselis, & Bennett, 2015, r = .77; Walia, 

Bansal, & Mittal, 2015; r = .45) brings into question the proposed factor structure. Two 

studies found the 2-factor solution invalid (Blanchard et al., 2009; Gatti, et al., 2014) and 

several studies reduced the scale to a single factor (e.g., Behery, 2016; Jin, et al., 2017; 

Neal et al., 2015). 

  Doubts have been raised regarding validity and reliability, particularly in studies 

using self-report measures of job performance (i.e., Oyetunji, 2012) and follower type (e.g., 

Crawford & Daniels, 2014; Pack, 2001; Walia et al., 2015). Self-reporting offers one 

possible explanation for the high proportion of exemplary (Kelley, 1992) followers reported 

in the research. Another possible explanation for the skewed follower-type data could be 

the high number of convenience samples, whereby organisational members who volunteer 

to participate in research are most likely employees who engage in extra role behaviours, 

such as completing questionnaires. Numerous studies sought to mitigate the effects of self-

reporting by using reports from others (e.g., Favara, 2009; Geist, 2001; Gilbert & Hyde, 

1988; Leroy, Anseel, Gardner, & Sels, 2015) or assess its impact statistically, for example, 

by performing Harman’s single factor test (Jin et al., 2017). 

  Other limitations of this subset of studies include statistical analyses without 

hypotheses (e.g., Beckerleg, 2003; Geist, 2001; Hinić et al., 2017) and minimal use of 

quality assurance techniques in questionnaires, such as attention filters (used by Blair, 
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2016) and survey speed timers (e.g., Lawrence, 2017). Most studies (83.7%) were 

conducted in western countries, albeit with samples that were recruited from a wide range 

of industries; four health industry studies, dominated by females, were exceptions. Thus, 

with the average proportion of male participants at 46.5% and only one sample of 

university students, the samples appear demographically representative of western 

followers. Caution should be exercised with interpreting findings, however, given the 

limitations identified with scale validity. 

  Summary of studies of the ‘Measuring followership’ and ‘Understanding 

followership’ categories. Behaviour and trait-based items dominate the four most 

commonly used followership scales, with less attention given to intra-psychic variables. 

Overall, support for the two dominant measures, Kelley’s (1992) PF Scale and Dixon’s 

(2003) scale, is limited with little evidence supporting reliability or criterion validity. While 

Kelley’s theory gained support from valid measures of his two PF dimensions (AE and 

ICT), available measures offer limited support for the construct validity of his full 

typology. The more recently developed measures of IFT (Sy, 2010) and co-production 

belief (Carsten & Uhl-Bien, 2009) hold promise, with research supporting several 

predictions, although further testing is required. In summary, there appears to be a 

disconnect between established followership theory and empirical evidence.  

  C. Scale development. Seven papers documented studies designed to develop new 

measures of followership. Not all attempts to develop a valid and reliable measure were 

successful; specifically, Tram-Quon (2013) acknowledged a lack of success in her attempt 

to develop a valid implicit measure of IFT to complement Sy’s (2010) explicit IFT 

measure. 
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  Reflecting diversity in the field, six follower measures were developed: IFT Scale 

(Junker et al., 2016), Follower Competence (Park, 2013), Steward Follower (Warton, 

2016), IFTs Scale (Sy, 2010), Destructive Follower (Thoroughgood, 2013), and Authentic 

Followership Profile (VanWhy, 2015). Scales included items designed to capture follower 

behaviours (or behaviour schema), such as raising questions with supervisors, tuning out 

(Warton, 2016), conformity (Sy, 2010; Thoroughgood, 2013), and working towards goals 

(Park, 2013). Other items were designed to measure perceptions/schema of personal 

qualities, such as enthusiasm and good citizenship (Sy, 2010), while still others investigated 

motivational forces, such as ambition, greed (Thoroughgood, 2013), and respect for 

supervisor (VanWhy, 2015). Table 2.4 provides an overview and highlights several 

commonalities across the different scales. Interesting features of these recently developed 

measures include (a) inclusion of the concept of resistance, (b) attention to intrapersonal 

features, and (c) evidence of the task-relationship dichotomy that features in much 

leadership research.    



Table 2.4 

Overview of Attributes [or IFT Schemas of Attributes] Measured in Six Recently Developed Followership Scales 

Scale 

 

            Sy (2010) 

First-                   Second-       

order IFT             order IFT              

 Junker et 

al., (2016) 

IFT 

 Warton 

(2016) 

IFT 

 Park 

(2013) 

Competence 

 Thoroughgood (2013) 

Destructive Followers 

Conformer     Colluder 

 VanWhy 

(2015) 

Authentic 

Followership 

Industry  Prototype  Prototype 

Task 

 Steward 

(Mature) 

 Goal 

orientation  

 Unmet 

Needs 

Ambition  Psychological 

ownership 

 

Enthusiasm   Prototype 

Relationship  

   Working 

toward goals 

 Personal 

Life 

Distress 

 

Greed  Relational 

transparency 

 

Good Citizen   Anti-

prototype 

Relationship 

   Enthusiasm  Self-

Concept 

Clarity 

 

Impulse  

control 

 Self-

awareness 

 

Conformity Anti-

prototype 

   Egoist 

(Resistant) 

 Intellectuality  Core Self-

Evaluations 

Machiavellianism  Internalized 

moral 

perspective 

Insubordination   Anti-

prototype 

Task 

         

Incompetence 
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  Importantly, three of the six scales incorporate the concept of resistance, thereby 

recognising that those in follower positions do not always comply and cooperate. The anti-

prototype (Junker et al., 2016; Sy, 2010) and the egoist factor (Warton, 2016) include 

behaviours such as insubordination and uncooperativeness as forms of resistance. 

Intrapersonal items were particularly evident in VanWhy’s (2015) Authentic Follower 

Scale and Thoroughgood’s (2013) destructive follower measure, with both the colluder and 

conformer scales designed to measure intrapersonal features such as unmet needs, self-

concept clarity, core-self evaluations, ambition, and greed.  Finally, the relationship-task 

dichotomy featured both explicitly (Junker et al., 2016) and implicitly (Park, 2013) within 

two scales. 

  Critique of studies within the ‘Scale development’ category. Recognised scale 

development processes characterised six of the seven studies, with both exploratory and 

confirmatory factor analyses (EFA; CFA) reported. Tram-Quon’s (2013) research was an 

exception as she sought to develop an implicit measure of followership and therefore 

employed implicit association tests, a projective method (Harms & Luthans, 2012), and 

structural equation modelling.  

  Rigorous methodologies were generally evident across the research, with only some 

areas for concern. VanWhy (2015) omitted CFA. Junker et al., (2016) used the once 

common, now discredited, factor analysis procedure termed the ‘Little Jiffy’ (Kaiser, 1970) 

whereby principal components analysis (PCA) is used, varimax rotation is applied, and all 

factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 are retained (see Preacher & MacCallum, 2003). 

Parallel analysis, recommended by Preacher and MacCallum and Lim and Jahng (2019), 

was evident in only one paper (Warton, 2016) and PCA, not advised by Preacher and 
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MacCallum or Goretzko, Pham, and Bühner, (2020), was common. The recommended EFA 

approach, principal axis factoring (PAF), was used by two researchers (Park, 2013; 

Thoroughgood, 2013) and presumably Sy (2010), who did not specify his approach. 

Oblique rotation, recommended by Preacher and MacCallum, was used almost exclusively. 

The findings from this critique suggest the most valid followership scales are those 

developed by Thoroughgood (2013), Park (2013), and Sy (2010).    

  Summary of studies within the ‘Scale development’ category. The features of these 

newly developed (post 2009) scales point to emerging concepts of interest in the literature: 

IFT, anti/prototype, follower resistance, intra-psychological processes, and matching 

follower and leader theories (e.g., authentic followership to complement authentic 

leadership). Some of these ideas, especially IFT and authentic followership, seem to mirror 

well established theoretical approaches in the leadership literature while others, such as 

resistance, anti/prototypes, and intra-psychological variables, appear relatively new and 

seem indicative of the direction the field is taking. 

  Meta-topic 3: Followers and leaders 

  Consistent with the notion of follower-leader interdependence (Hollander, 1992), is 

the widely held belief that it is not possible to have leaders without followers (Bearden, 

2008; Caesar, 1999; Dixon, 2009; Johnson, 2003; Pitron, 2008). Consequently, the 

follower-leader dyad is a feature, either implicitly or explicitly, in most followership and 

related leadership research. 

  A. Follower-leader similarity. Eleven studies were identified as primarily 

researching the topic of follower-leader similarity, while over 20 studies less directly 

incorporated the notion of follower-leader similarity. Two approaches were evident in 
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studies investigating follower-leader similarities: the similarity-attraction hypothesis and 

follower-leader commonalities. 

  Similarity-attraction hypothesis. The similarity-attraction hypothesis (Byrne, 1961; 

Festinger, 1954) was evident, both explicitly and latently, in the research. This hypothesis, 

well supported by empirical findings (Keller, 1999), proposes that people are attracted to 

others who share common features, such as demographic characteristics, traits, attitudes, 

and/or values. In organisations, this hypothesis can explain relationships between follower-

leader similarity and organisational outcomes such as conflict. Variables investigated in 

studies of follower-leader similarity include sex, age, ethnicity, personality traits, values 

and attitudes.  

 Only three of the 11 studies in this topic category used the similarity-attraction 

hypothesis, either explicitly or latently. Findings included a positive relationship between 

conflict and perceived differences in organisational values of team members and their CEO 

(Ward, Lankau, Amason, Sonnenfeld, & Agle, 2007), and a strong positive relationship 

between follower-leader values congruence and follower self-efficacy (Everett, 2010). In 

another study, the quality of working relationships was affected, either positively or 

negatively, when followers perceived supervisor interactions with them to be influenced by 

racial dissimilarity (Jackson, 2015).  

 Follower-leader commonalities. Studies in this category examine commonalities 

between followers and leaders, rather than similarity between them as a source of 

attraction. Challenging the popular follower-leader dichotomy, the leader-follower 

commonalities approach hypothesises that followers and leaders are more similar than they 

are different.  A study of military cadets found that good leaders were also judged to be 
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good followers, thus highlighting the traits and behaviours of valued employees are similar, 

regardless of organisational position (Hollander & Webb, 1955). More recent research 

corroborates this early work (e.g., Baker et al., 2011; Deckert, 2007; Tanoff & Barlow, 

2002). Not all findings, however, supported the follower-leader commonality hypothesis 

(see Agho, 2009; Campbell & Kinion, 1993). Possible reasons for these discrepancies 

include the homogenous sample of senior executives used in Agho’s study which may have 

skewed the results, and the variable used to group participants in Campbell and Kinion’s 

study which resulted in autocrats reporting difficulties working together. 

Critique of studies within the ‘Follower-leader similarity’ category. While most 

quantitative studies were characterised by robust research design, reasonable sample size, 

and quality analysis (e.g., Agho, 2009; Baker et al., 2011; Hollander & Webb, 1955; Tanoff 

& Barlow, 2002), the unconfirmed validity of followership scales used in several studies 

casts doubts on the integrity of the findings. Where small samples were unavoidable, 

appropriate analyses using correlation and chi-squared, (e.g., Burke, 2009; Everett, 2010) 

were evident. Of the two qualitative studies in this subset of literature, one was grounded in 

well-defined theory and showed rigorous research design, including robust data analysis 

(Jackson, 2015), but the other was lacking in these respects (Schindler, 2012). Overall, the 

quality of research suggests the findings on this topic are plausible. As 100% of studies 

investigating similarity hypotheses were conducted in the USA, the generalisability of 

findings to other nations is limited.  

     Summary of studies within the ‘Follower-leader similarity’ category. Overall, 

findings supported both the similarity-attraction hypothesis and the notion that followers 

and leaders have more in common than they are different, which is contrary to the assumed 
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dichotomy that overshadows the literature (Hollander & Webb, 1955; Medcof, 2012; Pack, 

2001; Ricketson, 2008; Tsakeni & Jita, 2017; Vondey, 2012). This latter conclusion raises 

an important issue regarding the definition and measurement of followership which 

receives further attention in the discussion section of this chapter. 

B. Follower perceptions of and preferences for leadership. Thirty-seven studies 

within this topic category investigated (a) associations between follower demographic 

characteristics and follower perceptions of and preferences for leadership styles, and/or (b) 

how followers’ perceptions of leaders predict follower behaviours and workplace 

outcomes. Findings are presented in three parts: (1) workplace outcomes, (2) follower 

demographic characteristics, and (3) follower intra-psychological variables, where the latter 

two categories reflect the two main types of follower attributes studied. 

Workplace outcomes. Follower perceptions of their leaders’ behaviours correlated 

positively with follower attributes such as trust, loyalty, satisfaction, and commitment 

(Basford, Offermann, & Behrend, 2014), organisational commitment (Napp, 2011), OCB 

(Reiley & Jacobs, 2016), and engagement (Caulfield & Senger, 2017). Results from two 

studies suggested that leader credibility and respect for leaders legitimised requests and 

contributed to follower willingness to comply (Rowe, 2006; Young, 2016). Leadership 

rotation was generally perceived negatively by followers, resulting in frustration, 

disengagement, team dysfunction, reduced leader credibility, and lower performance 

(Young, 2016).  

Demographic variables. The impact of follower gender on perceptions of and 

preferences for leadership was varied. For instance, in one study, women and men viewed 

their supervisors differently on several dimensions, but there was little difference in how 
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each sex perceived bad supervisors (Singh et al., 2012).  Same sex preferences were evident 

in some studies (e.g., Boyce & Herd, 2003; Luthar, 1996), while others reported no 

differences between male and female followers’ ratings of their male and female leaders or 

their preferences for leadership type (Barth, 2003; Brown, 2007; Duncanson, 2011). 

  Age was associated with leadership preferences and perceptions in some studies 

(Chong & Wolf, 2010; Fein, Tziner, & Vasiliu, 2010; Green, Duncan, Salter, & Chavez, 

2012), but not others (Brown, 2007; Duncanson, 2011). Older followers viewed leadership 

change more negatively than younger followers, and followers with more work experience 

viewed leader influence to be diminishing (Chong & Wolf, 2010). No relationship was 

found between leadership preferences and generation (Barth, 2003; Johnson, 2014; Napp, 

2011). 

 Studies investigating the role of follower culture, race, and nationality in shaping 

follower perceptions of leaders provided mixed results. While Australian and Chinese 

followers reported different preferences for workplace pressure and support (Casimir & Li, 

2005) and leader traits (Casimir & Waldman, 2007), racially diverse participants in another 

study were not different in their preferences for charismatic, relationship-oriented, and task-

oriented leaders (Duncanson, 2011). Similarly, a study of leader influence as perceived by 

followers from collectivist and individualistic cultures yielded inconclusive results (Chong 

& Wolf, 2010). 

  Intra-psychological variables. Follower reactions to and preferences for different 

leadership styles were associated with intra-psychological variables such as attachment 

style (Shalit, Popper, & Zakay, 2010), ethical idealism (Smith, 2011), and self-construal 

(Ehrhart, 2012). Intra-psychological variables also appeared to impact follower perceptions 
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of leadership, as social identification and neuroticism predicted perceived transformational 

leadership (Stelmokiene & Endriulaitiene, 2015) and followers with higher psychological 

capital rated leaders higher in transformational and transactional leadership (Warren, 2015).  

A non-significant association between follower intrapersonal characteristics, such as self-

concept and achievement orientation, and follower preferences was also reported 

(Duncanson, 2011).   

  Critique of studies within the ‘Follower perceptions of and preferences for 

leadership’ category. Robust research design, measurement, and analysis characterised this 

set of 35 papers; however, there were exceptions, including a Nigerian police study 

(Ihenacho, 2011), a UK police study (Rowe, 2006), a USA school study (Methner, 2013), 

and five studies that reported statistical analyses without a priori hypotheses (e.g., Johnson, 

2014; Singh et al., 2012). Common method bias was a potential shortcoming of many 

studies, with some seeking to avoid its effects using techniques such as multiple data 

sources (e.g., Hayibor, Agle, Sears, Sonnenfeld, & Ward, 2011), and others assessing its 

impact by way of Harman’s single factor test (e.g., Reiley & Jacobs, 2016) or checking that 

correlations were not overly large (e.g., Ehrhart, 2012).  Most studies were conducted in 

western countries (82.9%) using convenience samples, and 10 studies used university 

student samples. Homogeneity was evident in three male dominated military samples. 

Overall, however, with a mean age of 30.3 years and males comprising 50.7% of 

participants across a variety of industries, the samples may be viewed as broadly 

representative of the workforce in western nations.  

  Summary of studies within the ‘Follower perceptions of and preferences for 

leadership’ category. As the types of follower attributes investigated were diverse, with 
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few studies investigating identical variables, it is difficult to draw well substantiated 

conclusions regarding the effects of specific attributes on follower perceptions and 

preferences. Generally, however, follower attributes appear to contribute to the acceptance 

or rejection of leadership, a contention that is supported by the leadership literature 

(Hollander, 2007).  

  C. Dyadic experience. While few leadership theories explicitly acknowledge the 

centrality of the follower-leader dyad in understanding leadership (LMX being an 

exception), the dyad is both explicitly and implicitly investigated in much of the related 

leadership research. Most of the 51 studies in this topic category focussed on identifying 

how the features of followers and leaders and/or their relationship impact organisational 

outcomes. LMX (Dansereau et al., 1975; Graen & Cashman, 1975; Graen, et al., 1982; 

Graen & Scandura, 1987; Liden & Graen, 1980) was the most frequently used theory, 

found in 15 of the studies reviewed. Other conceptual frameworks included situational 

leadership, values and counter values, and motivational theories. Some follower-leader 

dyadic research investigated intra-dyadic behaviours such as communication, role shifting, 

and synchrony. The main findings from this subset of literature are presented here under 

three headings: relational, behavioural, and acting independently. 

  Relational. Findings suggest that positive relations between followers and leaders 

result in better workplace outcomes. Follower loyalty to supervisor, for example, correlated 

more strongly with both in-role and extra-role behaviours than did organisational 

commitment (Chen, Tsui, & Farh, 2002). Mutual trust, feelings of personal and 

professional support, appreciation and a sense of safety were each associated with a sense 

of follower empowerment, whereas organisational programs and practices were not 
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(Dillard, 2013). Mutual recognition respect predicted well-being and job performance 

(Clarke & Mahadi, 2017). Relationship quality positively predicted career satisfaction 

(Han, 2010) and strengthened voice for followers with lower co-production beliefs (Carsten 

& Uhl-Bien, 2012).   

  Follower variables shown to correlate with follower-leader relationship quality 

included age and gender (Kaminskas, Bartkus, & Pilinkus, 2011), race (Randolph-Seng et 

al., 2016), personality (Emery, Calvard, & Pierce, 2013; Zhang, Wang, & Shi, 2012), value 

orientations (Graf, Van Quaquebeke, & Van Dick, 2011; Van Quaquebeke, Kerschreiter, 

Buxton, & van Dick, 2010), emotional intelligence (Ordun & Beyhan Acar, 2014), trust in 

peers (Han, 2010), and positive employee characteristics such as loyalty and enthusiasm 

(Kedharnath, 2014). Regarding follower motivation, citizenship behaviours towards 

supervisors were motivated more by felt obligation than altruistic concerns (Lemmon & 

Wayne, 2015), and self-interest motivated followers to support leaders more than follower 

perceptions of leader worth (Scherwin, 2009). 

    Behavioural. Congruent follower-leader behaviours were associated with improved 

workplace climate (Bertlett, Johansson, Arvidsson, & Jern, 2012), and synchrony of leader 

and follower behaviour predicted team performance (Pearce, 2016). Switching between 

leader and follower roles resulted in enhanced team satisfaction (Campbell & Kinion, 1993) 

and correlated with enhanced organisational performance (Foster, 2014).  

   Acting independently. While the findings reported thus far imply that follower 

behaviour is strongly impacted by the follower-leader dyad, contrasting evidence exists. 

For instance, consensual self-managing teams emerged during periods of absent leadership 

(Leonard, 2014) and followers in a restaurant chain behaved in trait-congruent ways, 
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regardless of leadership types (Ricketson, 2008).  

  Critique of studies within the ‘Dyadic experience’ category. Research designs, 

measurement techniques, and modes of analysis varied in quality in this set of 43 papers. 

Most studies had robust sample sizes and apriori hypotheses. Exceptions included 

quantitative studies with very small sample sizes (i.e., Deckert, 2007; Rusher, 2005) and 

those that conducted statistical analyses without apriori hypotheses (e.g., Ricketson, 2008). 

While self-reporting dominated the research, numerous researchers sought to mitigate 

effects using social desirability measures (e.g., Kim, Han, Son, & Yun, 2017), time lag 

studies (e.g., Zhang et al., 2012), and tests of a single method factor (e.g., Kedharnath, 

2014).  As over a quarter of the studies were conducted in non-western countries (less than 

40% conducted in USA), males averaged 49.6% of reported participants, and a variety of 

industries was represented, the findings from this set of papers may generalise across 

different, especially western, cultures. 

  Summary of studies within the ‘Dyadic experience’ category. The evidence 

provided by this subset of papers highlights the importance of follower-leader relationships, 

and supports a conclusion from the leadership literature, that inattention to follower-leader 

relationships may produce sub-optimal, and perhaps even dysfunctional, outcomes 

(Hollander, 2007). Overall, there seems to be almost universal acceptance in contemporary 

scholarly work that leadership is the outcome of follower-leader relationships (Carsten & 

Uhl-Bien, 2013; Riggio, 2014; Rost, 2008). 

  Meta-topic 4: Follower influence 

  While bottom-up influence processes have been largely neglected in organisational 

research (Blader & Chen, 2011), upward influence was investigated in several of the 
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current studies.  The distribution of publication dates of this follower influence literature 

suggests that, with 83 of 87 papers (95%) published after 2009, research is trending towards 

investigating the role of followers in influencing leaders and organisational outcomes.  

   A. Followers influencing leaders. The main findings from the 22 papers (36 

studies) within this topic category are presented here under the headings of follower impact 

on leader behaviour and follower impact on leader experiences. 

  Follower impact on leader behaviour. Experimental studies showed leaders 

displayed fewer self-serving behaviours when followers were (a) seen to have power 

(Howe, 2017), (b) directed organisational citizenship behaviours at co-workers, thereby 

reducing leader stress (Decoster et al., 2014), and (c) provided candid feedback to leaders 

(Oc, Bashshur, & Moore, 2015). A two-wave longitudinal study, that controlled for the 

auto-regressor effects at Time 1, found that follower work engagement was positively 

associated with leader engagement (Wirtz, Rigotti, Otto, & Loeb, 2017). While lag 

sequential analysis was used to show leader behaviours were seemingly affected by the 

tone of follower disagreement in appraisal meetings (Meinecke, Lehmann-Willenbrock, & 

Kauffeld, 2017), qualitive research also found leader behaviours were affected by 

uncooperative follower behaviour (Mmobuosi, 1991).  

Cross-sectional studies suggested follower Machiavellianism was linked to leader 

appraisal of followers (Shondrick, 2013), and proactive follower behaviour engendered 

leader trust (Shahzadi, John, Qadeer, & Mehnaz, 2017). A qualitative study added support 

to the findings regarding proactive follower behaviour and positive leader appraisal 

(Benson, Hardy, et al., 2016). Qualitative research also found follower competence was the 

strongest trait predictor of leader trust (Cuffie, 2017) and support (Johnson, 2016).  
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Followers were found to promote authentic leadership by actively shaping team 

climate, in a cross lagged analysis that lent support to a reverse causation model (Kinnunen, 

Feldt, & Mauno, 2016), and by modelling authentic behaviour, in a qualitative study by 

Epperson (2015). Other qualitative research led to conclusions that followers initiate 

managerial leadership as required, and that attempts to lead when there is a “lack of interest 

to be led” (Blom & Alvesson, 2014, p. 352) may result in follower resistance and 

dissatisfaction.  

  Follower impact on leader experiences. Followership behaviours, such as voice and 

upward delegation, were found to be positively related to leader motivation (Carsten, Uhl-

Bien, & Huang, 2018), while leader empowerment was associated with courageous and 

exemplary acts of followership (Harris-Wilson, 2017). While follower support was 

negatively associated with leader psychological strain and positively correlated with leader 

job satisfaction and effectiveness (Mesdaghinia, 2017), there was crossover effect of 

follower emotional exhaustion to leaders, moderated by leader emotional self-efficacy, in a 

longitudinal study by Wirtz and colleagues (2017).  

  Critique of studies within the ‘Followers influencing leaders’ category. As less 

than 50% of this subset of 36 studies are experiments, conclusions of causality are 

restricted. Another limitation of this group of studies is the mediation analyses performed 

in seven papers using data from cross-sectional research. As increased accuracy of the 

estimated relationships between variables in mediation analysis is achieved using 

longitudinal studies, with three or more waves (Lockhart, MacKinnon, & Ohlrich, 2011), 

cross-sectional designs are not favoured. Samples were generally adequate in size and 

somewhat representative of an international population with 50% of studies conducted 
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outside the USA (16.7% Asia). The generalisability of findings is strengthened by the 

variety of industries researched and the absence of university student samples. 

  Summary of studies within the ‘Followers influencing leaders’ category. Findings 

suggest that followers affect leader behaviour, including leaders’ resource allocation, acts 

of self-interest, and decisions regarding who they choose to trust and sponsor.  Followers 

were also seen to influence leader experiences including leader motivation, job satisfaction, 

well-being, self-regulation, and empowerment. Overall, results support the notion that 

followers are influential in the follower-leader dyad. This conclusion is supported by 

literature documenting the evolution of LMX theory over the last 50 years. Once a leader-

centric theory, with the leader in control of the dyadic relationship, LMX theory (and 

associated research) has evolved to recognise the contribution of followers through social 

exchange mechanisms (Bernerth, Armenakis, Feild, Giles, & Walker, 2007).  

  B. Followers influencing leadership outcomes. Of the 75 studies in this topic 

category, most investigated the mediating and/or moderating effect of follower variables on 

the impact of leadership styles. Table 2.5 provides a summary of the key variables in this 

set of papers. Below, the findings are discussed according to the most frequently researched 

active (mediator/moderator) follower variables: trust, motivation, identification, 

empowerment, and personality. 
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 Table 2.5 

Four Most Frequently Used Independent, Dependent, Mediator, and Moderator Variables 

in ‘Followers Influencing Leadership Outcomes’ Papers [Studies] 

 

Variable 

Category 

Specific Variables Number of papers [studies] 

Independent 

variables 

Transformational Leadership 

Authentic Leadership 

Servant Leadership 

Ethical Leadership + Unethical 

Leadership 

16 [18] 

13 [13] 

8 [8] 

3 [3] + 1 [2] 

Dependent 

variables 

Performance (follower, team, 

organisation) 

Follower satisfaction 

Follower OCB 

Follower/team engagement & voice 

 

11 [13] 

8 [9] 

7 [9] 

6 [6] each 

Mediator 

Variables 

Follower trust 

Follower team/organisation 

identification 

Follower motivation 

Follower empowerment 

9 [9] 

 

6 [7] 

4 [4] 

4 [4] 

Moderator 

Variables 

Follower personality  

Follower ethnic culture 

Follower feelings of uncertainty 

Follower meaningfulness of one’s team 

4 [4] 

3 [3] 

1 [3] 

1 [3] 

Note. Bolded text indicates the most frequently researched active follower variables 

 

   Trust. Trust in supervisor, organisation, and/or co-worker was examined as a 

mediator in nine studies. Findings are organised according to the most frequently tested 

independent variables (IVs): (i) authentic leadership, (ii) servant leadership, (iii) 

transformational and charismatic leadership. 

  (i) Authentic leadership. Follower trust partially mediated the relationship between 

authentic leadership and follower engagement (Wang & Hsieh, 2013), and intra-team trust 

fully mediated the influence of team level authentic leadership on both team and individual 

supervisor helping behaviours (Hirst, Walumbwa, Aryee, Butarbutar, & Chen, 2016).  
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Authentic leadership indirectly affected organisational citizenship behaviour through 

follower trust in the organisation (strongest effect) and trust in co-workers, but not trust in 

supervisors (Coxen, van der Vaart, & Stander, 2016).    

  (ii) Servant leadership. Follower trust was found to partially mediate the positive 

effect of servant leadership on job performance ( Kim & Kim, 2017) and its negative effect 

on employee turnover intentions (Kashyap & Rangnekar, 2016). 

  (iii) Transformational and charismatic leadership. Affect-based trust mediated the 

impact of transformational leadership on the helping behaviours of followers who had high 

prosocial motivation, while the mediation effect of cognition-based trust was only 

significant in followers with low prosocial motivation (Zhu & Akhtar, 2014).  

 Motivation. A second set of follower variables that seemingly affected leadership 

outcomes related to motivation. While numerous other follower variables in this set of 

studies may legitimately be considered motivational (e.g., attachment insecurity, proactive 

nature, and competence), only five such variables were explicitly identified by researchers: 

motivation to lead, motivation type, staff motivation, prosocial motivation, and intrinsic 

motivation. 

  Follower core self-evaluation and affective motivation to lead mediated the negative 

effects of servant leadership on leadership avoidance (Lacroix & Pircher Verdorfer, 2017), 

and follower autonomous motivation fully mediated the positive relationship between 

servant leader spiritual values and eudemonic well-being (Chen, Chen, & Li, 2013). 

Prosocial motivation moderated the effects of trust as a mediator between transformational 

leadership and follower helping behaviour (Zhu & Akhtar, 2014). Finally, Kong et al. 
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(2017) showed that follower intrinsic motivation, LMX, and creative self-efficacy fully 

mediated the positive relationship between positive leader IFT and follower creativity. 

     Identification. Seven studies examined the impact of the third follower variable, 

identification, on the attainment of leadership outcomes. Four studies (three papers) found 

organisational identification partially mediated the relationship between leadership style 

and one of (a) unethical pro-organisational behaviour (Effelsberg, Solga, & Gurt, 2014), (b) 

intrapreneurial behaviour (Valsania, Moriano, & Molero, 2016), and (c) voice and negative 

feedback-seeking behaviour (Chughtai, 2016). While one study reported follower 

identification with work group partially mediated the relationship between authentic 

leadership and knowledge-sharing (Edú-Valsania, Moriano, & Molero, 2016), another 

found identification with work group/team contributed to a reduction in the effect of 

transformational leadership on OCB and taking charge behaviours (Li, Chiaburu, Kirkman, 

& Xie, 2013). Finally, personal identification with the leader partially mediated the 

relationship between authentic leadership and whistleblowing (Liu, Liao, & Wei, 2015).  

  Empowerment. More empowered followers were less likely to perceive leader 

behaviours as charismatic (Kwak, 2012), and follower empowerment, along with 

organisational identification, mediated the relationship between authentic leadership and 

follower intrapreneurial behaviour (Valsania et al., 2016). In situations with servant 

leadership, one study found a positive relationship between job crafting, follower 

empowerment, and engagement (Yang, Ming, Ma, & Huo, 2017), while another showed 

follower psychological empowerment did not explain any additional variance in OCB 

above that accounted for by LMX (Newman, Schwarz, Cooper, & Sendjaya, 2017).  
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  Personality. Followers with proactive personalities were less influenced by leaders 

to speak up (Guenter, Schreurs, van Emmerik, & Sun, 2017) and proactive personality 

moderated the effect of LMX on OCB in situations of servant leadership (Newman et al., 

2017).  A scenario experiment concluded that follower personality (agreeableness, 

conscientiousness, and neuroticism) moderated three aspects of leader character (integrity, 

humility and forgiveness, and interest and gratitude) on followers’ perceptions of the 

leader’s worthiness of being followed, OCB, and voice behaviour. The impact of leader 

humility and forgiveness on worthiness of being followed was moderated by follower 

agreeableness and neuroticism, and the impact of leader integrity was moderated by 

follower conscientiousness. The impact of leader’s interest and gratitude was moderated by 

neuroticism only for the effect on followers OCB and trust toward the leader (Liborius, 

2014). 

  Critique of studies within the ‘Followers influencing leadership outcomes’ 

category. This subset of 65 research papers represented both western and non-western 

populations, with over 38% of studies conducted in Asia and the Middle East, 22.7% 

conducted in Europe, and 21 % in North America. Common method bias was widely 

acknowledged and addressed. The major limitation of these studies appears to relate to 

mediation analysis, as presented in 43 papers. Considering the advice of Lockhart et al. 

(2011) to use mediation analysis in longitudinal studies of three or more waves, the 

accuracy of mediation findings from this subset of studies may be less than ideal; only one 

study used a longitudinal design, and this comprised only two waves of data collection. 

Another limitation relates to eight mediation studies that used outdated analytic procedures, 

specifically, Baron and Kenny’s (1986) approach to testing mediation. Such procedures 
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have been superseded by bootstrapping techniques (Steffens, Haslam, Kerschreiter, Schuh, 

& van Dick, 2014) and Monte Carlo simulations (Hirst et al., 2016). Thus, these findings 

should be considered cautiously.  

  Summary of studies within the ‘Followers influencing leadership outcomes’ 

category. The most frequently researched leadership theories in this subset of papers, and 

across the entire 244 papers, were transformational leadership, authentic leadership, and 

servant leadership. While the trust variables investigated were diverse, the evidence 

supports the general conclusion that follower trust, in either coworkers, the organisation, or 

the leader, is critical for productive workplace behaviours, including OCB and helping 

behaviours. This conclusion is further supported in the leadership literature (Brower, 

Schoorman, & Tan, 2000; Hosmer, 1995). As follower motivation received limited 

attention, and diverse theoretical perspectives were investigated in motivation studies, 

drawing meaningful conclusions is difficult. In contrast, across six studies, all three forms 

of follower identification (personal with leader, organisational, and work group) mediated 

relationships between leadership and organisational outcomes. These findings support 

previous claims that follower identification is a significant factor in the leadership process 

(Cicero & Pierro, 2007; Van Dick, Hirst, Grojean, & Wieseke, 2007). Similarly, the 

follower-leader dyad predicted attainment of organisational outcomes across seven studies 

(with LMX featuring in four). In sum, the research strongly suggests that leadership 

outcomes are contingent upon aspects of follower trust, follower identification, and the 

follower-leader dyadic relationship.  
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  2.5.3  Limitations of the followership research literature 

  Limitations of followership research have been revealed by the current study. These 

include (a) an overreliance on single source data and self-reporting, (b) the dominance of 

quantitative and cross-sectional studies, (c) outdated and/or inappropriate techniques for 

statistical analyses, specifically in relation to mediation and exploratory factory analysis, 

(d) very limited support for measurement tools, and (e) the overrepresentation of white-

collar workers and western nations in samples. Each of these areas of limitation is now 

described. 

  Single source data and self-reporting. Over 70% of studies rely on single source 

data and over 90% include self-reporting. While self-reporting is arguably the best 

approach for investigating intra-psychological variables such as trust, job satisfaction, 

stress, implicit leadership, implicit followership, and/or intention to leave, other variables 

may be better measured using alternative sources. Examples of such variables include 

leadership, followership, job performance, feedback seeking, helping, OCB, voice, and 

emotional intelligence. 

            Interestingly, 100% of studies quantitatively measuring followership with an 

established (e.g., Kelley’s PF, 1992; Dixon’s follower profile, 2003) or emerging (e.g., 

authentic followership) scale used self-reporting, but most studies measuring leadership 

used other sources, usually follower-reports. Notable exceptions include a small number of 

studies that measured leadership using self-reports (e.g., Abdullah, 2009; Burke, 2009; 

Caesar, 1999; Johnson, 2003; Kim & Schachter, 2015; Kim, Liden, Kim, & Lee, 2015) and 

two dyadic studies that engaged both leaders and followers to measure leadership (Chen et 

al., 2013; Geist, 2001). A small number of qualitative studies (n = 4) incorporated data 
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from others in investigations of followership using established follower constructs (Harris-

Wilson, 2017; Jordan, 2009; Kim & Schachter, 2015; Pitron, 2008) and one study analysed 

self-accounts of situational behaviour by applying the courageous follower construct post 

data collection (Schell & Kuntz, 2013). The implication of measuring followership with 

self-reporting is, essentially, that self-raters tend to score themselves higher than other 

raters would on measures of positive attributes (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992). This is a 

well-established limitation of self-reporting. 

            Most studies investigating job performance used reports from others (e.g., Carsten 

et al., 2018; Kim et al., 2015; Leroy et al., 2015; Li et al., 2013; Pan & Lin, 2015; Zhang et 

al., 2012) or measures considered more objective, such as formal performance review and 

other organisational data (e.g., Caesar, 1999; Greene & Saint, 2016; Owens & Hekman, 

2016; Zacher & Jimmieson, 2013). Several studies, however, relied on self-reporting (e.g., 

Biswas & Varma, 2011; Boyce & Herd, 2003; Lian & Tui, 2012; Oyetunji, 2012), raising 

doubts regarding the validity of those findings. 

            OCB, helping, voice, seeking feedback, and other positive workplace behaviours 

were most often, but not always, measured using self-reports (e.g., Blair, 2016; Chughtai, 

2016; Coxen et al., 2016; Effelsberg et al., 2014; Franco & Haase, 2017; Kim, Shin, & 

Gang, 2017; Lian & Tui, 2012; Mesdaghinia, 2017; Quarles, 2017; Reiley & Jacobs, 2016; 

Shahzadi et al., 2017; Uusi-Kakkuri, Brandt, & Kultalahti, 2016), when the plausibility of 

findings may have been enhanced using alternative sources. Similarly, despite debates over 

the validity of self-report measures for EI (Jordan & Troth, 2011), both EI studies in this 

review used self-reporting (Jordan & Troth, 2011; Ordun et al., 2014).  
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            Of those studies using multiple data sources, only a few sought to maximise the 

validity of their findings by using multiple sources to dual report single variables (e.g., 

Chen et al., 2013; Hoption, 2016; Kwak, 2012; McAuley, 2016; Wee, Liao, Liu, & Liu, 

2017). Despite the appropriateness of self-reporting in some studies and the use of multiple 

data sources in others, overall, the reliance on self-reporting in this collection of studies is 

considered a major weakness. There were, however, some notable exceptions (Favara, 

2009; Geist, 2001; Gilbert & Hyde, 1988). 

  Dominance of quantitative and cross-sectional studies. The dominance of both 

quantitative research (78.1%), and cross-sectional design (69.4%) are limitations of this 

body of literature as the need for multi paradigmatic designs and 

constructivist/interpretivist methods is broadly recognised (e.g., Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). The 

use of cross-sectional design in most studies measuring mediation is of particular concern 

given longitudinal studies of three or more waves are required for greater accuracy in 

measuring mediation (Lockhart et al., 2011). The small number/proportion of experiments 

(35/11.8%) suggests there is limited proof of causality in the body of research.  

  Dubious statistical analyses. As outlined in the critiques of the research, outdated 

and/or ill-advised analytical techniques are relatively common. Baron & Kenny’s (1986) 

mediation analyses, and the ‘Little Jiffy’ (Kaiser, 1970) factor analysis techniques, for 

example, were frequently used. 

Limited support for measurement tools. The measurement of followership was 

found to be a substantial shortcoming in the research. Firstly, there was limited evidence 

found to support the reliability and criterion validity of scales used to measure the two most 

common followership constructs, Kelley’s (1992) powerful follower and Dixon’s (2003) 
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follower profile. Second, only three scales identified in this study (i.e., Park, 2013; Sy, 

2010; Thoroughgood, 2013) appear to have been developed using rigorous methods, 

including the recommended procedures for exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis 

(see Goretzko et al., 2020; and Preacher & MacCallum, 2003). These findings alongside 

those studies showing inconsistent testing of and/or results for traditional measures of 

followership draw attention to a major deficit in the empirical work on followers, 

following, and followership. As measurement is integral to the development of knowledge 

(Tal, 2017), valid and reliable followership scales are necessary if the field is to advance.  

 Sample limitations. A limitation of this body of research is that most samples come 

from western nations such as USA (47.5%), Germany (8.1%), Canada (4.7%).  While it is 

difficult to determine the exact numbers of employees in different industries, due to 

imprecise reporting, it seems samples have largely been drawn from white-collar industries 

such as education and health. The underrepresentation of blue-collar workers may be 

considered a limitation of the body of research. 

 Moving forward, the current review supports Uhl-Bien et al.’s (2014) call for a 

balanced approach in furthering the field.  Such an approach includes multiple paradigmatic 

perspectives, integrated models, longitudinal designs with more than two waves, purposive 

and random samples, multi-source data, and qualitative/mixed method designs, all of which 

may assist in avoiding the widely lamented shortcomings of the leadership literature. 

 

2.6   General Discussion    

  The aim of this systematised review was to answer three research questions: What is 

known from empirical research about followers, following, and the role of followership in 
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the leadership process? What empirical support exists for followership theories? and What 

direction should future research take? Overall, this review suggests that followership 

research is in its formative stages and lacks a coherent approach. Followership research 

shares some common features with the body of leadership research that has been criticised 

as ambiguous (Wren, 1995) and frustrating (Singh et al., 2012).  

  There is, however, evidence to suggest that calls to avoid the limitations of 

leadership research (Riggio, 2014) are being heeded. That over two thirds of the 297 studies 

investigated follower-leader interaction in some way may be interpreted as evidence that 

recommendations to understand leadership as a social process (Bennis, 2007; Carsten et al., 

2010; Howell & Shamir, 2005) are being adopted. Similarly, the unique approaches 

represented by Carsten and Uhl-Bien’s (2009) follower co-production belief measure, 

Bertlett et al.’s (2012) employeeship concept, and Pearce’s (2016) investigation of 

behavioural synchrony represent attempts to think in novel ways about followers, their role 

in the leadership process, and their contributions to organisational outcomes.  

Three main conclusions were drawn from this review. First, research shows that 

leadership is a socially constructed process in which followers have agency and impact; 

second, there is minimal research investigating reasons for follower compliance with leader 

direction/instruction; and third, there appears to be a disconnect between followership 

theory and empirical evidence, which may in part be due to the way followership constructs 

have been conceptualised and/or measured. In addition to these conclusions, an emerging 

proposition was identified: organisational members, regardless of subordinate or 

superordinate status, engage in both leading and following. Elaboration on each of the three 

main conclusions and the emerging proposition is now provided. 
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Leadership is socially constructed, and followers have agency in the leadership 

process. Understanding leadership as a socially constructed phenomenon requires 

leadership to be considered in the context of interactions between leader and followers 

(Carsten et al., 2010). Thus, leadership is not viewed as the independent activities/tasks of 

leaders (e.g., preparing a strategic plan), but rather how leaders act in relation to others, 

specifically followers.  

Over two thirds of the currently reviewed studies investigated follower-leader 

interactions in some way, supporting the notion that leadership is the outcome of social 

interaction between followers and leaders. That those interactions are affected by follower 

attributes, follower perceptions and preferences, and follower identifications suggests that 

followers are influential not only in these interactions, but also in leader behaviours, leader 

experiences, and leadership outcomes. One way that followers have agency in the 

leadership process is through resistance. While leader-centric views of leadership tend to 

assume follower compliance and passivity (Kelley, 1992), evidence from the current review 

shows that followers do not always comply with leadership attempts. Follower resistance 

was investigated in studies of unethical leadership (Carsten & Uhl-Bien, 2013; Knoll et al., 

2017) and was identified as a potential outcome of workplace follower-leader interactions 

(Blom & Alvesson, 2014; Kean et al., 2011; Rowe, 2006; Young, 2016).  

Taken together, these findings shed light on how followers may co-create 

leadership. As the psychological links between leaders and followers are considered 

foundational to active followership theory (Baker, 2007), the findings regarding intra-

psychological variables, such as trust and needs, in the current research offer insight into 

active followership. While there were generally mixed findings regarding the impact of 
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follower demographic attributes such as gender, age, and culture, there was stronger 

support for the role of intra-psychological variables, such as follower trust, perceived 

values congruence, and identification, in determining outcomes from follower-leader 

interactions. The findings also highlight how followers may thwart the co-creation of 

leadership; for example, when followers resist (e.g., Junker et al., 2016; Warton, 2016) or 

act independently of leaders (e.g., Keim, 2013; Ricketson, 2008).  

  Minimal research on reasons for follower compliance. There were a small 

number of studies that investigated general motivational factors for followers and two 

papers identified stigma as potentially demotivating (Benson, Jordan, et al., 2016; Hoption 

et al., 2015). Factors identified as potentially motivating for followers included mission, 

vision and values, relationships, and education/development (Bearden, 2008; Duncan, 

2013), professional growth (Caamal, 2017), appreciation, recognition (Caamal, 2017; 

Staples, 2013), feedback (Bearden, 2008; Staples, 2013), personal meaning and connection 

to organisation/mission (Jordan, 2009; Keim, 2013), self-interest (Scherwin, 2009), and felt 

obligation (Lemmon & Wayne, 2015). While studies examined and drew conclusions about 

factors that motivate followers generally, no study specifically investigated reasons for 

follower compliance with leadership requests/instructions. This highlights a gap in the 

literature worthy of investigation to further develop the field.  

The disconnect between followership theory and empirical evidence. The 

limited evidence validating the two most popular follower typologies highlights the need 

for improved conceptualisation and measurement of followership. The mixed results 

regarding links between Kelley’s (1992) two PF dimensions and most workplace outcomes 

may be explained by Kelley’s original intention for the instrument to be used for 
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exploratory purposes only (Morgan, 2014) and the consequent lack of validation/reliability 

evidence (Favara, 2009). The findings from research using both Kelley’s (39 studies, over 

half unpublished) and Dixon’s (2003) follower scales (12 studies, most unpublished) not 

only suggest that scales with greater construct and criterion validity are necessary, but also 

that new ways of theorising about followership are required (Riggio, 2014; Stech, 2008; 

Uhl-Bien et al., 2014).  Moving away from traditional trait and behaviour-based 

approaches, IFT (Sy, 2010), and co-production belief (Carsten & Uhl-Bien, 2009), have 

returned promising formative results. But further work is required to ensure that 

followership constructs and their measurement are more closely aligned. 

  Perhaps part of the reason for the difficulty in validly and reliably measuring 

followership is the common characteristics of leaders and followers. This review has 

provided substantial evidence that role-based followers and leaders share common traits, 

beliefs, and behaviours, most of which are deemed desirable for organisational functioning. 

These common attributes often feature in followership scales but are not measures of 

followership or following, per se, but rather measures of individuals in subordinate 

positions. So indistinct is the research measuring followers, that one study used a leadership 

scale to measure both followers and leaders (i.e., Chapman, 2016) and others have reported 

correlations between individuals’ followership and leadership scores (e.g., Dixon, 2009; 

Sherrill, 2015).  

  Acknowledging the similarities between followers and leaders raises questions such 

as How are following and leading different? and How should each be measured differently? 

This line of questioning aligns with the emerging proposition that recognises followers and 

leaders by behaviours and/or subsequent outcomes, rather than organisational positions. 
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Distinguishing following behaviours from leading behaviours seems critical if leading and 

following are to be accurately measured and understood.  The emerging paradigm 

identified in the current review thus needs to be distinguished from these older 

perspectives. 

Organisational members engage in both leading and following. The current 

review identified small-scale evidence in support of the emerging proposition that acts of 

leadership and followership occur relatively independently of organisational position 

(Campbell & Kinion, 1993; Foster, 2014; Gilstrap & Morris, 2015; Pearce, 2016). 

Regardless of subordinate or superordinate status, organisational members may engage in 

both leading and following. Different terms to describe this phenomenon include role 

fluidity (Gilstrap & Morris, 2015), role switching (Baker et al., 2011; Dillard, 2013; Pearce, 

2016; Sherrill, 2015), and role shifting (Baker et al., 2011; Bearden, 2008; Beaver 2008; 

Burke, 2009; Campbell & Kinion, 1993; Foster, 2014). While collective forms of 

leadership, such as distributed (Gronn, 2002) and shared leadership (Lambert, 2002), are 

not new, they are leader-centric constructs and typically restrict following to those in 

subordinate positions.  

The follower-leader switching proposition requires leading and following to be 

examined at all organisational levels. This idea has received only passing attention in the 

literature (e.g., Bower & Parry, 2014; Dixon, 2008; Foster, 2014; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014), 

most of which has been conceptual. The scant empirical research, suggested by the findings 

of this current study and verified by others (Nakayama, Marín, Camacho, & Porfiri, 2017), 

represents an area of followership research that needs further examination. If the field is to 



80 
 

develop, it is imperative that in ascertaining Who is a follower? the questions of When, 

how, and why do employees – at all organisational levels – follow? are also considered.   

 

 2.7  Implications  

The results of the current review have several important implications for practice, 

theory, and future research.  

  Practical implications. In terms of practical implications, the findings suggest that 

understanding the socially constructed nature of leadership, where followers are active 

agents, engaging in both leading and following, helps focus organisations towards actively 

promoting and creating trusting and inclusive workplaces. Addressing follower needs 

irrespective of formal organisational position, emphasising the organisation’s vision and 

values, and providing professional development, recognition, and feedback, may support 

the development of trust and productive working relationships, including those between 

followers and leaders. Through follower trust, identification, and productive relationships 

with leaders, workplace climate (Bertlett et al., 2012) and workplace effectiveness may be 

enhanced. 

 Theoretical implications. While this review has demonstrated the presence of 

theoretical assertions made by Baker (2007), Crossman and Crossman (2011), and Uhl-

Bien et al. (2014) in followership research, empirical evidence supporting those assertions 

is minimal. For instance, while Baker’s proposition that followers and leaders share a 

common purpose has a conceptual presence in three follower scales (Dixon, 2003; Kelley, 

1992; Park, 2013) and was mentioned in 49 of 244 papers, ‘common purpose’ was not the 

stated aim of any study. Further, ‘common purpose’ emerged as a finding in only two 
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qualitative studies (Bearden, 2008; Vondey, 2012). Similarly, while Crossman and 

Crossman’s (2011) descriptive theories were evident in approximately 40 studies using 

Kelley’s (1992) scale, and prescriptive theories were represented in 12 studies investigating 

Chaleff’s (1995) courageous follower and four studies testing authentic followership, 

empirical evidence supporting the construct validity of those scales was again limited.   

  These outcomes, along with the absence of empirical testing for six other typologies 

noted by Crossman and Crossman, raise questions regarding the adequacy and relevance of 

established followership theory. Partially mitigating this concern, stronger support for 

Crossman and Crossman’s situational theories was found in results from over 30 studies 

that affirmed concepts such as follower-leader style balance (e.g., Hafsi & Misumi, 1992), 

LMX (e.g., Jordan & Troth, 2011), substitute for leadership theory (e.g., Kwak, 2012), 

situational leadership (e.g., Bertlett et al., 2012), and contingency theory (e.g., Kelly, 

Zuroff, Leybman, & Martin, 2011).  

Evidence supporting Baker’s (2007) propositions that followers are active, 

followers and leaders must be studied in the context of their relationship, and followers and 

leaders are roles (not inherent characteristics), was potentially confounded by this review’s 

current inclusion criterion that followers must be treated as potentially agentic and the role-

based definitions used to guide this study. That said, specific support for Baker’s role-based 

proposition was evident in a small number of studies that corroborated the similarity 

hypotheses (e.g., Hollander & Webb, 1955; Tanoff & Barlow, 2002) and role switching 

(e.g., Foster, 2014; Pearce, 2016). Baker’s proposition that followers and leaders must be 

studied in the context of their relationship was not supported by the empirical findings in 

this review; specifically, not one study directly tested or provided evidence to support this 
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condition, although, of course, the follower-leader relationship context intuitively makes 

sense and appears to be an assumption underlying most research in the field. This 

relationship was particularly evident in the more than twenty studies using LMX. 

The theoretical proposition to receive strongest support from the findings of this 

review was reversing the lens (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). Reviewing the empirical literature 

revealed more than 40 studies that investigated how follower characteristics act as 

antecedents of followership outcomes. Additionally, a considerable number of studies (n = 

111) demonstrated that followers (subordinates) may influence leader behaviours, leader 

experiences, and leadership outcomes.  

Minimal empirical support was found for the leadership process framework 

proposed by Uhl-Bien et al. (2014). This was unsurprising given the theory was developed 

for future research and was highlighted by Uhl-Bien and colleagues as more challenging 

and less convenient to study, requiring greater use of constructivist/interpretivist methods 

than their reversing the lens theory. Nonetheless, the leadership process theory 

complements the emerging proposition identified by the current study, that all 

organisational members lead and follow. Together, they may be seen as representing a new 

paradigm for the study of leadership and followership in which leaders and followers are 

identified by acts of leading and following, not by organisational positions. Future 

theorising in this new paradigm needs to enable the development of integrated follower-

leader models for research. 

  Implications for research. To explore this new paradigm, future research must first 

define following and leading behaviours independently of organisational position. Such 

research must establish how acts of following and leading are unique. Using papers from 
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this review, it is possible to conclude that the essence of leading is influence (Blom & 

Alvesson, 2014; Beckerleg, 2002; Duncan, 2013), a conclusion that is strongly supported in 

the leadership literature (Gardner et al., 2010; Yukl et al., 2008). As leading and following 

are considered interdependent and complementary activities, the essence of following must, 

therefore, complement the essence of leading. Thus, the proposed essence of following is 

compliance, that is, deferring to others and accepting their influence (Caamal, 2017; 

Carsten et al., 2010; Knoll et al., 2017). As Bennis (2007) and others assert that leadership 

can only exist with the consensus of followers, then neither leading nor following occurs 

when individuals resist influence attempts.  

  Testing these assumptions and operationalising acts of following and leading may 

best be achieved with fieldwork and qualitative methods, including naturalistic observation 

of leader-follower interactions in situ. To advance understanding of followership and the 

role of followers in co-creating leadership, future research could further investigate 

follower motivations for complying with and resisting leadership attempts.  

 

2.8  Limitations of the Systematised Review 

  While the systematic review method has several advantages over traditional 

narrative reviews, like all reviews, the current research is susceptible to potential 

publication bias (Rothstein, Sutton, & Borenstein, 2006). With 30% of the reviewed 

research unpublished, this limitation may be partially mitigated. While the restriction of 

reviewed research to papers written in English was for practical reasons, exclusion of 

research written in other languages has limited the representation of diverse cultures and 

downplays the existence of potential cultural nuances in follower-leader relationships. The 
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selected approach means the set of studies is not exhaustive; some studies and research 

topics have been left unexplored.   

 While a highly systematic approach was adopted for most aspects of this review, 

including paper selection and data analysis, the inherent subjectivity of tasks is noted. 

Interrater agreement procedures were undertaken in some instances to mitigate this 

potential limitation, but not all decision making was subjected to the scrutiny of others. 

 

2.9 Conclusion 

This systematised review of empirical research, from 1955-2017, drew three key 

conclusions. First, leadership is a socially constructed process in which followers have 

agency; second, there is minimal research investigating follower motivation and no studies 

specifically investigating reasons for follower compliance with leadership requests; and 

third, there appears to be a disconnect between followership theory and empirical evidence. 

One possible exception to this disconnect is the reverse the lens theory (Uhl-Bien et al., 

2014) which was well supported by the findings. While empirical verification of traditional 

theories is lagging, formative testing of recent theoretical developments, such as co-

production belief (Carsten & Uhl-Bien, 2009) and IFT (Sy, 2010) shows promise. 

Importantly, acknowledging the lack of empirical support for established 

followership theories and associated scales, the review also identified the emerging 

proposition that organisational members, regardless of position, engage in both leading and 

following. As previously suggested, this proposition and the leadership process approach 

proposed by Uhl-Bien and colleagues (2014), may together be viewed as representing a 

new paradigm for the study of leadership and followership. In this new paradigm, leaders 
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and followers are identified by acts of leading and following, not by organisational 

positions, and individuals switch between following and leading behaviours as they carry 

out their duties. 

  As the exploration of this new follower-leader switching paradigm has potential to 

considerably advance the field, the remaining studies in this thesis have sought to do so. By 

exploring this paradigm, this thesis addresses calls for new ways of thinking, theorising, 

and operationalising variables in the study of followership (Uhl-Bien et al., 2104).   

  As previously noted, a prerequisite for investigating this paradigm is the 

reconceptualisation and redefinition of leading and following according to the unique 

behaviours associated with the essence of each — influence and compliance. While there 

are several models and measurement scales of organisational influence behaviours (e.g., 

Kipnis, Schmidt, & Wilkinson, 1980; Wayne, Liden, Graf, & Ferris, 1997; Yukl et al., 

2008), there are few models and no established scales for measuring following 

(compliance) or reasons for compliance/resistance in the workplace. Such scales would 

enhance understanding of both leadership and followership by furthering knowledge of 

follower-leader interactions and follower-leader relationships.  

  Consequently, Study 2 (Chapter 3) reports the development of a scale to measure 

reasons for compliance (following). Study 3 (Chapter 6) describes a field study that uses 

the Reasons for Compliance (following) Scale, developed in Study 2, and implements 

research recommendations from the literature. These include a balanced multi-paradigmatic 

perspective, a constructivist/interpretivist approach, and an integrated follower-leader 

model, to explore the new follower-leader switching paradigm. 
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3.0  Study 2: The Theory and Measurement of Compliance 

 

3.1  Introduction      

 As suggested in the introduction and Study 1, the study of following is, in essence, 

the study of compliance. There are many and varied types of workplace compliance, 

ranging from adherence to organisational policy to adopting behaviours that conform with 

unwritten workplace etiquette. The definitions of compliance and resistance, crucial to this 

current study, are based on an important conceptual distinction drawn between force and 

influence. The former refers to domination, control, and orders resulting in submission; the 

latter refers to the social effect of a request resulting in compliance/cooperation (Vaughan 

& Hogg, 2008). Thus, compliance is defined as “a particular kind of response – 

acquiescence – to a particular kind of communication – a request” (Cialdini & Goldstein, 

2004, p. 592). It follows, therefore, that resistance is also a particular kind of response, 

specifically non-compliance, to a request.  

Compliance is, in and of itself, neither positive nor negative. While most often 

assumed to be positive, especially when associated with attaining organisational goals or 

worker well-being, compliance may have deleterious effects if the influence source is 

unethical or misguided. The dark side of organisations, including unethical leadership, is a 

well-documented phenomenon (Harms, Spain, & Hannah, 2011; Harris & Jones, 2018).  

 While the measurement of the presence or absence of compliance per se is 

relatively straight forward (e.g., a task/request is completed or not), and such data supports 

understanding organisational processes and outcomes, greater gains are to be had from 

insight into the motivation driving compliance and its antithesis, resistance. As noted in the 
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findings from Study 1, there is little research investigating the full range of reasons why 

individuals comply with/or resist workplace requests. Hence this study aims to address a 

gap in the literature.  

  Empirical interest in follower compliance, particularly the reasons for following, 

was sparked in the aftermath of World War II, when scholars were attempting to make 

sense of the agentic state of German soldiers involved in the holocaust. One of the first 

empirical works, ‘Attitudes of German prisoners of war: A study of the dynamics of 

National-Socialistic followership’ (Ansbacher, 1948), used questionnaires with thousands 

of German prisoners to ascertain follower attitudes towards the leader, Hitler, and the 

movement, National Socialism. After findings from the Nuremberg war trials concluded 

that Nazis were just ordinary people following orders (Arendt & Kroh, 1964), fascination 

with the potential of ordinary people to commit extraordinary acts against humanity, led to 

classic psychological experiments investigating conformity (Asch, 1951), positional power 

(Zimbardo, Haney, Banks, & Jaffe, 1973), and obedience/compliance (Milgram, 1974).  

While understanding reasons for resistance is as important as understanding reasons 

for compliance, the current study develops a scale to measure only acts of compliance, 

including following. In doing so, this is not intended to imply the reasons for non-

compliance (resistance) are simply the absence, or the opposite, of motivational factors for 

compliance. Thus, further research, which is outside the scope of this study, into 

understanding resistance is required.  

Just as it was important to draw a conceptual difference between force and influence 

at the outset of this study, so too is it important to highlight the notion of different types of 

compliance, of which following is one. While several scholars proport that follower 
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compliance is, and can only ever be, in response to leadership requests/influence (e.g., 

Carsten & Uhl-Bien, 2013), follower compliance in this thesis refers to compliance in 

response to both leadership and management influence/requests. The notion of types of 

compliance, with examples, is outlined later in this chapter. Suffice to say here, that the 

scale developed in this study is a generic compliance scale that has application to 

understanding compliance in numerous workplace contexts. It is used specifically in this 

research to understand followers, following, and followership when teamed with both 

leadership and management requests. Details of how this may occur are provided in the 

discussion section of this chapter. 

Current measures of workplace compliance. Currently, there is no known scale 

for measuring reasons for compliance in response to specific requests. Studies that seek to 

measure organisational compliance at the individual level tend to measure the extent or 

frequency of attitudinal and behavioural compliance in relation to organisational rules or 

policies. For example, respondents are asked to indicate how often they comply with work-

related rules and regulations or do as your supervisor requests (Tyler & Blader, 2005). In a 

similar fashion, behavioural data, such as punctuality and attendance, may be collected to 

indicate generalised compliance (Barbuto, Brown, Wheeler, & Wilhite, 2003). Studies 

investigating compliance in response to specific tasks and requests tend to use vignettes 

(e.g., Carsten & Uhl-Bien, 2013) and/or use experiments/quasi experiments to measure 

completed tasks, behaviours, or intended actions (e.g., Knoll et al., 2017; Mowchan, Lowe, 

& Reckers, 2015), rather than reasons for compliance or resistance.  

  Current measures of workplace motivation. Scales that measure reasons 

individuals engage in work related activities are restricted to motives that are not 
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request/task specific. Such measures include (a) the Multidimensional Work Motivation 

Scale (Gagné et al., 2015), a sample item from which is I put effort into my current job… 

because others will respect me more, (b) the Motivational Orientation Inventory (Barrick, 

Stewart, & Piotrowski, 2002), a sample item is I often think about how I can get more work 

done, (c) the Motivation Sources Inventory (MSI: Barbuto & Scholl, 1998), a sample item 

is I only like to do things that are fun, and (d) the Public Motivation Scale (Perry, 1996), a 

sample item is meaningful public service is very important to me. While Guay, Vallerand, 

and Blanchard’s (2000) Situational Motivation Scale, with items such as I think this activity 

is interesting, was developed to determine reasons why individuals engage in specific 

activities, the scale has limited application as it was developed using a non-workplace 

sample, college students, working in a library on activities that may have been self-initiated 

(rather than requestor-generated).  

  There are also ‘support for supervisor’ scales that assess the extent to which 

followers are motivated by their relationship with their supervisor. Sample items include I 

will do my job conscientiously so that my supervisor will not worry about it (Chen et al., 

2002) and push yourself extra hard in the job as a means of letting your boss know how 

much you appreciate him/her (Scherwin, 2009).  

  The types of scales profiled here are useful in understanding forces that may 

motivate employees, including followers; however, they do not capture the full range of 

factors that impact individuals deciding whether to comply with or resist specific workplace 

requests. Indeed, the idea that followers may have idiosyncratic motivations for complying 

with requests is relatively new (Scherwin, 2009). 

 



90 
 

3.2  Aims 

  Chapter 3 aims to 

• document Study 2 which endeavours to develop a valid and reliable scale to 

measure reasons for compliance with workplace requests 

• evaluate the new scale by highlighting benefits and shortcomings in comparison to 

traditional and emerging measures of following/followership 

• provide a method for operationalising organisational leadership and management 

requests so that following may be validly measured. 

The Reasons for Compliance Scale is expected to prove useful for both predicting 

compliance and gaining insight into parameters affecting organisational compliance. The 

new scale is intended to be comprehensive, valid, and parsimonious, thereby enabling wide 

application and reliable measurement. In this chapter, preliminary evidence of the scale’s 

psychometric properties is provided.  

 

3.3  Theoretical Perspectives on Motivation/Reasons for Compliance 

  Theorising about why people act in response to the influence of others may be 

traced back to Bon’s (1897) theory of deindividuation as implying a loss of personal 

responsibility. Theories and conceptual models that emerged post World War II and have 

become foundational to the field of inquiry include group cohesiveness (Deutsch & Gerard, 

1955; Festinger, 1954), deindividuation and loss of self-identity (Festinger, 1954), social 

influence processes (Kelman, 1958), bases for social power (French & Raven, 1959), and 

social exchange (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). Despite this broad base of foundational theory 

and over 50 years for further development, there has been limited theorising on why people 
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comply with and resist workplace requests, although, as partly listed both above and below, 

there has been a proliferation of workplace motivation theories.   

  Workplace compliance may be analysed at any of the three levels generally 

recognised for organisational research: macro-level analyses include whole of organisation 

perspectives, meso-level analyses examine social dynamics in and between work groups 

and teams (including dyadic interactions), and micro-level analyses which involves 

understanding procedures and processes as experienced by individuals (Blakeney, 1983). 

These three levels of analysis reflect three broad groupings of social theories (Neuman, 

1997). Individuals’ scores obtained from the compliance scale developed in this study may 

be interpreted and/or aggregated in ways that support different levels of analysis. 

  Micro-level analysis. Intra-psychological factors permeate all levels of analysis and 

are deemed critical to understanding following. Popper (2016) argued that following meets 

three fundamental human needs: security (e.g., Bowlby, 1973; Freud, 1921); order (Heider, 

1944; Weick, 1995) and identity (Hogg & van Knippenberg, 2003; Shamir, House, & 

Arthur, 1993; Tajfel, 1974; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Understanding how these and/or other 

needs are met or denied in organisational settings has potential to provide important insight 

into member well-being and organisational climate (atmosphere). The intra-psychological 

processes considered key to determining workplace compliance are identified and clarified 

in the current study. 

  Macro-level analysis. In his macro theory of compliance, Etzioni (1975) 

categorised organisations by the type of power used to direct members and the consequent 

type of involvement by participants. The three types of power are coercive (force and fear), 

utilitarian (extrinsic rewards), and normative (intrinsic rewards), and the consequent types 
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of member participation are alienative, calculative, and moral. This theory is somewhat 

reminiscent of earlier experimental work by Lewin, Lippitt, and White (1939) who coined 

the term climate after finding correlations between male student behaviours and three 

leadership styles, autocratic, democratic, and laissez faire (Ashkanasy, 2008). These macro-

level analyses by Etzioni and Lewin et al. are leader centric as they place the agency in 

organisations with leaders by proposing the behaviour of members is the result of whole of 

organisation leadership.  

  Meso and micro-level analyses. Other seemingly leader-centric theories support 

meso and micro-level explanations of following. These include work by Yukl and 

colleagues, who developed and validated a scale to measure 11 influence tactics (Yukl et 

al., 2008) and Cialdini (1984) who proposed six principles of influence. While the context 

for Cialdini’s principles is commercial (sales) interactions, not workplace interaction, the 

same principles may apply.  

  3.3.1  Follower-centric models of compliance 

  While at face value Cialdini’s work appears to be leader-centric in that he suggests 

strategies for agents to use to obtain compliance, his principles are based on understanding 

what motivates individuals to comply with requests. Thus, his six principles are most 

appropriately considered follower centric: reciprocation, commitment and consistency, 

social proof, liking, authority, and scarcity.  

  Cialdini and Goldstein (2004) proposed three central motivations for compliance: to 

be accurate, to affiliate, and to maintain a positive self-concept. These motivations appear 

to incorporate five of Cialdini’s six principles (1984). The goal of accuracy refers to a 

desire to attain goals efficiently and with maximum reward, which potentially encompasses 
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the principles of authority and social proof.  The goal of affiliation that suggests individuals 

are motivated by their desire to create and maintain meaningful relationships with others, 

appears to include the principles of reciprocity and liking. The goal of maintaining positive 

self-concept is attained when targets see themselves as consistent and committed. These 

three central motivations are similar to the three core motives identified by Kelman (1958) 

for describing how public opinion changes: (a) utility, when influence is accepted to gain 

rewards and/or avoid negative consequences, (b) identity, when influence is accepted to 

maintain an individual’s self-concept through behaviours that support association with the 

leader and/or the group, and (c) values, when  influence is accepted as it is congruent with 

an individual’s values and is intrinsically motivating. Kelman’s framework has been used 

to explain organisational behaviour (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986; Sussman & Vecchio, 

1982; Välikangas & Okumura, 1997) and, thus, has relevance to this study.  

  Workplace motivation theories. Other follower-centric, meso-level approaches to 

understanding following include workplace motivation theories, of which there are many 

including equity theory (Adams, 1963), expectancy theory (Vroom, 1964), motivation-

hygiene theory (Herzberg, 1974), need for achievement theory (McClelland, Atkinson, 

Clark, & Lowell, 1953), job characteristic theory (Hackman & Oldham, 1976), goal setting 

theory (Locke & Latham, 1990), self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2008), and 

service encounter needs theory (Bradley, McColl-Kennedy, Sparks, Jimmieson, & Zapf, 

2010). The dated nature of this body of motivation theory is noteworthy. Indeed, the most 

recent theorising evident in Miner’s (2011) substantial text on the matter is self-

determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2008) which has been around in some form since 1975 

(Deci, 1976). The absence of new motivation theory is acknowledged by Steers, Mowday, 
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and Shapiro (2004) who note that developments are characterised by adapting and building 

on existing theory, for example, adding time to goal setting theory. While the numerous 

workplace motivation theories offer much by way of understanding factors that motivate 

employees generally, few emphasise following, that is, compliance in response to leader 

influence.  

  Barbuto’s (2000) framework for understand following. Only one conceptual 

framework pays particular attention to follower compliance, that being the influence 

triggers framework for understanding follower compliance (Barbuto, 2000; see Figure 3.1), 

hereafter called Barbuto’s framework.   
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  Triggers. Barbuto proposed that follower compliance is initiated by a follower’s 

reaction to a leader’s influence attempt; this is called the influence trigger. Barbuto 

identified from the literature 10 such follower influence triggers, each of which is activated 

in response to particular conditions or circumstances. Table 3.1 lists the ten triggers and the 

conditions under which each is activated. 
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Table 3.1 

Influence Triggers from The Influence Triggers Framework for Understanding Follower  

 

Compliance (Barbuto, 2000) 

 

Trigger Activating Condition 

Exchanges 

 

activated in response to contingent rewards and/or feelings of 

obligation or indebtedness to the leader 

 

Manipulations  

 

activated in response to the belief that negative consequences (e.g., 

punishment) will result from non-compliance 

Role legitimacy 

 

activated by the follower’s acceptance of social structures and 

organisational culture, including positional authority 

Expertise 

 

activated in response to follower belief that the leader has 

information, knowledge or expertise in the area and the follower 

trusts the leader will act in the best interest of the group  

Leader identification 

 

activated as an expression of loyalty and when followers seek the 

approval of the leader who has widespread appeal 

External attribution 

of skills 

activated when followers seek public recognition of their 

contribution and to enhance their reputation and image 

Social identification activated when followers expect to gain social benefits or rewards, 

such as acceptance or admiration from peers 

Value activated when followers see links between requests and their 

personal values 

Internal attribution 

of skills 

activated when followers believe they have the skills and attributes 

to perform the task and achieve the goal; this personal sense of 

achievement reinforces self-concept 

Goal identification activated when followers believe compliance supports the 

attainment of organisational goals 

   

  Barbuto grouped these triggers into three categories: power-derived, relations-

derived, and values-derived. Power-derived triggers include exchanges, manipulations, role 
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legitimacy, expertise, and leader identification. Relations-derived triggers include external 

attribution and social identification. Values-derived triggers include value approach, 

internal attribution, and goal identification. A description of these triggers is now provided. 

  Power derived exchange triggers are activated when the target feels obliged or 

indebted to the leader and/or the leader has attached contingent rewards to compliance and 

the target believes the leader can deliver the rewards. Exchange triggers are common in 

commission-based industries (Barbuto, 2000). Manipulative triggers are activated when the 

target believes non-compliance will result in negative consequences such as demotion, 

reprimand, or dismissal. Followers who believe their jobs are less secure are more inclined 

to experience manipulative triggers. Role legitimacy triggers are activated when targets 

accept the social structure of the organisation and comply because they consider the request 

is consistent with the role of the leader. Expertise triggers are in effect when followers 

comply with requests because they believe the leader has relevant knowledge, information, 

and/or expertise. Followers trust the leader to act in the best interest of the group. Without 

trust, followers will question leader motives and the expertise trigger will prove ineffective. 

Leader identification triggers speak to the effect of leader appeal and follower loyalty. 

When leader identification triggers are activated, followers comply to obtain approval. Due 

to his charisma and ability to stir emotional commitment, Martin Luther King is provided 

as an example of a leader who activated leadership identification triggers. 

 Relations derived triggers are initiated by the need for recognition and the need to 

identify with others. External attribution triggers explain follower desire to work on high 

profile projects which offer opportunities to improve their image and reputation with both 

peers and superiors. Social identification triggers are in effect when followers view 
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compliance as a gateway to social benefits such as acceptance and admiration from peers. 

The need to belong promotes compliance when social identification triggers are at work. 

 Values derived triggers are activated by internal forces from within the follower. 

Followers are inclined to comply when they perceive links between goal attainment/task 

performance and their personal values. For example, medical personnel, who often have 

altruistic values, are motivated to comply with requests that enable their personal altruistic 

goals to be obtained. Internal attribution triggers are activated when followers believe their 

skills and attributes are required to complete the task and achieve organisational goals, 

thereby meeting a need to prove oneself. When followers share their organisation’s vision 

and believe compliance will help attain collective goals, goal identification triggers are at 

work. Advancing a cause is fundamental to goal identification triggers. According to 

Barbuto (2000), activation of one or more of the ten triggers, outlined here, is the first step 

in the compliance process. 

  Intersecting forces. Further, Barbuto (2000) proposes that subsequent to initial 

influence trigger activation, compliance or non-compliance is determined by the impact of 

three intersecting forces: perception of the leader’s bases of power, the follower’s sources 

of motivation, and the follower’s levels of resistance. These additional forces within 

Barbuto’s framework are elaborated upon in the following paragraphs. 

  Social power. Barbuto (2000) sourced the five bases of power for his framework 

from Hinkin and Schreisheim’s (1989) application of French and Raven’s (1959) power 

bases: reward, coercive, legitimate, referent, and expert. Reward power refers to follower 

perceptions that the leader controls rewards; coercive power describes the leader’s capacity 

to punish; legitimate power is related to organisational position; referent power relates to 
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the leader’s ability to elicit feelings in others of approval or acceptance; expert power 

relates to the follower’s perception of the leader’s ability to administer with expert 

knowledge and information. 

 Motivation. The five sources of motivation used in Barbuto’s (2000) framework 

were originally proposed by Leonard et al. (1999): intrinsic, instrumental, self-concept 

external, self-concept internal, and goal internalisation. Intrinsic motivation refers to the 

drive followers experience when they enjoy the work itself; instrumental motivation occurs 

when followers seek tangible outcomes, such as pay; self-concept external refers to 

follower motivation to gain status and acceptance; self-concept internal motivation refers to 

a follower’s personal standards and values that make up his/her ideal self; and goal 

internalisation refers to a form of motivation that is without self-interest – followers comply 

because they believe in the cause. 

 Resistance. Barbuto extended the resistance/indifference work of Barnard (1938) to 

develop a five-zone model of targets’ resistance to behavioural directives (Figure 3.2). 

While only tangentially relevant to this study, the zone model is included here for 

completeness. When a request/directive is made, Barbuto proposed it falls into one of the 

five zones. Less inducement to complete a task, or comply with a request, is required the 

closer the task falls to the centre of the zones. Certain conditions favour compliance while 

other conditions are more likely to result in resistance. Barbuto suggests compliance is 

more likely when there are low levels of resistance to the task or goals, along with 

compatibility between the trigger, the perceived leader power bases, and follower 

motivation. 
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Figure 3.2. Five zone model of targets’ resistance to behavioural directives.3 

 

   

   Other theories embedded in Barbuto’s framework. While not explicitly identified 

by Barbuto (2000), other theories intersect with, or are embedded in, his framework. These 

include self-determination theory (SDT: Deci & Ryan, 2008), social exchange theory (SET: 

Blau, 1964; Homans, 1958), and expectancy motivation theory (EMT: Vroom, 1964).  

  Consistent with Barbuto’s (2000) framework, SDT (Deci & Ryan, 2008) proposes 

that there are two main types of motivation, intrinsic and extrinsic According to SDT, 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivation are highly influential determinants of behaviour that drive 

individuals to meet three basic needs: autonomy, competence, and relatedness. Autonomy 

refers to the human need to have control of one’s life; competence relates to the need for 

individuals to feel effective and have mastery in how they conduct themselves in their 

environment; and relatedness is about the human need to feel connected to others and have 

a sense of belonging. Thus, the theory implies that individuals are more likely to follow, or 

resist, a request when doing so meets one or more of these needs. The need for competence 

 
3 From “Influence triggers: A framework for understanding compliance” by Barbuto, 2000, Leadership 

Quarterly, 11(3) p. 373. Copyright [2000] by Elsevier. Adapted with permission. 

1 = preference zone: target intended to do the task regardless 
of request 
2 = indifference zone: target is willing to do the task without 
inducement 
3 = legitimate zone: target considers the request/task 
reasonable and will comply with minimal inducement 
4 = influence zone: target considers the request/task 
unreasonable and requires substantive inducements to 
comply 
5 = non-influence zone: target is not willing to complete the 
request/task even with strong inducements  
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is reflected in Barbuto’s internal attribution of skills trigger, and the need for relatedness 

may be identified in Barbuto’s social identification and leader identification triggers. While 

the need for autonomy does not have an obvious tie to Barbuto’s triggers, it is possible the 

alignment of one’s personal values (values trigger) with the task and acceptance of the 

organisation’s social structures (role legitimacy trigger) may result in feelings of autonomy. 

Alternatively, the need for autonomy may have most relevance to the current research when 

considered as a force for non-compliance. The need for autonomy may work against 

triggers being activated. 

  SET (Homans, 1958; Blau, 1964) proposes that social behaviour involving the 

interaction of two (dyad) or more (group) individuals is subject to a cost-benefit analysis to 

determine the risks and benefits. Logically, compliance most likely eventuates when the 

perceived benefits of complying with a request outweigh the costs, and non-compliance 

most likely occurs when costs associated with compliance are deemed to outweigh benefits. 

Notions consistent with SET permeate the influence triggers, motivation sources, and 

power variables of Barbuto’s (2000) framework. For example, personal priorities of 

individuals, such as internal self-concept or external attribution, determine what constitutes 

a benefit. Similarly, leader reward power is likely to figure in an individual’s cost-benefit 

analysis.  

  EMT (Vroom, 1964) posits individuals act in particular ways because they believe 

certain behaviours are likely to deliver desirable outcomes. While the outcome is key to the 

decision-making process, it is not, in and of itself, the sole factor determining action. A 

cognitive process, at the heart of EMT, determines each individual’s ultimate decision on 

how to behave. The process involves individuals considering the effort required to attain 
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the outcome, the actual outcome, the probability the outcome will occur, and the rewards 

attached to the outcome. The reward and outcome elements of EMT fit with both the 

extrinsic and intrinsic motivational elements of Barbuto’s framework; for example, the 

reward may align with the exchange trigger or instrumental motivation source, and the 

outcome might align with an individual’s value-based or goal-identification triggers. 

Similarly, the effort required to complete the task may partly determine the zone of 

resistance into which the individual ascribes the request. 

  Barbuto’s (2000) framework is a unique attempt to combine multiple theoretical 

approaches to explain follower compliance from the follower’s experience/perspective. The 

model has strengths and, at face value, seems comprehensive, but there are shortcomings. 

The triggers are neither conceptually tidy nor mutually exclusive, and the potential 

confounds between the triggers and the subsequent forces detract from the framework’s 

integrity.  

Evaluation of Barbuto’s (2000) framework.  While Barbuto claims to have 

developed distinct and specific influence triggers, several triggers are composites of 

divergent ideas. For example, the description provided for exchange triggers suggests two 

distinct concepts, contingent rewards and feelings of obligation/indebtedness, motivate 

compliance. Similarly, expertise triggers are stated to promote compliance in response to 

expert knowledge/information held by the leader and trust that the leader will act in the 

collective interest of the group. This suggests both leader expertise and leader ethics, which 

are distinct concepts, comprise the expertise trigger. The description of the leader 

identification trigger also seems confounded in that it implies both that follower loyalty is 

contingent upon widespread leader appeal and that followers comply in anticipation of 
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leader approval. Further to the ambiguity of this trigger, explanation as to why the 

prerequisite leader appeal has to be “widespread” is not offered. 

  Possible conceptual overlaps across triggers include the concept of leader-follower 

relationship which is found in both the exchange trigger, with obligation and indebtedness, 

and the leader identification trigger with loyalty towards the leader inducing compliance. It 

is also difficult to draw a clear distinction between the external attribution and the social 

identification triggers, as both seem contingent upon the follower’s desire for peer 

approval. While there is a difference between a follower seeking public recognition 

(external attribution) and a follower seeking group acceptance (social identification), the 

bundling of both triggers into the relations-derived category with the descriptor that both 

are instigated by social pressure from peer groups blurs the distinction between the two. 

One other noteworthy feature of the model is the omission of a motivational source to 

complement the role legitimacy trigger. With liberal interpretation, it is conceivable the 

self-concept internal source of motivation may be compatible with the role legitimacy 

trigger; that is, the follower’s ideal self might include respect for authority/position as a 

core value, for example, I see myself as someone who respects those in positions of 

authority.   

  The sequence described by Barbuto (2000) to explain a target’s decision-making 

process, in response to leader behaviour, seems confounded. Trigger activation is the initial 

response by a target to a leader’s message, or request. Then, sources of motivation, 

perceived bases of leader power, and resistance to the task/request impact the target’s 

decision to comply or resist. Unfortunately, potential confounds between the triggers and 

the subsequent forces impacting a target’s decision detract from the framework’s integrity. 
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For example, it is difficult to understand how the manipulation trigger, activated in 

response to the belief that negative consequences (e.g., punishment) will result from non-

compliance, is distinct from the target’s perception of leader coercive power, described as 

the target’s belief that the leader may punish him/her. Similarly, it is difficult to reconcile 

how the exchange trigger, activated in response to contingent rewards, is different from 

reward power, described as the target’s perception that the leader controls rewards/desirable 

things. Such shortcomings may offer some explanation for the lack of research testing or 

based on Barbuto’s framework. 

Empirical research using Barbuto’s framework. There do not appear to be any 

empirical studies operationalising and/or testing Barbuto’s (2000) framework. Parts of the 

framework have been used in the development of other conceptual models. Thoroughgood, 

Padilla, Hunter, and Tate (2012) for example, used the framework, without the zones of 

resistance, along with other conceptual models to develop a taxonomy of followers 

associated with destructive leadership. Similarly, Barbuto and Warneke (2014) used the 

sources of motivation and bases of power constructs, along with aspects of other theories, 

to develop a framework for understanding compliance in response to multiple influence 

attempts. That said, it is important to recognise that both the sources of motivation and the 

bases of power models, incorporated in Barbuto’s framework, were stand-alone conceptual 

models with validated measures, prior to the publication of Barbuto’s framework. Thus, 

their use in research or conceptual developments cannot be considered an application, or 

extension, of Barbuto’s framework.  

   In contrast, Barbuto’s (2000) concentric zones of resistance model, while an 

extension of Barnard’s (1938) zones of indifference, is unique to Barbuto’s framework. 
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Barbuto’s concentric zones model has subsequently been used in three studies but not, 

unfortunately, in direct relation to follower compliance. Two studies sought to examine 

agreement between leader and follower perceptions of anticipated follower resistance, 

concluding there was disagreement between leader and follower assessment of anticipated 

resistance to tasks, with leaders underestimating followers’ willingness to complete tasks 

(Barbuto, 2000; Barbuto, Fritz, & Matkin, 2001). Another study explored the relationship 

between follower resistance and leader influence tactics, finding there was a moderate 

relationship between perceptions of follower resistance and influence tactics used (Barbuto, 

Scholl, Hickox, & Boulmetis, 2001).  

  In conclusion, it seems that, since publication nearly 20 years ago, Barbuto’s (2000) 

framework has not stimulated as much research as could reasonably be expected given its 

novelty and the importance of its subject matter. Perhaps the shortcomings of the 

framework outlined previously have deterred researchers or perhaps, given the framework’s 

limitations, testing has not returned positive results and so publication bias (Franco, 

Malhotra, & Simonovits, 2014) may explain the lack of available empirical evidence. One 

other explanation for the limited empirical interest may be the emerging nature of the field 

of inquiry, where the possible foci for research are many and varied. Regardless, Barbuto’s 

framework is the main theoretical model informing the Reasons for Compliance Scale, 

hereafter called the compliance scale, developed in this current study.  

  3.3.2  A new model of compliance 

  The theories and frameworks identified as most relevant to investigating and 

understanding why followers follow (comply with requests) have been mapped into a 

matrix that highlights common elements of potential intersects with, and omissions from, 
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the triggers proposed in Barbuto’s (2000) framework (see Table 3.2). This table shows the 

cogency of Barbuto’s triggers when compared to major theories informing the field; it also 

highlights potential shortcomings, in that autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 2008), scarcity 

(Cialdini, 1984) and climate (Etzioni, 1975; Popper, 2016), have no presence, and the way 

the request is made (Yukl et al., 2008) has limited presence, in Barbuto’s framework. 
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Table 3.2 

Overview: Theory Intersects with, and Omissions from, Barbuto’s (2000) Influence Triggers 

Influence 

triggers 

(Barbuto, 2000) 

Follower 

needs 

(Popper, 

2016) 

SDT 

(Deci & 

Ryan, 2008) 

Influence 

tactics 

(Yukl et al., 

2008) 

Zones of 

resistance 

(Barbuto, 

2000)  

 

Motivation 

(Leonard et 

al., 1999) 

Persuasion 

principles 

(Cialdini, 

1984) 

Compliance 

theory 

(Etzioni, 

1975, 1997) 

EMT 

(Vroom, 

1964) 

SET 

(Homans, 

1958; 

Blau,  

1964) 

Social 

influence 

(Kelman,1958) 

Social 

Power 

(French & 

Raven, 

1958) 

Exchanges 

 

  exchange + 

apprising 

 

 instrumental reciprocate utilitarian reward cost-

benefit 

utility reward 

Manipulations  

 

  pressure   instrumental  coercive   cost-

benefit 

 coercive 

Role 

legitimacy 

 

Order  legitimating  self-concept 

internal 

authority     legitimate 

Expertise 

 

security          expert 

Leader 

identification 

 

identity Relatedness inspirational 

appeal 

 self-concept 

external 

liking  reward  identity referent 

External 

attribution of 

skills 

 

identity Competence   self-concept 

external 

 utilitarian reward cost-

benefit 

  

Social 

identification 

 

identity 

security 

Relatedness   self-concept 

external 

social proof 

(?) 

utilitarian reward cost-

benefit 

identity  

Value 

 

   * intrinsic  

 

 normative outcome  values  

Internal 

attribution of 

skills 

 

identity Competence  * self-concept 

internal 

commitment 

and 

consistency  

normative reward cost-

benefit 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Goal 

 identification 

 

 

order   * Goal internal-

isation 

  outcome  values (?) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

continued. 
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Influence 

triggers 

(Barbuto, 2000) 

Follower 

needs 

(Popper, 

2016) 

SDT 

(Deci & 

Ryan, 2008) 

Influence 

tactics 

(Yukl et al., 

2008) 

Zones of 

resistance 

(Barbuto, 

2000)  

 

Motivation 

(Leonard et 

al., 1999) 

Persuasion 

principles 

(Cialdini, 

1984) 

Compliance 

theory 

(Etzioni, 

1975, 1997) 

EMT 

(Vroom, 

1964) 

SET 

(Homans, 

1958; 

Blau,  

1964) 

Social 

influence 

(Kelman,1958) 

Social 

Power 

(French & 

Raven, 

1958) 

 

 

  

 

 

rational 

persuasion 

 

   scarcity  

 

    

   ingratiation 

 

        

   collaboration 

 

        

  Autonomy consultation 

 

        

  

 

 

climate 

 personal 

appeal 

 

    

 

 

climate 

 

    

Note. SDT = Self Determination Theory; EMT= Expectancy Motivation Theory; SET = Social Exchange Theory; (?) = possible/uncertain intersect. 

* task related behaviour is emphasised in these triggers; therefore, these triggers are most likely to impact on the zone of resistance, which is determined, simplistically, by the 

nature of  the requested behaviour/task (Barbuto, 2000) 
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  The major concepts from these theories and frameworks have been distilled and 

synthesised to propose a model to inform the current development of a scale to measure 

reasons for following. Shown in Figure 3.3, this model suggests compliant behaviours 

emerge in response to the combined effects of variables in four distinct categories:  

(a) personal variables, such as the skills and intra-psychological needs of individuals,  

(b) organisational variables, including goals, climate, and hierarchical structure,  

(c) relationship variables, including both peer and supervisor relationships, and (d) features 

of the request, including the nature of the task, who makes the request, and how the request 

is made. The example variables in Figure 3.3 do not cover all potential antecedents, just a 

selection based on the literature, with more expected to emerge from empirical research.  
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by Yilmaz and Hunt (2001) investigating a related construct, organisational cooperation, 

provided support for this four-factor model, as salesperson cooperation was determined to 

be the result of a combination of relational, task, organisational, and personal factors.     

 

3.4  Method 

  Seven steps, as recommended by Hinkin, Tracey, and Enz (1997), were taken in the 

development of the compliance scale: (1) item creation, (2) content adequacy assessment, 

(3) questionnaire administration, (4) factor analysis, (5) internal consistency assessment, (6) 

construct validity, and (7) replication. Ethical approval documents for research undertaken 

in this study may be viewed in Appendix 3A. 

3.4.1  Item generation 

  Items were generated from three sources: online qualitative surveys, focus groups, 

and theoretical concepts, especially Barbuto’s (2000) influence triggers.  

Online qualitative surveys. A convenience sample of respondents (N = 55) was 

recruited through informal networks and represented a range of industries. Fifty-three 

percent of respondents were female, 94% identified as Caucasian, 39% were aged between 

21 and 37 years, 26% were between 38 and 52, and 32% were over 52 years of age. Thirty-

five percent identified as having management/supervisor responsibilities. Two surveys were 

used to collect data. 

  Survey 1 (n = 19) asked participants to “think of a recent occasion in which you 

were asked or told to do something at work. This request or directive may have come from 

your boss, a manager, a peer or a subordinate (but not from a customer or client).” The 

questions and response options for this survey are shown in Table 3.3. 
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Table 3.3 

Online Survey Questions and Response Options Used to Collect Data to Generate Scale 

Items 

Question Response type/options 

 

1. What were you asked to do? 

 

 

Open ended response 

2. Who asked you to do it? 

 

Forced choice 

• a boss   

• a manager   

• a peer   

• a subordinate 

 

3. What was your relationship with 

that person at the time? 

 

Forced choice 

• I liked this person; I was on friendly 

terms with him/her 

• I did not particularly like this 

person 

• I had mixed feelings about this 

person 

• I had no (strong) feelings about this 

person 

 

 

4. Did you comply with the 

request/directive? 

 

Forced choice 

• I complied without resentment 

• I complied with resentment 

• I did not comply and did not feel 

resentment 

• I did not comply and felt resentment 

 

5. In 50+ words, please explain 

why you did, or did not, comply 

with the request/directive. 

Open ended response 

  

  Respondents were directed to consider a recent occasion so as to orient them to an 

incident that may be readily remembered. As only four of 19 participants did not comply 

with the request, a second survey was conducted, asking respondents to consider two 

occasions at work when they were requested/directed to do something—on one occasion 

they complied and on the other they did not.    
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Survey 2 (n = 36) used Questions 1-5 from Survey 1 (see Table 3.3) in relation to 

both requests. The revised survey provided balance to the collection of data regarding 

compliance and resistance (non-compliance) to workplace requests.  

  Focus groups. Five focus groups (N = 40), with between six and 11 participants, 

were conducted in the context of another project (Barton, 2017). Most participants were 

under 36 years of age (70%) and female (67%). All were in paid employment across a 

range of industries, with 71% holding non-management/leadership positions. During the 

focus groups, participants paired up to answer the questions presented in Survey 2. 

Participants scribed one another’s responses in an adaption of the nominal group technique 

(Boddy, 2012). 

  Findings from the online surveys and focus groups.  

  Context for the request. Background data from the online surveys and focus groups 

indicated that approximately 78% of requests came from managers/supervisors, 15.4% 

were from peers, and 6.6% were from subordinates. The online survey data showed that 

approximately 56% of respondents liked the person who made the request of them, 18% 

had no strong feelings toward the requestor, 18% had mixed feelings, and approximately 

7% did not like the person who made the request.  

  Types of requests. The requests reported via the two online surveys were 

predominantly white-collar worker type requests, for example, to attend meetings, analyse 

data, make phone calls, and prepare reports, plans, and/or presentations. There were 

approximately five blue-collar style requests including to replace the front suspension strut, 

load a dump truck body for transport, and clean surfaces. There were approximately four 

medical type requests, including to write a referral and insert an intravenous cannula. 
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Several requests involved providing support for others, including to help a colleague 

resolve a problem, fill in for someone sick, stay late to cover for a co-worker’s absence, 

change a start time, and provide feedback/suggestions. Finally, there were two requests that 

took the form of reprimands; one was a reminder to arrive on time and the other was a 

direction to not transport a spouse in a work vehicle. 

  3.4.2  Model analysis using qualitative data 

  While not a required step for scale development, the qualitative data from the online 

survey and focus groups were used to conduct a preliminary assessment of the proposed 

model. The reasons given for (non) compliance in both surveys were coded using open 

coding (Ryan & Bernard, 2003), an inductive approach. A coding reliability check was 

conducted with a senior academic; the result was 100% agreement. The focus group data 

were subsequently coded using open coding, and saturation seemed evident. Noting 

patterns, clustering ideas, and making comparisons and contrasts (Miles et al., 2013) 

between codes enabled four themes (factors) to be determined. The coding and aggregation 

processes were repeated, two weeks after the initial analysis, to check reliability. This 

checking process, adapted from Medcof (2012), achieved consistent results. Table 3.4 

shows the four themes and 20 coded reasons for compliance and resistance. Theories and 

conceptual frameworks, as reviewed above, were compared and contrasted with the 

findings. Combined, this theoretical and empirical data informed the initial list of scale 

items generated.  
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Table 3.4 

Conscious Reasons for Compliance and Non-Compliance With Workplace Requests: 

Themes and Codes Using Focus Group (n=40) and Online Survey (n = 55) Responses 

 

Themes                           Codes Sample participant reasons  

Dyadic 

experience  

o consequences for [non] 

compliance 

o trust/respect for person making the 

request 

o no choice/obligation 

o boss/supervisor request 

 

o manner of the request 

He wanted to remain in his 

supervisor’s good books 

I respect my manager enough to do 

what I was told 

I really didn’t feel I had a choice 

He is my boss 

She asked in a very respectful 

manner 

 

Task related  o importance of task/request 

 

o agreement with task (request) 

 

o reasonableness of request/task 

o part of job/role 

A necessary task for the direction of 

the school 

We need the equipment to train 

soldiers 

Request was reasonable 

It’s my job 

 

Self-factors 

 

o willingness 

o personal cost/benefit 

 

o personal skills/expertise 

 

o someone checking/monitoring 

o ethics 

o workload 

o self-identity 

 

I wanted to be helpful 

Good career development 

opportunity 

Request was well within my 

capabilities 

He may check on progress 

Right thing to do 

I was not busy at the time…. 

I’ve always been one to help others 

Organisational 

factors  

o benefit organisation/business 

o benefit client 

o benefit team/relationships 

 

o resources  

                     

It helps the practice thrive 

Positive impact on student learning 

We work as a team – it’s in our best 

interests that I comply 

Not having the resources available 

(non-compliance) 

   

While the qualitative data from the focus groups and online surveys provided some 

support for the proposed model (Figure 3.3), it also suggested some additional reasons (not 
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covered by the proposed model) for compliance including (a) a lack of choice, (b) the 

reasonableness of request, (c) ethical considerations, (d) workload considerations, (e) 

availability of resources, and, possibly, (f) client benefit. While not specified in the 

proposed model, client benefit may fit as an organisational goal variable. In general, the 

four themes to emerge from the qualitative data align with the four categories of variables 

in the proposed model with three themes showing particularly strong alignment: the self-

factors theme matches the personal variables category; the organisational factors theme 

aligns with the organisational variables category; and the dyadic experience theme 

combines variables from the relationship and the request categories in the model. The 

emergence of a task related theme from the current pilot research, further supported by the 

findings of Yilmaz and Hunt (2001), however, suggests the importance and nature of the 

task in determining compliance may be downplayed in established theories (see Table 3.2).  

  3.4.3  A pilot test  

  An organisational psychology academic, experienced in scale development, led a 

team of three, including the PhD candidate and a senior academic, also experienced in scale 

development, through an iterative process to arrive at a set of 102 reasons for compliance 

items (Appendix 3B) for pilot testing. This initial set of items was generated from insights 

derived from theory and the focus group and online survey responses. 

 In an initial attempt to ascertain how participants might respond the items, pilot 

testing of the 102 items was undertaken in the context of a Masters of Organisational 

Psychology project (Skorka, 2017: N = 434: 80% female; age M = 30, SD = 12.05). 

Response options ranged from 1 = not at all influential to 5 = extremely influential. 

Following listwise deletion, the sample size was reduced to 259 for analysis, which does 
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not meet the minimum 300 recommended by Tabachnick, Fidell, and Ullman (2007) for 

factor analysis. Items were then progressively deleted in an attempt to identify a robust 

factor structure. Although Skorka (2017) did not provide details of all criteria used to delete 

items, one criterion was that items with a highest loading of less than .5 were candidates for 

deletion. Following this process and using an eigenvalue cut off of 1, Skorka found a 

reasonably clean, 7-factor solution using only 25 of the 102 items, explaining a cumulative 

variance of 60.9% (factor 1: 10.52%, factor 2: 9.76%, factor 3: 9.63%, factor 4: 9.2%, 

factor 5: 8.91%, factor 6: 7.59% and factor 7: 5.3%), as shown in Table 3.5. Factor loadings 

provided for the final 25 items, indicated there was only one problematic cross loading 

(>.2) identified.  
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Table 3.5 

Reasons for Following Scale: Seven factor, 25 Item Solution from the Pilot Test 

Questionnaire 

Factors Items 

Nature of the 

request (4)  

I was given adequate notice to complete the task/activity 

I agreed with the approach in carrying out the task/activity 

I had time to complete the task/activity 

The request was asked of me in a kind and respectful manner  
Impression 

management (4) 

I cared about demonstrating my loyalty to the person who made the request 

Carrying out the task/activity would showcase my talents at work 

Carrying out the task/activity would promote more trust from my supervisor 

My decision would help me obtain approval from others 

 

Positive 

consequences (4) 

Doing the task/activity would provide an opportunity for me to earn more 

money 

There was some incentive (financial or otherwise) to carry out the 

task/activity 

I would be compensated for the added workload 

My decision would make someone indebted to me 

 

Client impact (4) 

  

My decision would impact a client 

My decision would facilitate the maintenance of a good relationship between 

our company and a client 

My decision would benefit a client 

Needs of clients and customers would be impacted by my decision  
Negative 

consequences (4) 

 

My decision would reflect poorly on me 

My decision would create conflict with the person who made the request 

My decision would damage my relationship with the person who made the 

request 

My decision would have appeared rude/bad mannered 

 

 

Job/task 

relevance (3) 

The request was within my job scope 

The request aligned with the strategic priorities of my work unit 

The task/activity was my responsibility 

 

Ethical 

considerations (2) 

My decision was the right thing to do 

My decision was the ethical thing to do 

 

   

  Shortcomings. The pilot-test solution had shortcomings. These included divergent 

items loading onto a single factor; for example, the request was asked of me in a kind and 
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respectful manner, pertains to the way the request was made rather than practical features 

of the task/activity that characterise the other items in that factor, for example, I had time to 

complete the task/activity. Relationship items seem sprinkled throughout the factors, for 

example, promoting trust from my supervisor seems more about relationship building than 

impression management and does not, therefore, closely align with other items in that 

factor such as carrying out the task/activity would showcase my talents at work. Similarly, 

two of the items in the ‘negative consequences for self’ factor seem relationship focused, 

for example, my decision would damage my relationship with the person who made the 

request, while the other items have a stronger individual focus, for example, my decision 

would have reflected poorly on me. One final concern with the solution was the two-item 

‘ethical considerations’ factor, as three items is the recommended minimum number of 

items for a robust factor (Kline, 2005; Osborne, 2009).  

  There were both common features and distinct differences between the proposed 

model (Figure 3.3) and the pilot test solution. Task, self, and relationships featured in both 

models, although Skorka’s (2017) solution had a larger proportion of self-interest items 

(over 35%), such as I would be compensated for the added workload and my decision 

would reflect poorly on me, spread across three factors. The model (Figure 3.3), in contrast, 

had a stronger focus on request and organisational variables. The most notable difference 

between the model and Skorka’s solution was the client and ethics variables (6 items) 

which were absent from the theoretical model. Together these may be considered social 

conscience items that constitute two factors (6 items) within the pilot-test solution but were 

found to barely rate a mention in the theory, as summarised in Table 3.2, and 

conceptualised in the model in Figure 3.3. Perhaps, with liberal interpretation, the notions 
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of loyalty to supervisor and reciprocity to colleagues, found in the theoretical model (Figure 

3.3), may be interpreted as social conscience. Overall, however, it seems that social 

conscience as a reason for following has been overlooked in the limited body of compliance 

theory as summarised in both Table 3.2 and Figure 3.3. 

  3.4.4 The main study 

  Scale refinement. The large proportion (40%) of unusable responses to Skorka’s 

(2017) questionnaire indicated the instrument needed revision. Based on the findings and 

further examination of the theoretical literature, 19 items from Skorka’s 7-factor/25-

item solution were retained, some with minor rewording, for the main study.  Reasons 

for deletion included insufficient distinction between items, rendering some redundant; 

for example, my decision was the right thing to do was removed because it is 

conceptually close to my decision was the ethical thing to do.  

  Expert review by a senior academic, with extensive experience in both scale 

development and social interaction research, led to further refinement of the retained 

items and generation of additional items, as suggested by theory and/or the initial focus 

group/survey data. Two items with negative tones, my decision would create conflict 

with the person who made the request, and my decision would damage my relationship 

with the person who made the request, were reworded with a positive slant for the 

main study; for example, my decision would improve my relationship with the person 

who made the request. Examples of additional items based on focus group/survey data 

and/or theory included I find this task interesting (e.g., intrinsic motivation: Leonard et 

al., 1999), doing the task/activity well was important to me (e.g., value trigger: 

Barbuto, 2000), the person who asked me had the authority to do so (e.g., role 
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legitimacy trigger: Barbuto, 2000), and the way I was asked encouraged me to comply 

(e.g., influence tactics: Yukl et al., 2008). Following this process, a total of 46 items 

were identified as worthy of inclusion in the refined scale. 

Testing the refined scale. Participants. Sample size was calculated using 

recommendations for reliable factor analysis. For example, Tabachnick and colleagues 

(2007) propose that valid analyses can be performed using a minimum of 300 respondents, 

whereas Stevens (1986) recommends that there be at least five subjects per variable. The 

current sample size (N = 438), and number of respondents per item (9.5), satisfy these 

requirements. Four of the initial pool of 442 respondents were removed as they completed 

50% or less of the compliance scale items. This left a sample of 438. This sample was 

generated from three sources: 311 participants were recruited through an online 

crowdsourcing platform, Prolific; 20 responded via the online community platform, Survey 

Circle; and 107 participants responded via a university portal for inhouse research.   

 Participants were aged between 76 and 18 years (M = 33.01, SD =10.48) and 58% 

were female. Most participants were born in the UK (35.9%), Australia (18.1%), USA 

(12.7%), and Portugal (5.3%). Participants currently live in the UK (38.2%), Australia 

(24%), USA (13.6%), and Portugal (6.4%). The highest educational attainments were 

22.4% with post graduate qualifications, 38.7% had bachelor’s degrees, 14% with 

diplomas/advanced diplomas, 5.9% had trade certificates and 18.5% had high school 

certificates. Two participants did not graduate from high school.  The major industries in 

which participants worked were education and training (16.7%), health care and social 

assistance (11.4%), retail (9.8%), professional, scientific, and technical services (9.1%), 

administration and support services (5.9), information, media, and telecommunications 
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(5.9%), and accommodation and food services (5.9%). Sixty seven percent of respondents 

describe themselves as holding non-managerial positions and 36.1% supervise employees 

at work. Other positional descriptors include supervisors = 10.5%, middle managers = 

15.3%, senior managers = 3.9%, and 3.2% identified as executive members. In sum, the 

sample was heterogeneous in respect of gender, age, nationality, occupation, and other 

demographic variables. 

  Materials. A questionnaire was developed (Appendix 3C) to include 83 items: the 

46 reasons for compliance items, five items to measure how the request was completed 

(e.g., conscientiously or with resentment), five demographic data items, three work related 

questions, three questions regarding the dyad, two attention check items and 19 items that 

comprise three additional scales. These additional scales were included for construct 

validity purposes. The scales measured organisational commitment-normative (OC: Meyer 

& Allen, 1997), organisational citizenship behaviour-altruism (OCB: Williams & 

Anderson, 1991), and external self-concept (ESC) from the Motivation Sources Inventory 

(Barbuto & Scholl, 1998). While there is no existing research investigating the 

relationships between OCB, OC and ESC and follower triggers (yet to be determined), 

there are studies reporting associations between variables that substantiate the inclusion of 

these scales for construct validity purposes (e.g., Barbuto et al., 2003; Lemmon & Wayne, 

2015; Sawitri, Suswati, & Huda, 2016).  

 Procedure. As with the online surveys, respondents were asked to “Think of a 

recent occasion in which you were asked or told to do something at work. This request or 

directive may have come from your boss, a manager, a peer or a subordinate (but not from 

a customer or client)”. They were then asked to “Please rate each of the following 
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statements to describe how each of the factors influenced your decision to comply with the 

request. Respond with one of the five options from not at all influential to extremely 

influential”. 

 

3.5 Findings 

   Factor analysis. SPSS 25 was used to analyse data. There was no missing data for 

the 46 compliance scale items. The suitability of respondent data (N = 438) was checked. 

First, the Factorability of R (Tabachnick et al., 2007) was determined by checking that 

multiple correlations exceeded a value of .30. Next, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity were used to measure sampling adequacy. The KMO was .911, 

well above the minimum value of .60 considered suitable for factor analysis. Bartlett's Test 

of Sphericity was significant (11860.984, df = 1035, p < .0005), supporting the suitability 

of the data for factor analysis.  

 Best practice recommendations by Preacher and MacCallum (2003) were adopted 

for this EFA: do not use principal components analysis, choose oblique rotation, and use 

parallel analysis to set the number of factors. Given the study parameters (N = 438, 46 

items), parallel analysis supports the extraction of seven factors. See Appendix 3D for 

details. As suggested by De Winter and Dodou (2012), both principal axis factoring and 

maximum likelihood were used as estimation methods for this EFA, with maximum 

likelihood delivering the preferred 7 factor solution (see Table 3.6). Six items with cross 

loadings higher than. 30 were removed and a seventh item, my decision would make 

someone indebted to me, was removed due to a low mean response (1.75), suggesting a 

substantial floor effect and restriction of range. The final 39 item solution had no cross 
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loadings greater than .29. Only one item, I cared if the task/activity was done correctly, 

loaded under 0.40 at .394. All items had communality values that exceeded .40. 
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Table 3.6 
 

 Factor Loadings from Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Main Study Data (N = 438) 

 

Factor Item                                                                                                        1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2 

 

 

 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

My decision would benefit a client                                                                                                  .908       

To not comply may have inconvenienced a client                                                                                                  .826       

My decision would help maintain a good company-client relationship  .765       

The needs of clients & customers would be impacted by my decision  .762       

Complying with this request would help the organisation achieve goal  .583       

My decision was in the best interest of the business/organisation  .533       

My decision was in the best interest of my work team 

The task /activity was in line with my ethics 

 .428 

 .326 

 

 

     

 .302 

 

Doing the task would provide an opportunity for me to earn more money  .832      

There was incentive (financial or other) to carry out the task/activity  .785      

I would be compensated for the added workload 

My decision would make someone indebted to me  

 .682 

 .478 

     

I felt I may lose some benefits (financial or other) if I did not comply  .441 

 

     

I hoped my compliance would enhance my status in the eyes of the requestor   .779     

My decision would improve my relationship with the person making the request   .719     

I hoped to obtain the admiration/approval of my colleagues with my decision   .636     

I needed to comply to keep onside with the person making the request 

My decision would help avoid conflict with the person who made the request 

  

 

.500 

   .494 

 

   .375 

   

I may have lost the respect of others had I not complied 

 

 

 

  .401     
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4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I find this task interesting    -.709    

I enjoy this task/activity    -.679    

Doing the task/activity would provide me with professional satisfaction    -.637    

I considered the request a personal challenge 

I hoped my talents would be showcased 

   

.438 

-.607 

     .506 

   

Doing the task well was important to me    -.421    

I cared if the task/activity was done correctly 

 

   -.394  

 

  

The task was part of my duty statement/job description     .738   

The task/activity was my responsibility     .694   

My decision was in line with what my supervisor had requested from me     .688   

The person who asked me to do the task/activity had the authority to do so 

The task/activity was within my job scope 

    .584 

.446 

 

                       

 

   .394 

My decision would be followed up (checked) by someone in the organisation 

The request aligned with the priorities of my work unit 

 

 

.304 

   .415 

     .346 

  

The tone used by the person making the request encouraged me to comply      -.867  

The words used by the person making the request persuaded me to comply      -.797  

The way I was asked encouraged me to comply      -.677  

I felt loyalty to the person who made the request      -.641  

I trusted the person who made the request      -.602  

I respected the expertise of the person who made the request      -.577  

The person making the request was a friend 

I felt obliged to the person who made the request 

  

 

 

 

.303 

  

       .303 

-.542 

     .304 
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7 

 

I had space in my workload to complete the activity       .617 

I had the appropriate equipment/resources to carry out the task/activity       .604 

I had time to complete the task/activity       .545 

I had the skills to do the task/activity       .443 

Completing the task was consistent with my principles 
 

      .412 

  Note. Factor names: 1 = Client/business interests; 2 = External consequences; 3 = External attributes; 4 = Intrinsic motivation; 5 = Organisational factors;  

  6 = Request/dyad features; 7 = Task related features. Loadings less than 3.0 have been suppressed for clarity. Bolded items were removed, due to high cross-loadings or 

low mean response (>2.0), in the final solution for further testing with fieldwork    
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  Maximum likelihood method with oblimin rotation and forcing a seven-factor 

solution (determined using parallel analysis), yielded a distinct set of factors with between 

five and eight items loading on each. The seven-factor solution explained a total of 61.55% 

of the variance. The first factor had an initial eigenvalue of 12.41 (post rotation: 11.94), 

explaining 26.99% of the variance. This factor loaded items such as my decision was in the 

best interest of the organisation and was labelled ‘client/business interests’. Factor 2 had an 

initial eigenvalue of 4.63 (post rotation: 4.12) and explained 10.05% of the variance. 

Labelled ‘external consequences’, this factor loaded items such as I would be compensated 

for the added workload. The third factor had an initial eigenvalue of 3.21 (post rotation: 

2.77) and explained 6.98% of the variance. Loading items such as I hoped to obtain the 

admiration/approval of my colleagues with my decision, factor 3 was labelled ‘external 

attributes’. The fourth factor had an initial eigenvalue of 2.58 (post rotation: 2.2), explained 

5.61% of the variance, and was labelled ‘intrinsic motivation’ as it loaded items such as 

doing the task/activity would provide me with professional satisfaction. Factor 5 had an 

initial eigenvalue of 2.33 (post rotation: 1.91) and explained 5.06% of the variance. Factor 

5 was labelled ‘organisational factors’ as it loaded items such as the person who asked me 

to do the task/activity had the authority to do so. The sixth factor had an initial eigenvalue 

of 1.68 (post rotation: 1.22) and explained 3.66% of the variance. It was labelled 

‘request/dyad features’ and loaded items such as I trusted the person who made the request. 

Factor 7 had an initial eigenvalue of 1.47 (post rotation: 1.06) and explained 3.2% of the 

variance. It loaded items such as I had the skills to do the task/activity and was labelled 

‘task related features’. See Appendix 3E for complete matrices of factor loadings, with both 

pattern and structure coefficients.  
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The analyses were repeated using just the 36 items that were deemed worthy of 

retention based on the initial analysis. Procedures were the same as above. In this second 

analysis, a seven-factor solution was obtained with all factors having eigenvalues greater 

than unity and all items displaying their highest loading on the same factor as in the initial 

factor solution.  Total variance explained was 63.98%. All items had communality values 

of at least .40, and all items had a highest loading in excess of .35. Three items cross-loaded 

between .30 and .40, suggesting the need for further scale refinement using an independent 

sample.  However, given the exploratory nature of the current research, this seven-factor 

solution was deemed an adequate basis upon which to conduct further analyses. 

  Descriptive statistics for the seven factors from the refined scale. Composite 

scores for each of the factors were obtained by averaging the responses to the items with 

the highest loadings. Table 3.7 provides a summary of descriptive statistics. The data shows 

that the factor that most influenced participants’ decision to comply was task related 

features (M = 3.69, SD = .80), and the least influential factor was external consequences (M 

= 2.06, SD = 1.09). No skewness or kurtosis scores violate normality, according to the rule 

of thumb for sample sizes greater than 300; that is, absolute skew values larger than 2 and 

absolute kurtosis larger than 7 (Kim, 2013).  
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Table 3.7 

Means, Distribution Measures, and Alphas Among Factors (Subscales) for the Reasons for 

Compliance Scale (N = 438) 

Factor number, label, 

and number of items 

 Mean 

score 

(M) 

Standard 

deviation 

(SD) 

Observed 

Range 

Skewness 

[standardised 

skewness] 

Kurtosis 

(β2) 

Alpha 

(α) 

1. Client/business  
interests 

(7 items) 

 3.39 .99 1-5 -.37 

[-3.19] 

-.50 .89 

2. External 
consequences      

(4 items) 

 2.06 1.09 1-5 .79 

[6.79] 

-.49 .82 

3. External  
attributes 

(5 items) 

 2.73 1.03 1-5 .12 

[1.03] 

-.63 .83 

4. Intrinsic  
motivation      (6 

items) 

 3.08 .96 1-5 -.19 

[-1.61] 

-.60 .84 

5. Organisational 
factors 

(5 items) 

 3.30 1.04 1-5 -.36 

[-3.06] 

-.61 .82 

6. Request/dyad 
      features 

      (7 items) 

 3.09 1.04 1-5 -.34 

[2.91] 

-.60 .89 

7. Task related  
features 

(5 items) 

 3.69 .80 1-5 -.50 

[4.23] 

.15 .79 

 

  Internal consistency assessment. As shown in Table 3.7, the internal consistency 

for each factor was assessed as good (≥.7) to very good (≥.8), using Cronbach’s alpha.     

  Construct validity. Pairwise deletion was used to treat missing data for the validity 

tests. Table 3.8 shows the correlations between the factor (subscale) scores and the three 

scales included for validation purposes: organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB: N = 
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436), external self-concept (ESC: N = 257), and organisational commitment (OC: N = 436). 

The comparatively low response on the ESC scale is difficult to explain. As over 98% of 

non-responses were from the Prolific platform sample, yet only 178 Prolific respondents 

completed the ESC items, a software glitch affecting only some of the 311 Prolific 

respondents seems like the only logical explanation. 
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Table 3.8 

Correlations between the Compliance Factors, Related Scales, and Demographic Variables 

   

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

11 

 

12 

 

13 

 1 OCB 1             

 2 ESC -.012 1            

 3 OC .214** .277** 1           

4 Client/BI .268** .104 .191** 1          

5 ExtCon -.170** .238** .087* .174** 1         

6 ExtAtt -.013 .470** .187** .252** .462** 1        

7 IntMot .231** .135* .303** .461** .314** .308** 1       

8 OrgFact .042 .210** .100*  .398** .350** .442** .321** 1      

9 Req/Dy .185** .314** .274** .381** .254** .492** .488** .366** 1     

10 TaskF .136** .242** .153** .457** .192** .257** .465** .439** .441** 1    

11 Sex -.239** .165** .030 -.044 .158** .047 .011 -.075 .040 -.045 1   

12 Age .125** -.403** -.108* .041 -.194** -.212** .105* -.113* -.038 -.063 -.083 1  

13 EdQ  -.024        -.069         -.070        -.020       -.083         .034          .029        -.027         -.022        -.028         .046        .193**       1 

Note. OCB = organisational citizenship behaviour; ESC = external self-concept; OC = organisational commitment.  Client/BI = Client/business interests; 

ExtCon = External consequences; ExtAtt = External Attributes; IntMot = Intrinsic motivation; OrgFact = Organisational factors; Rq/Dy = Request/dyad 

features; TaskF = Task-related features. EdQ = Educational level. * p < .05.  ** p < .01 (two-tailed) 
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 As the research was exploratory and the factor structure of the scale was not 

determined prior to data collection, specific hypotheses in relation to how OC, OCB, and 

ESC may correlate with the (undetermined) compliance factors were not specified.   

  As shown in Table 3.8, of the 21 correlations between the seven compliance factors, 

12 were less than .40, and none exceeded .50. This indicates the relationships between most 

factors are weak, thereby supporting their discriminant validity.  

  Trends within the data set that provide some support for the construct validity of the 

compliance scale include 

• Organisational Citizenship Behaviour correlated most strongly with the 

 client/business (others) interest factor (r = .268, p = <.001) and its lowest, also negative, 

correlation was with the external attribution factor (r = -.013, p = .793). This makes 

conceptual sense when the content of the factors is examined, and the direction of the 

relationship is considered. OCB is essentially about caring for others, or altruistic concerns 

(e.g., I help others who have been absent), as is the business/others interest factor, for 

example, My decision would benefit a client, but not the external attribution factor, which is 

more about attaining admiration from others and support for self, or egocentric concerns, 

for example, I hoped my compliance would enhance my status in the eyes of the person 

making the request. 

  These conclusions are somewhat supported by research that found altruistic concern 

OCB predicted citizenship behaviours directed towards an organisation (Lemmon & 

Wayne, 2015), which is possibly reflected in the business/client trigger. The same study 

showed that felt obligation OCB predicted citizenship behaviours directed towards 

supervisors. This relationship is potentially indicated in the OCB- request/dyad trigger 
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correlation, r = .268, p = <.001, found in the current study. The positive association 

between OCB and job performance/satisfaction reported by Sawitri, et al., (2016) lends 

support to the positive correlation found between OCB and the intrinsic motivation trigger, 

r = .231, p = <.001. 

• Organisational Commitment correlated most strongly with the intrinsic motivation  

factor (r =.303, p = <.001) and its lowest correlation was with the external consequences 

factor (r =.087, p = .070). Again, this makes sense when the content of the factors is 

examined. OC is fundamentally about loyalty to the organisation; for example, I owe a 

great deal to this organisation. This  positive engagement is somewhat captured in the 

intrinsic motivation scale, for example, I cared if the task/activity was done correctly but 

not in the external consequences factor which is characterised by items of self-interest, for 

example, I felt I may lose some benefits, financial or other, if I did not comply. 

  This conclusion is supported by other research including a longitudinal study that 

reported a positive association between OC and autonomous motivation (Gagné, Chemolli, 

Forest, & Koestner, 2008) and a study of Indian health care workers that found both OC 

and intrinsic motivation levels of contract staff were lower than regular staff (Kumar, 

Mehra, Inder, & Sharma, 2016) 

• External Self-Concept correlated most strongly with the external attribution factor  

(r = .470, p = <.001) and its lowest correlation was with the client/business interest factor (r 

=.104, p = .096). These relationships seem logical when the content of the factors is 

considered. ESC is essentially about needing approval from others, for example, It is 

important to me that others approve of my behaviour as is the external attribution factor, 

for example, I hoped to obtain the admiration/approval of my colleagues with my decision, 
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whereas the business/others interest factor is about looking out for others, for example, to 

not comply may have inconvenienced a client. 

These conclusions are supported by the negative relationships found between 

altruistic behaviours with both ESC (Barbuto et al., 2003) and extrinsic sources of job 

satisfaction (Tang & Ibrahim, 1998). 

Interpretation of the empirical data. The generally low correlations (< .5) 

between factors (see Table 3.8) suggest that they represent distinctive content domains. 

Thus, the client/business interest factor represents compliance decisions made to benefit 

the business and others in the organisation. This factor emphasises the interests of clients 

and consideration given to team members and organisational goals in employee decisions. 

The external consequences factor represents extrinsic rewards, such as money, and 

compliance decisions based on self-interest. The external attributes factor highlights 

employee needs for external validation, that is, approval and recognition from others. The 

intrinsic motivation factor, as the name implies, includes internally motivating forces such 

as personal satisfaction and personal challenge. The organisational factors factor shows 

how organisational position (roles, responsibilities, and authority) impacts an individual’s 

decision to comply. The request/dyad features factor highlights dyadic features that 

contribute to decision making. These include the way the request is made and, more 

prominently, aspects of the interpersonal relationship, such as trust and respect, between 

members of the dyad. Finally, the task related features factor captures the ways the nature 

of the task/request impact compliance decision making. While there is an emphasis on the 

practical aspects of completing the task, for example, available resources, skills, and time, 

an intra-psychological variable is also captured with the item completing the task was 
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consistent with my principles. Taken together, this set of factors seemingly captures a wide 

range of reasons employees might have for complying, or not, with a request. 

  Substantive findings.  Most respondents indicated that they had complied with the 

focal request: as fully as was practical (very and extremely true: 86.5%; M = 4.23), as 

immediately as possible (very and extremely true: 78.1%; M = 4.07), and with high levels 

of conscientiousness (very and extremely true :82.7%; M = 4.14). A small proportion of 

respondents were very or extremely resentful of the request (6.4%; M = 1.52), and some 

were very or extremely reluctant to comply (8.3%; M =1.74).   

Following assumption checks, independent-samples t-tests were conducted to 

compare scores on the compliance scale factors for males and females A significant 

difference was found between male (M = 2.27, SD = 1.11) and female (M = 1.92, SD = 

1.05) scores on the external consequences factor, t (436) = -3.35, p = .001, two tailed. Male 

scores were significantly higher than female scores, mean difference = -35, 95% CI (-.55, -

.15), suggesting that, compared to female respondents, the males were more highly 

motivated to comply for extrinsic reasons.  However, the magnitude of difference was 

small, η2 = .025, suggesting the significant result may be explained by the large sample 

size. Findings regarding gender difference in the literature are mixed with some research 

supporting the findings from this study (e.g., Rusillo & Arias, 2004; Salehpour & Ruohani, 

2020), others reporting the opposite with females more motivated by extrinsic factors (e.g., 

D’Lima, Winsler, & Kitsantas, 2014), and still others finding no differences between 

genders (e.g., Lepper, Corpus & Iyengar, 2005; Makki & Abid, 2017). 

One-way between-groups analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to 

compare the direction of requests (upwards, downwards, lateral) with (a) the manner of 
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compliance (e.g., conscientious or resentful), and (b) compliance scale factor scores. 

Significant differences were found, at the p < .05 level, in the external consequences, F (3, 

434) = 4.58, p = .004, and external attribution factor, F (3, 434) = 7.37, p < .001. Means 

plots indicated respondents whose requests came from supervisors were significantly more 

motivated by external consequences than those who received requests from peers, p = .002, 

ηp
2 = .031. Similarly, respondents whose requests came from supervisors were significantly 

more motivated by external attribution than those who were requested by peers, p < .001. 

These differences are as would be expected, given formal power structures characterise 

many workplaces. Also, the role of power in subordinate compliance is evident in 

numerous studies (e.g., Cenkci, 2018; Koh & Low, 1997; Koslowsky, Schwarzwald, & 

Ashuri, 2001). No other significant differences by direction of requests were found. 

One-way between-groups ANOVAs were conducted to estimate the effect of the 

length of the parties’ working relationship on (a) manner of compliance and (b) the 

compliance factor scores. There were no significant effects of the length of working 

relationships on the manner of compliance, (e.g., conscientious or reluctant). There was, 

however, a significant difference, at the p = .05 level, between the length of working 

relationship groups on scores on the request/dyad features trigger. Respondents whose 

working relationships were longer than five years rated request/dyad features significantly 

more influential in their compliance decisions than those with working relationships of 

between three and 12 months, p = .006, and less than three months, p = .022, ηp
2 = .023. No 

other significant differences by duration of the parties’ relationship were found. 
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3.6   Theoretical Mapping of the Refined Scale 

  In this section, Barbuto’s (2000) framework, SDT (Deci & Ryan, 2008), Popper’s 

(2016) needs model, and Yukl et al.’s (2008) influence tactics are used to frame this 

analysis as, combined, they provide adequate representation of the theoretical constructs 

that informed this study (see Table 3.2). The proposed conceptual model (Figure 3.3) is 

also referenced in this discussion. Table 3.9 shows theoretical elements that are supported 

by the findings. Shortcomings of theory are also discussed.  

Table 3.9 

Theoretical Constructs Captured by Each of the Reasons for Compliance Scale Items 

 

Factor Item                                                                                                        Barbuto’s 

(2000) 

framework 

 

Influence 

tactics 

(Yukl, 

2002) 

SDT 

(Deci & 

Ryan, 

2003) 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2 

 

 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

My decision would benefit a client                                                                                                    

To not comply may have inconvenienced a client                                                                                                    

My decision would help maintain a good company-client relationship    

The needs of clients & customers would be impacted by my decision    

Complying with this request would help the organisation achieve goal  T10, M5   

My decision was in the best interest of the business/organisation  T10, M5   

My decision was in the best interest of my work team 

 

   

Doing the task would provide an opportunity for me to earn more money T1, M2, P1   

There was incentive (financial or other) to carry out the task/activity T1, M2, P1   

I would be compensated for the added workload T1, M2, P1   

I felt I may lose some benefits (financial or other) if I did not comply 

 

T2, P2   

I hoped my compliance would enhance my status in the eyes of the requestor  T5, M3   R 

My decision would improve my relationship with the requestor  T5   R 

I hoped to obtain the admiration/approval of my colleagues with my decision  T7, T6   R 

I needed to comply to keep onside with the person making the request  T2   R 

I may have lost the respect of others had I not complied 

 

 

 

 T2, T6, M3   R 
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4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5 

 

 

 

 

 

6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7 

 

I find this task interesting  T8?, M1   

I enjoy this task/activity  T8?, M1   

Doing the task/activity would provide me with professional satisfaction  T9?, M1   C 

I considered the request a personal challenge  T8? T9?   C 

Doing the task well was important to me  T8   C 

I cared if the task/activity was done correctly 

 

 T8   C 

The task was part of my duty statement/job description  T3   

The task/activity was my responsibility  T3   

My decision was in line with what my supervisor had requested from me  T3, P3   

The person who asked me to do the task/activity had the authority to do so  T3, P3   

My decision would be followed up (checked) by someone in the organisation 

 

 T2, P2   

The tone used by the person making the request encouraged me to comply    

The words used by the person making the request persuaded me to comply   ?  

The way I was asked encouraged me to comply   ?  

I felt loyalty to the person who made the request  T5, P5   R 

I trusted the person who made the request  T4, P5, P4?   R 

I respected the person who made the request  T4? P5, P4?   R 

The person making the request was a friend 

 

 T1?   R 

I had space in my workload to complete the activity Z   

I had the appropriate equipment/resources to carry out the task/activity Z   

I had time to complete the task/activity Z   

I had the skills to do the task/activity  T9, M4   C 

Completing the task was consistent with my principles 

 

 T8, M5, Z   

Note. Factor names: 1 = Client/business interests; 2 = External consequences; 3 = External attributes; 4 = Intrinsic 

motivation; 5 = Organisational factors; 6 = Features of the request/dyad; 7 = Task related features. Trigger names: T1 = 

exchanges; T2 = manipulations; T3 = role legitimacy; T4 = Expertise; T5 = Leader identification; T6 = external 

attribution of skills; T7 = social identification; T8 = value; T9 = internal attribution of skill; T10 = goal identification. 

Barbuto’s (2000) Motivation types: M1 = intrinsic; M2 = instrumental; M3 = self-concept external; M4 = self-concept 

internal; M5 = goal internalisation. Power types: P1 = reward; P2 = coercive; P3 = legitimate; P4 = expert; P5 = referent. 

SDT = self-determination theory: R = relatedness; C = competence. Z = zone of preference, indifference or legitimate. ? = 

uncertain/possible 

   As shown in Table 3.9, all 10 of Barbuto’s (2000) triggers are represented in at least 

one of or more of the items comprising the current compliance scale, although Barbuto’s 

external attribution of skills trigger (T6) was underrepresented with ‘public recognition’ not 

figuring specifically and ‘enhancing reputation’ only alluded to. Most of Barbuto’s triggers 
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relate to self-interest and personal needs; only three (role legitimacy, expertise, and goal 

identification) indicate that reasons unrelated to self may instigate compliance. While 

Barbuto’s ‘goal identification’ trigger recognises that decisions to comply may be initiated 

by a desire to support the goals of the organisation, the findings from the study suggest 

concern for others, such as teammates and clients, plays a stronger role in the decision to 

comply than Barbuto’s triggers, and indeed his whole framework, suggest. 

  All five motivational sources in Barbuto’s (2000) framework are represented in the 

Reasons for Compliance Scale items, with ‘goal internalisation’ featuring most 

prominently, again suggesting self-interest is not necessarily key to acts of compliance.  

While all power types are present, reward and referent power dominate. For example, 

reward power is evident in there was incentive (financial or other) to carry out the 

task/activity and I would be compensated for the added workload; referent power is 

indicated in I felt loyalty to the person making the request and I hoped my compliance 

would enhance my status in the eyes of the requestor. 

 Expert power is not explicitly evident, but rather merely suggested in the items I respected 

the person who made the request, and I trust the person who made the request.  

  Theoretical concepts that had no/minimal presence in the findings were autonomy 

(SDT: Deci & Ryan, 2008), scarcity (Cialdini, 1984) and all 11 influence tactics (Yukl et 

al., 2008). That said, two items (the tone used by the person making the request encouraged 

me to comply and the words used by the person making the request persuaded me to 

comply) hint, without providing specific detail, that influence tactics may have been used. 

The absence of SDT autonomy, the need to have control, may mean either that autonomy is 

not an important factor in compliance decisions, or that the need for autonomy 
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predominantly operates unconsciously in the decision-making process and, therefore, is 

unlikely to be acknowledged in an explicit questionnaire. 

  The findings from this study have identified three main shortcomings in existing 

theory pertaining to compliance. The most obvious is the absence in theory/conceptual 

models of social conscience as a reason for compliance. In contrast, in the current scale, 

social conscience is present in five items representing concern for others, for example, My 

decision was in the best interest of my work team. The second notable omission in the 

theories is the role of the task in determining compliance. While task factors play a general 

role in Barbuto’s (2000) zones of resistance, specific attributes of tasks are not evident in 

his compliance theory.  Items such as I had the appropriate equipment/resources to carry 

out the task/activity indicate that practical considerations play a part in determining 

workplace compliance. Finally, the general way in which a request is made, for example, 

The way I was asked encouraged me to comply, does not feature in theory although specific 

tactics, indicating specific ways in which requests may be made, comprise Yukl and 

colleagues’ (2008) influence tactics model. 

  The proposed conceptual model (Figure 3.3) is well supported by the EFA solution 

(Table 3.5) in that nine of the 10 proposed factors are represented in the solution. The 

findings did not directly support organisational climate as a factor impacting an individual’s 

decision to comply with a workplace request. While it is possible that items such as My 

decision would be followed up (checked by) someone in the organisation and I would be 

compensated for the added workload allude to climate, it is more appropriate to conclude at 

this time that organisational climate is either an unconscious/implicit variable or not a 

significant factor determining follower compliance, despite Etzioni (1975) citing empirical 
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evidence to the contrary. The relationship between compliance and climate is further 

investigated in Study 3.  

  The conceptual model is lacking in that it omits specific reference to clients and 

does not emphasise practical considerations of implementing the task/request, such as that 

captured in the item, I had the appropriate equipment/resources to carry out the activity.  

Both these reasons for compliance emerged from the empirical research conducted to 

develop the scale and constitute part of the Reasons for Compliance Scale used in Study 3.  

 

3.7  Discussion 

  This discussion has four parts. First, the new compliance scale is compared and 

contrasted with established and emerging followership measures, as identified in Study 1, 

the systematised review of literature. Second, the scale is evaluated to identify its 

advantages and limitations. Third, the role of this new scale in advancing the field is 

discussed, with the need to distinguish leadership requests from other requests highlighted 

as critical for understanding follower compliance. Finally, the application and versatility of 

this new compliance scale is described. 

  Comparison and contrast with followership measures. The most notable 

difference between the compliance scale and established scales (i.e., Kelley’s (1992) 

Powerful Follower Scale, Dixon’s (2003) Follower Profile, Sy’s (2010) Implicit 

Followership Theory (IFT) Scale, and Carsten and Uhl-Bien’s (2009) Belief in Leadership 

Co-production Scale) is the compliance scale is designed to understand the reasons for 

following, while the previously established scales prioritise the measurement of behaviours, 

traits, and beliefs about followers (subordinates). Established scales pay limited attention to 
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motivational forces and give no recognition to the reasons for following in response to 

specific requests.  

  While emerging followership scales also measure behaviours and traits (e.g., Park, 

2013; Warton, 2016), several pay greater attention to understanding intra-psychological 

variables (e.g., Junker, 2016; Thoroughgood, 2013; VanWhy, 2015), which is in keeping 

with the current direction in theory and research. Despite their shift in focus from earlier 

scales, none of these more recent instruments measure reasons for compliance (following) 

in response to particular requests. This is the standout feature, and value-add, of the scale 

developed in this study.  

  As highlighted in Study 1, self-reporting is a major limitation of followership scales 

which is unfortunate given several have scope, with minor wording amendments, to be 

tested using other sources. Curiously, Dixon’s scale was originally written for reporting by 

others (i.e., “the person you are evaluating …”: Dixon, 2003, p.116) but has only been 

applied, presumably for convenience reasons, using self-reports. The compliance scale 

developed in this current study offers no relief to the reliance on self-reporting; on the 

contrary, self-reporting is the only legitimate way to tap the intra-psychological 

phenomenon of reasons for compliance (following).  

  Scale evaluation.   

  Advantages. Presuming the item generation process was rigorous and reasonably 

exhaustive, there is a low probability that any conscious reasons for compliance have been 

omitted from the 39 item 7-factor solution. Analyses indicated there is sound evidence to 

support the discriminant validity and internal reliability of the scale and only three items 
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cross-loaded between .30 and .40, indicating the solution is overall clean but further 

refinement is necessary. 

  The scale appears balanced with both explicit and implicit motivational forces 

recognised. It also seems to tap both cognitive, for example, I had time to complete the 

activity/task and emotional forces, for example, Completing the task was consistent with my 

principles, although the latter are less prominent and generally less explicit, for example, 

losing benefits or the respect of others does not explicitly state, but rather implies emotional 

consequences. 

  The current compliance scale has potential to add value to understanding 

compliance (following) and followership in organisations as it not only provides insight 

into a previously under-researched phenomenon (i.e., reasons for following), it does so 

regardless of organisational position or industry sector, and in task-specific contexts. The 

potential to obtain a rich understanding of following, and consequently leading, may be 

realised through the design of studies that include the new compliance scale alongside 

measures of other variables, such as manner of compliance, hierarchical position, 

relationship tenure, culture, gender, and direction of request. As the new compliance scale 

enables acts of following to be identified and measured whatever the direction of the 

request (up, down, or lateral), it complements the emerging follower-leader switching 

paradigm, identified in Study 1, and holds great promise to advance the field both 

conceptually and empirically. This potential receives elaboration later in this discussion.  

  Limitations. The reliability and validity of the scale for use with blue-collar workers 

and non-western cultures is yet to be established as the questionnaire sample was 

predominantly English-speaking participants from western nations and over 75% of 
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respondents had tertiary level educational qualifications. Additionally, the concurrent 

validity is limited. 

  It is possible that important reasons for compliance have not been captured as this 

scale is limited to measuring conscious, not implicit, reasons for compliance. Autonomy 

(SDT: Deci & Ryan, 2008) and organisational climate (Lewin, et al., 1939) are two possible 

forces, flagged previously, that may have been omitted for this reason. Unconscious drivers 

of behaviour are a well document phenomenon (e.g., Diamond,1993; de Vries, 2004) that 

should not be overlooked when attempting to understand individual and organisational 

processes. Finally, from a practical perspective, the length of the scale in its current form 

may be too long for studies testing multiple constructs. Given the approach to excluding 

items from this scale was cautious, at this exploratory stage of scale development, further 

refinement is desirable and confirmatory factor analysis is necessary. 

  Regarding the substantive findings of this study, the manner of compliance measure 

was self-reported. The possibility of positive bias with self-reporting of the immediacy and 

completeness items in this scale is noted (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992). Thus, other 

measures, including objective measures and/or reporting from others, could enhance the 

validity of the results attained with these items. Other items in the manner of compliance 

scale, such as reluctance and resentment, tap emotional states and are, therefore, most 

appropriately self-reported. 

   Advancing the field. The compliance scale has a role to play in addressing the 

widely acknowledged problems of the leadership literature; specifically, the shortcomings 

of construct validity in research using role-based definitions of followers and leaders 

(Küpers & Weibler, 2008; Malakyan, 2014, 2015; Townsend & Gebhardt, 2003) and the 
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lamented confound between leadership and management (see Bedeian & Hunt, 2006). This 

new scale makes centrepiece the distinct behaviour of compliance and, when teamed in 

research with genuine, unambiguous definitions of leadership requests/influence, enables 

reasons for following in response to leadership to be measured. Understanding and 

measuring following in this way offers original, meaningful insight into following and, 

consequently, enhances understanding of effective leadership. It is arguable, given the 

interdependent and synergistic nature of the relationship between leading and following 

(Chen & Chung, 2014; Hollander & Webb, 1955) that to measure following in response to 

leadership requests/influence is to measure leading. Following is the outcome of successful 

leadership attempts. Without compliance, attempted influence is not leadership; it is a failed 

attempt to lead.  

  As flagged earlier in this chapter, the new scale also makes possible the 

measurement of reasons for following in response to non-leadership requests, such as 

management requests. Thus, critical to measuring and understanding following in response 

to both leadership and management requests are clear definitions and operationalisation of 

each. Before providing a method for defining and operationalising leadership (and 

management) requests, it is salient to reiterate the relevance of this approach to the 

emerging follower-leader switching paradigm and 21st century organisations. 

  Method for defining and operationalising leadership requests. Despite concerted 

effort by scholars to differentiate leadership from management, clear distinctions remain 

elusive. Some claim leadership is the act of influencing others to achieve organisational 

goals (Connolly, James & Fertig, 2019). Others argue goal attainment is the work of 

managers, not leaders (Liphadzi, Aigbavboa, & Thwala, 2017) and still others suggest “any 
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effort to separate the two is likely to cause more problems than it solves” (Wajdi, 2017, 

p.75).  

  One way forward, for the purposes of operationalising leadership and management 

requests and thereby identifying following or resistance, is a dichotomous approach 

whereby researchers define core and operational business in organisations under study. The 

suggestion here is that core business is directed by leadership requests and operational 

business is achieved by managerial requests.  Defining core business enables all other 

organisational activities/interactions to be deemed operational business.  

  One possible method for defining core business activities is to use an organisation’s 

mission statement and professional development guidelines. For example, an education 

department may have a mission statement that includes “maximising student learning in 

safe, supportive schools.” Duties for a teacher aide in that organisation may include taking 

groups of children for reading and filing student work samples. The task of conducting 

reading groups would be considered core business because reading is considered a key 

learning outcome (aligned with the mission statement) and professional development is 

available for teaching reading. Filing student work samples, on the other hand, would be 

considered operational business as it is neither integral to the mission statement nor 

endorsed as a professional development activity. Thus, when a teacher asks an aide to take 

a reading group, the teacher is making a leadership request; requesting the aide to file 

student work samples, however, is an operational/management request. Similarly, it is 

operational business, and therefore a management request, if a principal asks an assistant 

principal to email students their timetables. Asking the assistant principal to create a new 

school timetable, however, would constitute a leadership request because it relates to core 
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business (student learning/curriculum delivery) and timetable development is an endorsed 

professional development activity in schools.  

  While this dichotomous approach may draw criticism, particularly as it ignores the 

scope to further delineate types of requests, it is sufficient for the purposes of identifying 

and  distinguishing between leadership and management requests, fundamental to this 

thesis and the study of followership generally. The inherent subjectivity of the process is 

noted, although the quality of organisational documents, such as mission statements and 

professional development guidelines, used in the process may partially mitigate this. Study 

3 explores this method for operationalising leadership and management requests. 

  Applications and versatility of the compliance scale. The compliance scale 

developed in this study has diverse applications in research and practice. With clear 

definitions and subsequent operationalisation of request types (e.g., leadership and 

management), this scale has potential to provide useful information to organisations about 

numerous workplace phenomena including, but not limited to leadership, teamwork, 

cooperation, partnerships, and management. To avoid confusion, the scale may be 

rebranded according to the context, to make clear the construct being measured; for 

example, Reasons for Compliance (Teamwork) Scale, Reasons for Compliance 

(Cooperation) Scale, Reasons for Compliance (Leadership) Scale, Reasons for Compliance 

(Management) Scale, etcetera.  

  For this research project, the label Reasons for Compliance (Following) Scale has 

been adopted. The scale is used in Study 3 with both leadership and management requests. 

The data for both types of request are both separated and combined for analyses according 

to the research questions.  
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  The potential application of the Reasons for Compliance (Following) Scale is broad. 

It seems accepted 21st century wisdom that leadership occurs at different organisational 

levels (Bedeian & Hunt, 2006; DeRue & Ashford, 2010). There are many and varied 

models indicating this view. Examples include Collin’s (2001) five leadership levels: the 

executive, effective leader, competent manager, contributing team member, and highly 

capable individual, and Lederach’s (1997) three level model: top level, middle range, and 

grassroots leadership. When used as a measure of following, the compliance scale has 

application at every level of leadership. It also has extensive application for understanding 

all types of leading and consequent following, including, for example, transformational, 

charismatic, contingency, distributed, and follower-leader switching. Thus, this scale is 

versatile and potentially useful. The scale is used in Study 3 to measure reasons for 

compliance with both leadership and management requests and to investigate follower-

leader switching. 

 

3.8  Conclusion 

  Study 2 involved the production of a scale to measure reasons for compliance, in 

response to requests, that has multiple applications in organisational research. As follower 

compliance is the focus of this current research project, a robust method for defining and 

operationalising leader and management requests was outlined. This method requires core 

and operational business in organisations to be defined and, subsequently, identified. In 

providing this method, it is noted that the ease and accuracy with which organisations/ 

researchers are able to define core business may vary according to the industry and, 

specifically, the quality of the organisation’s documents and processes. 
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  This study affirmed elements and highlighted shortcomings of compliance and 

associated theory/conceptual models. Barbuto’s (2000) framework provided a theoretical 

platform upon which to base the study. However, Barbuto’s set of ten triggers was found to 

be lacking in areas that are important for understanding the motivations behind follower 

compliance, including social conscience, task related features, and the ways in which 

requests are made.  

  The compliance scale developed in this study has potential to enlighten 

organisations regarding the antecedents to individual compliance with particular types of 

requests. Such information has distinct advantages over the data provided by generalised 

compliance/motivation measures, as it incorporates variables specific to requests, such as 

task related features and request/dyad features, integral to the decision-making process. As 

the literature recognises that businesses lack understanding of the contextual factors that 

influence follower behaviours (Carsten et al., 2010), it is salient to highlight that this new 

scale offers a valid way of assessing the role of contextual factors while researching the 

quintessential follower behaviour -compliance. 

  The data obtained using the new compliance scale has predictive value and may, 

therefore, be used in efforts to maximise compliance by shaping requests according to the 

seven factors identified in the scale. This may need to be done strategically, however, given 

the limitations of the current study outlined previously including the need for confirmatory 

factor analysis. These limitations open up possibilities for future research and, as indicated 

at the beginning of this chapter, further research is also required to investigate reasons for 

non-compliance (resistance) with workplace requests. 
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  This study has contributed to conceptualising and defining leadership and 

followership to make clear how they are distinctive, yet interrelated, behavioural processes. 

Leadership is executed through core business requests and followership is realised through 

compliance with those requests. When organisational individuals choose not to comply, 

neither leading nor following has occurred. This study has reported the development of an 

instrument that can be used to answer a key question driving this research project Why do 

followers follow? and in doing so stands to make a considerable contribution to 

organisational research and practice. The practical application of findings from research 

using this scale, in any of the suggested ways, offers appreciable possibility for 

organisational advancement.  

  Study 3 seeks to address the limitations of followership research that relies on self-

reporting by role-defined leaders and followers, as identified in Study 1. By observing 

workplace requests and collecting both qualitative and quantitative data (using the new 

compliance scale), Study 3 investigates the emerging follower-leader switching paradigm 

in an on-site field study. As the proposed method for operationalising leader requests, 

outlined in this chapter, has not been trialled, Study 3 adopts an exploratory approach by 

collecting data on all observed requests. Distinctions are drawn later, as part of the data 

analysis, between management and leadership requests using the concepts outlined in this 

chapter. The mixed methods and exploratory approach of Study 3 enables the collection of 

rich data for the participating organisation (Queensland Department of Education: QDoE). 

The approach provides scope to interrogate the data in multiple ways, to both answer the 

research questions and explore the topic in less structured ways.  
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4.0  The Follower-Leader Switching Model (FLSM) 

 

4.1  Introduction 

The systematised review of followership literature in Study 1, Chapter 2, identified 

calls for integrated models of followership and leadership and revealed follower-leader 

switching as an emerging area requiring research. A subsequent review of follower-leader 

switching literature, both conceptual and empirical (see subsection 4.2), failed to find a 

theoretical model to efficaciously progress research in the new follower-leader switching 

paradigm. Consequently, a new model, the follower-leader switching model (FLSM), was 

conceptualised as part of the current research. This model supports investigations of 

follower-leader switching and addresses limitations of the leadership, followership, and 

follower-leader switching literatures.  

The purpose of this chapter is to introduce, describe, and explain the FLSM. First 

the findings from the literature review are presented. Then the context and a rationale for 

the model are provided. Next an overview, the premise, assumptions, definitions and 

descriptions of components, and an explanation of how the FLSM applies to research are 

provided. How the FLSM intersects with and stands apart from existing follower-leader 

switching models/frameworks and theory is explained, with a focus on how the FLSM 

addresses limitations of extant models. Finally, propositions are offered to guide future 

research, including Study 3. The chapter concludes with a discussion, including the 

strengths and limitations of the model. 

 

 



154 
 

 

 4.2  Literature Review 

A search of university databases revealed a small number of papers/chapters 

published between 1955 and 2017 (N = 17) theorising about and/or investigating the 

concept of follower-leader switching. Nine papers/chapters present stand-alone conceptual 

models/theories, seven document empirical research and one conference paper (Bower & 

Parry, 2014) does both. What follows is a summary of those findings. 

  Findings: The conceptual frameworks/models/paradigms/constructs and 

theories. Five conceptual frameworks/models/paradigms/constructs, one substantive 

theory, and three general theories were discovered in this small body of work (i.e., Bower 

& Parry, 2014; DeRue, 2011; Dixon, 2008; Howell & Mendez, 2008; Malakyan, 2014, 

2015; Stech, 2008; Sy & McCoy, 2014; Townsend & Gebhardt, 2003; Uhl-Bien et al., 

2014). Several are acutely underdeveloped. Dixon, for example, devotes less than a 

paragraph to introducing his iPod® model/paradigm, also called the leader-follower 

organisation. Others are more fully developed with definitions, relevant behaviours and/or 

relationships described (e.g., Bower & Parry, 2014; DeRue, 2011, Howell & Mendez, 

2008; Stech, 2008, Sy & McCoy, 2014). All offer interesting and potentially useful 

concepts for understanding follower-leader switching. Only three of the nine 

conceptualisations, adaptative leadership theory (DeRue, 2011), the leader-follower 

switching model (Sy & McCoy, 2014), and the leadership process approach (Uhl-Bien et 

al., 2014), claim general theory/theoretical model status. The ways in which these three 

theories inform Study 3 is examined in Chapter 5.  An overview of the conceptual models 

and theories found in the literature search is provided in Table 4.1 and a brief description is 

subsequently provided. 
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Table 4.1 

Overview of Follower-Leader Switching Conceptualisations 

Model name 

(Author date) 

Key terms Distinctive features Possible Limitations 

 

Social process of role 

switching  

(Bower & Parry, 2014)  

 

Role switching  

Colloquial 

leadership 

Fluidity of team 

roles 

 

Social process of role switching: leading, 

following, disengaging. 

10 positive + five negative follower 

influencing behaviours. 

Stepping up, back, down, or out for 

momentary and longer periods. 

Situationally contingent. 

 

 

The focus is on [colloquial] leadership, not 

followership, behaviours. 

Followers are defined by roles, not behaviours. 

Only 10 positive influence behaviours are 

recognised as leadership (no negative leadership). 

Substantive theory: therefore, it is limited to the 

case organisation. 

Adaptive leadership 

theory 

(DeRue, 2011) 

 

Double interact 

 

Development of leader/follower identities (not 

a social influence/exchange process). 

Individual, relational, and group level model. 

Interactions lead to identity construction that 

results in the emergence of L&F identities, 

relationships, and structures. 

Environment : task, relational, organisational 

Five propositions.  

Challenges mainstream role-based paradigm. 

 

Contradictory definitions of double interact (core 

feature of model). 

No explanation of F&L acts (key model feature). 

Limited details of important concepts: e.g., (a) co-

construction of shared meaning (b) negotiation of 

leader and follower identities. 

 

iPod® model/paradigm 

The Leader-follower 

organisation  

(Dixon, 2008) 

 

 Employees are recognised for their situational 

application of both leader and follower 

behaviours. 

Vague (three sentences). A longer description of 

this model (two paragraphs) was published in 

Riggio et al., (2008). Limited focus on F-L 

switch/shift. Very limited definitions/description. 

 

Shifting role orientation 

(Howell & Mendez, 

2008) 

Switch  

Fluid role 

Five follower behaviours underpin the 

orientation:  monitoring the environment, 

challenging the team, participating in decision 

making, role modelling, maintaining rich 

communication for empathy. Antecedents to 

accepting an evolving team leadership model 

listed, e.g., social identity. 

 

 

Only a general overview of mindset, traits, and 

behaviours required for successful teamwork. 

Limited definitions. 

Focus on leadership: enacting “fluid leadership 

roles”. 

Role-based followers. 
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Model name 

(Author date) 

Key terms Distinctive features Possible Limitations 

 

Leader-follower trade 

(LFT) model 

(Malakyan, 2014; 2015) 

 

Exchange/trade 

Leadship 

Followship 

 

Leader-follower relationships lead to 

exchanged functions and roles.  

Feasibility quadrant based on willingness and 

competency to accept the LFT approach. 

Deliberate language: leadship, followship 

 

Lacks definitions. 

Limited specifics on F-L switch/shift. 

 

                                                                 

 

Leadership-followership 

state paradigm 

(Stech, 2008) 

 

State-shifting 

Fluid  

 

Definitions, concepts, assumptions, values, 

techniques, and limitations are outlined. 

Teamwork focus.  

Communication is key. 

 

 

Leader privileged.  

Leader-follower 

switching (LFS) 

(Sy & McCoy, 2014) 

 

Intrapersonal 

process 

 

Perception-

behaviour link 

 

 

Schemas: leader and follower roles. 

Intrapersonal process. 

Roles are permeable and mentally activated 

LFS: conscious or unconscious. 

Four styles: dynamism, follower-stasis, leader-

stasis, and capsulation (individual difference) 

Conscious and automatic processes. 

Contextually sensitive. 

May be independent of relational dynamics. 

Acculturation and multiculturalism concepts. 

Well considered research agenda. 

 

Reviewed collectivist leadership literature, not LFS 

literature, as foundation for theory. 

 

Suggestions for measurement instruments focus on 

explicit self-reporting of behaviour and implicit 

schemas. 

 

Another typology with associated limitations. 

The leadership-teamship-

followership (LTF) 

continuum 

(Townsend & Gebhardt, 

2003) 

 

Teamship  Capital L leadership = executive level; lower 

case l leadership = formal leaders. 

Active and passive followership. 

Teamship.  

Leadership focused. Much less elaboration on the 

state and/or importance of following. 

 

The leadership process 

approach 

(Uhl-Bien et al., 2014) 

 

Co-production of 

leadership 

Behaviour focused, not role based. 

Resistance is acknowledged.  

Questionable definition of followership theory: 

“the study of …”. 

Confound between management and leadership.  

Lack of distinction between follower and leader 

behaviours: e.g., followers advise and challenge. 

 

Note. F-L = follower-leader; F&L = follower and leader; LFS = leader-follower switching 
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While essentially distinct, the nine conceptualisations share some common features. 

First, all are based on the premise that individuals may both lead and follow regardless of 

their organisational position. Next, all acknowledge that switching occurs when workplace 

situations either allow or demand it and the temporal aspect of the switch/shift is 

recognised. Four models recognise team goals or organisational vision as key to the 

follower-leader switching shifting process (Dixon, 2009; Howell & Mendez, 2008; Stech, 

2008; Townsend & Gebhardt, 2003) whereas Malakyan (2014, 2015) emphasises follower-

leader relationships in which “leading-following functions are exchangeable” (p.11), 

DeRue (2011) proposes the double interact as fundamental in the leadership-followership 

process, Sy and McCoy (2014) propose switching is an intrapersonal process involving 

schemas, and Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) emphasise follower behaviours and the co-production 

of leadership.  Individual expertise and knowledge are identified as critical factors in three 

switching models (Malakyan 2014; Stech, 2008; Townsend & Gebhardt, 2003). The 

presence of mutual influence is highlighted in three (DeRue, 2011; Howell & Mendez, 

2008; Malakyan, 2014), and the notion of followership and leadership as states, not roles, is 

emphasised in two conceptualisations (Stech, 2008; Townsend & Gebhardt, 2003). 

The conceptualisations are presented in a variety of forms. Three are described as 

paradigms (Dixon, 2009; Malakyan, 2014, 2015; Stech, 2008). Others are presented as 

either a continuum (Townsend & Gebhardt, 2003), a substantive theory of social process 

(Bower & Parry, 2014), or a behaviour orientation for followers (Howell & Mendez, 2008). 

Sy and McCoy (2014) describe their conceptualisation as both a theoretical model and a 

construct, while DeRue (2011) and Uhl-Bien et al., (2014) claim to present theories.  
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4.3  Context for the FLSM  

  Organisations with strong hierarchies and entrenched notions of leader superiority 

appear to be less relevant, less prevalent, and less effective in contemporary workplaces 

where authority is open to influence (Kim & Schachter, 2015) and the social contract 

between employers and employees is being renegotiated (Dixon, 2003). The agenda to 

address the outdated paradigms of the last century is being driven by significant social 

changes, particularly the emergence of an empowered and technologically savvy mass of 

young people who are less willing to be openly controlled by those who hold power 

(Gursoy, Chi, & Karadag, 2013). 

While flattened structures are common and considered desirable in post-modern 

organisations (Fessler, 1997; Han, 2010; Kelley, 1988), it seems that leaderless groups are 

not possible (Heller & Van Til, 1982; Van Vugt, 2006); formal or informal follower-leader 

structures persistently emerge in organisational teams, even those that attempt to remain 

leaderless. The follower-leader dynamic appears to be integral to human interaction. 

Leadership and, therefore, followership are inevitable. The evolutionary perspectives of 

Van Vugt, Hogan, and Kaiser (2008) and case studies of unsuccessful attempts to run 

leaderless groups (e.g., Ormiston, Wong, & Haselhuhn, 2015; Vanderslice, 1988) support 

an understanding of this human dynamic as pervasive. This is especially, but not solely, 

true in organisations. Thus, to understand organisations, the true nature and extent of 

pervasive follower-leader dynamics, including follower-leader switching, needs to be 

identified and examined.  This thesis seeks to contribute to that understanding. 

Multiple authors contend that the behaviours of leaders and followers change from 

those of follower to leader and leader to follower, depending on the situation and the 
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demands of the organisation (e.g., Dixon, 2003; Kelley, 1992; Townsend & Gebhardt, 

2003). Wills (2011) suggests that effective follower-leader relationships are dynamic and 

are characterised by caring interactions in which individuals are open to being influenced 

and to being influential.  An either-or perception of leaders and non-leaders (Hollander, 

1974) is limiting and, at times, counterproductive as it fails to recognise workplace reality, 

as evidenced in follower-leader switching research conducted by Sy and McCoy (2014). 

  Congruent with the notion of fluid following and leading is Grint’s (2007) argument 

that understanding how leadership works is more important than understanding how leaders 

work in organisations. Grint’s perspective separates the processes of leadership and 

followership from people/positions, is fundamental to this conceptual model, and is 

embedded in Study 3 which aims to identify and understand both formal and informal 

follower-leader interactions in organisations. 

 

 4.4  The FLSM: Described and Explained 

  Rationale. The follower-leader switching model (the FLSM) was developed in 

response to calls in the literature for new types of theorising around leadership and 

followership (Drath et al., 2008; Notgrass, 2014; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014) that coincide with 

the emergence of the follower-leader switching paradigm.  It addresses limitations 

identified in existing models/theories (see Table 4.1) and includes both unique concepts and 

established ideas. The purpose of the FLSM is to contribute to the ongoing theoretical and 

practical advancement of followership and leadership. Figure 4.1 diagrammatically 

represents the FLSM and serves to organise the description that is to come.  
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of following as a choice, highlights the power followers have in organisations. This model 

is considered transactional because the fundamental component is social interactions at a 

particular point in time.  

  Premise. The FLSM was developed on the premise that all organisational members 

may lead and follow, regardless of their position in organisational hierarchy. 

  Assumptions.  The FLSM is based on five key assumptions: 

• following and leading are distinctly different yet mutually dependent activities; 

without following there is no leading and vice versa 

• social interactions are fundamental to the follower-leader process 

• follower-leader interactions occur at and across multiple organisational levels - 

laterally, upwards, and downwards 

• not all leadership attempts result in following (compliance); non-compliance 

(resistance) occurs when leadership attempts are unsuccessful  

• there is a temporal aspect to follower-leader interactions; a single follower-leader 

encounter may be momentary as a single interact, or may extend over a longer 

period of time in a cluster of interacts (see Study 3 method) 

Definitions and descriptions.  

• A member is a paid employee or voluntary worker in an organisation/business. 

• The FLSM recognises two types of organisational business: core and operational. 

Understanding the difference between these two types of organisational business is key 

to differentiating leadership from management requests/directions. 
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• Core business activities are those that are central to an organisation’s mission and 

vision. For example, the core business of a hospital is patient care, wellbeing, and 

healing. Chapter 3 describes how core business activities may be operationalised in 

research using mission/vision statements and organisational guidelines for professional 

development. Requests/directions that involve core business constitute attempted (not 

necessarily successful) leadership interactions. 

• Operational business activities are all other, non-core, work-related activities. 

Examples of operational business at a hospital may be cafeteria management or car park 

operations. Requests/directions that involve operational business constitute 

management interactions. 

• A leadership attempt is a request or direction regarding an organisation’s core 

business, made deliberately and consciously by one member to another/others. When 

other/s comply with the request/direction, then leading has occurred.  

• Leading is the outcome of following in relation to core business. 

• A leader is a member who influences another/s regarding core business. 

• Leadership occurs when members comply with leadership attempts, or when 

members initiate following in response to the actions of another member (agent), 

without the agent consciously attempting to influence. When a member unintentionally 

influences the behaviour of another/s around core business s/he has enacted 

unintentional leadership. The FLSM requires the influence to have occurred for an 

organisational member to be considered a leader. Thus, in the FLSM, leadership is 

recognised by outcomes not intentions.   
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•     There are two types of following. The first is leader initiated and occurs when 

member/s comply (respond in accord) with a leadership request/direction. The second 

is follower initiated and occurs when members react to (change behaviours) the actions 

(unintended influence) of another thus advancing or undermining the core business of 

an organisation.  

• The direction of request/instruction is determined in relation to organisational 

hierarchy. Downward requests/directions are initiated by a supervisor/superior and 

directed at a subordinate. Upward requests/directions are initiated by a subordinate and 

directed at a supervisor/superior. Lateral requests/directions occur when the target/s and 

the agent are peers; they are both/all at same hierarchical level of the organisation.  

• There are two categories of request interactions: standard and non-standard. 

Downward leadership requests/directions are standard interactions as these represent 

the dominant situation in organisations and the literature. Upward and lateral requests 

are non-standard follower-leader interactions. These two categories are used in 

calculating the follower-leader switching index and are, therefore, critical to the model.  

• Follower-leader (F-L) switching occurs when individuals act in a manner contrary 

to their position within the organisational hierarchy. Thus, F-L switching is not evident 

when supervisors/superiors make leadership requests/give directions to subordinates (a 

standard interaction). Rather, F-L switching is evident in non-standard interactions 

when subordinates make leadership requests/give directions to supervisors/superiors or 

peers (same hierarchical level) and the target/s comply. If the supervisor/superior/peer 

resists the attempted leadership, switching has not occurred. Following (compliance) is 

prerequisite to leading.  
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• Compliance occurs when one or more members respond in accord with 

requests/directions. 

• Resistance occurs when one or more members are non-compliant with 

requests/directions. 

• Fence sitting occurs when one or more members are undecided as to whether to 

comply with or resist requests/directions. This may be considered temporary non-

compliance that will ultimately result in either resistance or compliance. 

• Follower triggers are part of an individual’s psyche that activate compliance in 

response to stimulation, such as a leadership request/direction or unintentional acts of 

leadership. Triggers may operate solo, or, more likely, in tandem as part of a 

psychological situation that activates compliance. Study 2 developed a scale to measure 

follower triggers.   

• Manner of compliance refers to the ways in which acts of compliance are 

executed; for example, followers may comply conscientiously, completely, 

expeditiously, reluctantly, and/or resentfully. 

•   Interaction. The basic unit for describing interpersonal influence is the interact 

(Meinecke et al., 2017), defined as an act of influence, for example, a specific 

behaviour or utterance by a leader, that is contingent upon the response of another/s. 

Regardless of the source of the leadership request/direction or the number of members 

targeted by the leadership attempt, the F-L interaction is essentially dyadic in nature. 

An individual’s triggers are activated by the actions of a single entity or source, 

including executive level requests/directions which are not necessarily from a single 

person. 
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•  Followers are organisational members who are influenced by (comply with) other 

members who are making leadership requests/giving leadership directions at particular 

points in time; thus, they assume the state of following.  

• Leaders are organisational members who influence at least one other organisational 

member at a point in time around core business, thus assuming a state of leading.  

• Influence tactics are strategies used by members to encourage compliance with 

requests. 

•  Outcomes include both micro-level (individual) changes such as attitudinal,  

 cognitive, emotional, and behavioural change, and macro-level outcomes such as 

 organisational climate, morale, and output (productivity).   

 

 4.5  Using the FLSM in Research  

  Identifying behaviours. Table 4.2 presents a typology of the four types of 

interaction and the 12 possible subsequent behaviours. Interactions are labelled and 

categorised as either standard or non-standard, depending on the hierarchical direction of 

influence/attempted influence.  
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Table 4.2 

The FLSM Interaction Types and Subsequent Behaviours   

 

Interaction type Subsequent behaviours 

Non-standard follower-leader interaction 

 

 

 

Non-standard attempted L-F interaction 

 

 

 

Standard follower-leader interaction 

 

Standard attempted L-F interaction  

Peer leadership 

Subordinate leadership  

Peer followership (compliance) 

Supervisor followership (compliance) 

Peer attempted leadership 

Subordinate attempted leadership 

Peer resistance (non-compliance) 

Supervisor resistance (non-compliance) 

Supervisor leadership 

Subordinate followership (compliance) 

Supervisor attempted leadership 

Subordinate resistance (non-compliance) 

  

  This categorisation process is essential for calculating the follower-leader switching 

index (FLSi), explained later. After the interaction, subsequent behaviours may be labelled 

according to the organisational positions of the individuals engaged in the interaction, for 

example, peer resistance or supervisor followership.  

  Follower-leader behaviours are discrete in terms of interaction within a dyad; this 

means, within a dyad, a member cannot both lead and follow at the same point in time. 

Organisational members can, however, enact two or more FLSM behaviours (see Table 

4.2) at one time but only when the member is functioning across multiple dyads. For 

example, member B, when complying with the influence of member A, is engaging in an 

act of following, and, in doing so, may also be influencing members C and D to follow the 

direction set by the leader (member A); in this situation member B is simultaneously 

following and (unintentionally) leading. Similarly, members who resist leader direction, 

may be influencing (leading, either unintentionally or deliberately) others to also resist.  In 

any given dyad only one FLSM behaviour may be enacted at one time. Across dyads, 
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however, it is possible for organisational members to demonstrate multiple behaviours 

simultaneously.  

  While measuring acts of unintentional leadership is outside the scope of Study 3, 

the concept is retained in the FLSM, as it represents an important dimension for 

understanding organisational leading and following. How acts of leadership, attempted 

leadership, following, and resistance are operationalised for Study 3 is explained in Chapter 

6. 

  Measuring follower-leader switching. The FLSM offers formulae for calculating a 

follower-leader switching index (FLSi) and a resistance index (Ri). The switching index 

formula is used to calculate the proportion of all successful influence attempts in a given 

period of time that are in a non-standard direction. It is given by 

      FLSi =   
𝑁𝑠𝑖

𝑁𝑠𝑖+ 𝑆𝑖
 

 

where Nsi is the number of non-standard (lateral and upward) follower-leader interactions 

that occur over a set period and result in compliance and Si is the number of standard 

(downward) follower-leader interactions that occur over the same set period of time and 

result in compliance. FLSi is limited to successful leadership attempts as neither following 

nor leading has occurred when leadership attempts fail. The observations of standard and 

non-standard interactions are made at the level of the individuals involved and may then be 

aggregated at group/team or whole of organisation levels.  

  Resistance may be measured by calculating a resistance index (Ri). This index is 

used to calculate the proportion of all influence attempts in each period of time that result in 

non-compliance. It is given by 
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Ri =   
 𝑁𝑟𝑖

𝐹𝐿𝑖
 

where Nri is the number of follower-leader interactions that occur over a set period of time 

and result in non-compliance (resistance) and FLi is the total number of follower-leader 

interactions over the same set period of time resulting in either compliance or non-

compliance. The Ri can be calculated separately for standard interactions, non-standard 

interactions, or all interactions regardless of type. The FLSi, FLi, and Ri are useful tools for 

profiling individuals, teams, and organisations. As previously noted, FLi and Ri may also 

be used to measure leadership void (DeRue, 2011). 

 

 4.6  The FLSM Compared and Contrasted with Other Models/Theories 

The FLSM shares features with other models of follower-leader behaviour 

interchange, as reviewed previously. Consistent with all models identified in the literature 

review, the FLSM is based on the premise that all organisational individuals, regardless of 

organisational position, can lead or follow. Also shared with other models are such 

features/principles as the temporal aspect of switching (Townsend & Gebhardt, 2003), the 

ubiquitous nature of switching (Dixon, 2009), the proposition that acts may be either 

conscious or unconscious (Malakyan, 2014; Sy & McCoy, 2014), interactions create 

leading and following (DeRue, 2011), behaviours are key to understanding following (Uhl-

Bien et al., 2014), and context is relevant to understanding leader-follower switching (Sy & 

McCoy, 2014).  

 Addressing the limitations of other models/conceptualisations. There are several 

features that set the FLSM apart from other follower-leader switching 

models/conceptualisations and seek to address their limitations. First, and of most 
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importance, is that the FLSM is follower privileged. The FLSM was designed primarily to 

promote interest and research in follower behaviours and their antecedents within the new 

follower-switching paradigm. While most conceptualisations found in the literature 

emphasise emergent leadership (Gilstrap & Morris, 2015, being one exception), the FLSM 

emphasises, and makes explicit, emergent followership.  

  Another unique feature of the FLSM is that it provides a framework to investigate 

non-compliance in organisations. While non-compliance (resistance) is noted in other 

models (e.g., Bower & Parry, 2014; Howell & Mendez, 2008; Uhl-Bien. et al., 2014), the 

FLSM is unique in that it offers a framework for investigating and understanding non-

compliance along with a formula to measure it. Important to note here, as flagged in 

Chapter 3, is that compliance and non-compliance are inherently neither positive nor 

negative. As leadership requests/directions are not always made in the best interest of 

organisations, for example, in cases of self-interest (Maner & Mead, 2010) and some cases 

of unethical leadership (e.g., Knoll et al., 2017), both compliance and resistance may be 

critical to progressing organisational business and/or attaining positive organisational 

outcomes.  

 The FLSM addresses the confound between leadership and management, evident in 

the leadership process approach (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014), and avoids role-based definitions 

common in other models (e.g., Bower & Parry, 2014; Howell & Mendez, 2008). It provides 

specific definitions, concepts, and tools to measure follower-leader switching that are 

missing in other models. The FLSM makes clear how follower and leader behaviours are 

distinct and measurable. It is a theoretical model with strong pragmatic purpose and, as 
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such, has much to offer for enhancing knowledge of workplace follower-leader 

interactions. 

 

 4.7 Propositions 

 The FLSM comprises several, testable propositions: 

1. Influence tactics will correlate with compliance triggers. 

As there is no previous research investigating links between compliance triggers and 

influence tactics, or similar topics, this proposition is based on logical connections that may 

be drawn between how requests are made and the kinds of (internal) responses that are 

activated. For example, it seems reasonable to suggest that the influence tactic of apprising, 

that is, member A explaining how compliance with a request supports member B 

personally, would activate compliance trigger of external consequences (e.g., as represented 

in the scale item, there was incentive [financial or other] to carry out the task). The tactic 

of personal appeals, where member A asks for a personal favour, may activate dyadic 

relationship triggers such as is reflected in the scale items the way I was asked encouraged 

me to comply and the person making the request was a friend. Legitimising tactics, where 

member A seeks to establish the legitimacy of the request or verify s/he has the authority to 

make the request, are likely to activate organisational factor triggers such as is reflected in 

the items, the person who asked me to do the task/activity had the authority to do so and/or 

my decision would be followed up by someone in the organisation. 

2. Different directions of leadership attempts will activate different triggers.  

Again, because the follower triggers scale is new, there is no research to substantiate this 
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proposition. However, it seems logical to suggest that downward requests, that is, requests 

that come from a person in a hierarchical position above that of the target, will activate 

triggers such as The person who asked me to do the task/activity had the authority to do so 

or I hoped my compliance would enhance my status in the eyes of the person making the 

request. 

3. There will be fewer acts of unintentional leadership than deliberate leadership. 

This proposition assumes that leadership is primarily a planned or 

proactive endeavour in organisational practice. While this proposition is difficult to 

test/measure, it is an important conceptual inclusion in a theoretical framework designed to 

understand follower-leader switching. The concept of unintentional leadership offers a 

distinct dimension to understanding organisational processes and thus is appropriately 

profiled in this framework, although it is not tested in Study 3. 

4. The manner of compliance will correlate with organisational (macro) and individual 

(micro) outcomes. 

 Again, as a new concept and measure, the manner of compliance has received very little 

empirical attention. The argument behind this proposition is that the affect (i.e., reluctantly 

and resentfully) and industry (i.e., conscientiously, completely, expeditiously) associated 

with acts of compliance impact organisational outcomes, such as climate and/or 

productivity, and individual outcomes, such as well-being and/or job satisfaction. The 

bidirectionality of these possible relationships is also acknowledged. Logically, measures of 

reluctance and resentment will negatively correlate with job satisfaction, well-being, and 

organisational climate. Measures of industry should positively correlate with climate, 

productivity, job satisfaction, and well-being. 
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5. Activation of compliance triggers will negatively correlate with non-compliance 

(resistance).  

 It is expected that low levels of activation of the follower triggers will correlate with non-

compliance unless the respondent intended to complete the task prior to the request. In 

either situation there has been no influence/leadership and therefore no 

compliance/following. 

6. Activation of particular triggers will correlate with organisational and individual 

outcomes.  

 The nature of follower triggers suggests ties with both individual and organisational 

outcomes. For example, client/business interest scale items such as to not comply may have 

inconvenienced client and my decision was in the best interest of the business/organisation 

represent care and concern for the clients and the organisation. Where these triggers feature 

frequently in workplace decision-making processes, productive and business focused 

climates will result. Individual job satisfaction may also correlate with these same triggers 

as research supports a positive relationship between job satisfaction and commitment to 

organisation (Çelik, Dedeoğlu, & Inanir, 2015; Chordiya, Sabharwal, & Goodman, 2017). 

7. Follower-leader switching will be more common in smaller, less hierarchical 

bureaucratic organisations. 

Organisations entrenched in bureaucratic hierarchy maintain a division of labour (Jain, 

2004) that may restrict follower-leader switching; thus, follower-leader switching will be 

more prevalent in flatter organisational structures that enable new power dynamics to 

emerge (Baker, Anthony, & Stites-Doe, 2015). 

8. Follower-leader switching will positively correlate with positive organisational 
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outcomes. 

Inherent in follower-leader switching is a freedom to lead or follow as required or 

desired. Follower-leader switching occurs when members are willing to influence and be 

influenced in the progression of core business. This freedom and flexibility in workplaces 

suggest healthy dynamics with interactions characterised by cooperation and mutual 

respect, leading to positive workplace outcomes. This proposition is supported by studies 

showing team success to be higher (Campbell & Kinion, 1993; Tsakeni & Jita, 2017) and 

conflict lower (Bower & Parry, 2014; Campbell & Kinion, 1993) in teams with smooth 

follower- leader switching. Additionally, the proposition is well supported by distributed/ 

shared leadership research that has some, albeit one sided, relevance to the study of 

follower-leader switching (Harris, 2004; Pan & Howard, 2010). 

 

4.8  Summary and Discussion of the FLSM 

The FLSM is a follower privileged integrated follower-leader transactional model 

designed to investigate follower-leader switching in 21st century organisations. It does not 

entirely match any existing theories or frameworks although it shares some common 

features. The FLSM seeks to understand observable behaviours and cognitive-affective-

motivational processes within interactions.  It does not focus on more stable aspects of 

leaders and followers, including traits, identities, styles, schema, implicit theories, or 

roles/role orientations that characterise role-based approaches. Its main interest is with 

moment-to-moment transactions, rather than ongoing or longer-term relationships, between 

leaders and followers.  
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While the FLSM may be applied to understanding how followers co-create 

leadership, it is not mainly focused on how leadership is forged, or on the ‘claiming’ and 

‘granting’ of leadership. Rather, it is focused on understanding how and why following 

happens and the organisational and individual implications of that. The FLSM 

acknowledges the role played by situational/contextual factors, especially hierarchy, but 

should not be considered a person-environment systems model.  

The FLSM has broad application. While designed for the new follower-leader 

switching paradigm, the FLSM is not restricted to use in that paradigm. The FLSM may be 

used to further understanding of role-based leadership and followership and specific 

theories of leadership, for example, transformational, authentic, ethical, servant etcetera. 

The FLSM has application to all organisations - private, government, and not for profit-

where people are employed or engaged as volunteers. 

  The FLSM is situated within the broader nomological network of followership 

research. It is a follower privileged theory that has been designed to support the 

identification and understanding of followers and following in organisational outcomes. 

While the FLSM addresses calls in the literature for an integrated approach to 

understanding followers and leaders, the FLSM also promotes the idea that followers need 

their own status. Following behaviours are as integral to organisational success as leading 

behaviours and should be acknowledged as such. The formulation of the FLSM is an 

attempt to fast-track research and theoretical discussion to a relevant position for twenty 

first century organisations. It is a theoretical model with a pragmatic purpose. It has been 

designed to have relevance and application for examining and improving contemporary 

workplaces.  
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The FLSM is also situated within the broader nomological network of leadership 

research and addresses limitations identified in leadership research, such as over attention 

to single level analysis at the dyadic level (Dinh et al., 2014; Tee, Paulsen, & Ashkanasy, 

2013) and the scant attention given to multiple actors, organisational contexts, and the 

temporal aspects of the leadership process (Dinh et al., 2014). The FLSM offers a 

framework, with tools, to address calls for multi-level studies of leadership (Yammarino, 

Dansereau, & Kennedy, 2001). The FLSM incorporates the notion that leadership spans 

boundaries and operates outside management and leadership positions in organisations 

(Smith, 2011), thus transcending traditional approaches to leadership research and 

encouraging exploration of how all organisational members influence and shape the success 

or failure of their workplaces, including the success or failure of those in formal leadership 

positions (Schneider, Gardner, Hinojosa, & Marin, 2014). Most importantly, the 

operationalisation of leadership, using core-business requests/directions addresses the long 

standing, and much lamented, confound between leadership and management. These are 

potentially significant contributions to advancing the field. 

 

4.9  Strengths and Limitations 

  The FLSM attempts to meet a standard for strong theory (Sutton & Staw, 1995), in 

that it delves into micro-processes and associated concepts so as to understand the reasons 

for particular occurrences and non-events. It ties those micro-processes (i.e., behaviours of 

followers and leaders) to broader social phenomena (i.e., organisational outcomes) through 

a set of logically interconnected components. Supporting the investigation and 
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measurement of organisational phenomenon at multiple levels is a significant strength and 

valuable feature of this conceptual model.  

Providing the conceptual framework and relevant tools (scales and formulae) to 

support the investigation and measurement of organisational phenomenon at multiple levels 

is another significant strength of this model. Additionally, relative neglect in organisational 

theory of a bottom-up approach (Klein & Kozlowski, 2000), and its presence in the FLSM 

adds to the theoretical and practical value of this model.  

The FLSM fits with the taxonomy of theory building devised by Colquitt and 

Zapata-Phelan (2007) at Level 5-introducing a new construct or significantly 

reconceptualising an existing one. The FLSM has reconceptualised (a) following (manner 

of following/compliance), (b) reasons for following (intrapersonal follower factors as 

opposed to the leader privileged perspective that has dominated the literature), (c) leading 

(outcome of following), (d) leadership (operationalised by core business 

requests/directions, not operational requests/directions that characterise management) and 

(e) follower-leader switching (conceptualised and operationalised irrespective of 

organisational hierarchy). Colquitt and Zapata-Phelan suggest theory building is important 

to scientific endeavour. The FLSM contributes by responding to calls for new leadership 

theory and more integrative ontology (Drath et al., 2008) regarding followers and leaders. 

The FLSM may also be viewed as an educational and linguistic tool designed to raise 

awareness about important organisational processes and phenomenon (Brief & Dukerich, 

1991).  

Possible limitations of the FLSM include its lack of emphasis on non-human 

elements of the work environment, such as office design, policies, and procedures. It is, 
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however, not completely devoid of such elements, as illustrated, for example, in the 

compliance trigger scale item, I had the appropriate equipment /resources to carry out the 

task/activity, and in the influence tactic scale item, my colleague legitimated the request by 

referring to policy, prior agreements, or other documents, both of which represent non-

human elements in the FLSM and Study 3. Future research could further investigate the 

role of environmental variables in compliance and could potentially expand the FLSM to 

include an environmental opportunities and constraints dimension. 

Another limitation of the FLSM is the possible subjectivity of labelling core and 

operational business, although this may be partially mitigated by the quality of 

organisational documents such as vision and mission statements and professional 

development guidelines (as mentioned in Chapter 3). It is also important to recognise that 

the FLSM inherits the limitations of Yukl’s (2002, 2008) influence tactics and the follower 

triggers from the Reasons for (following) Compliance Scale. Finally, the role of individual 

differences in personality, gender and culture are downplayed in the FLSM which may be 

perceived as a limitation.  

 

4.10 Conclusion 

The FLSM is a multi-level theoretical framework designed to support the 

investigation and understanding of follower and leader behaviours acknowledging, without 

being constrained by the hierarchical infrastructure of organisations. Social interactions are 

fundamental to the model.  The operationalisation of the FLSM is further explained in the 

method section of Study 3 (Chapter 6).  
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5.0  Study 3 Theory 

 

5.1 Chapter Overview 

  The introduction (Chapter 1) provided an overview of the theories/conceptual 

frameworks to be drawn upon in the empirical studies of this thesis. This chapter elaborates 

on that overview, providing a more detailed description and evaluation of the 

theories/conceptual frameworks informing Study 3 (Chapter 6).  

 The chapter starts with an introduction to the research: the problem, the purpose, 

and its significance. Then, theories and conceptual frameworks that support the purpose and 

design of Study 3 are described; their relevance is explained and how the current research 

applies and/or extends these frameworks is made clear. Reference is made throughout this 

chapter to a new conceptual model developed for Study 3, the Follower-Leader Switching 

Model (FLSM), which was presented in Chapter 4.  

 

5.2  Introduction to the Research 

The problem.  The essential problem providing impetus for this research is the 

disconnect between followership theory and empirical evidence, as described in Study 1. 

Alongside this core problem, other circumstances motivating this research include 

measurement problems that have been identified in both the leadership and followership 

literatures (see Studies 1 and 2). That most followership and leadership studies do not 

measure following or leading per se but rather measure qualities, traits, and behaviours of 

individuals in leadership or subordinate positions casts doubt upon the validity of findings, 

and thus understanding the real phenomena is compromised.  
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  Other matters of concern include the problematic body of leadership literature that 

is characterised by contradiction and confusion, most notably the confound between 

leadership and management, and the questionable relevance of established leadership and 

followership theories to 21st century organisations. That there is minimal theory and/or 

associated empirical research on follower-leader switching, increasingly recognised as 

workplace reality (e.g., Bower & Parry, 2014; Townsend & Gebhardt, 2003; Sy & McCoy, 

2014; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014) highlights a concern for 21st century organisations. 

Contemporary bona fide theory and research are critical to organisational advancement. 

This thesis endeavours to contribute to this outcome. 

  The purpose.  The purpose of this study is to examine following and leading as 

distinctive and yet interrelated behavioural processes while investigating follower-leader 

switching. This has required followers and leaders to be conceptualised, defined and 

operationalised according to behaviours and not organisational position which is the 

dominant approach in the literature. To realise this purpose, Study 3 uses a multi-

paradigmatic approach, including constructivist/interpretivist methods, and the follower 

leader switching model (the FLSM), introduced in Chapter 4. In doing so, it intends to 

address criticisms and shortcomings of the literature and provide improved construct 

validity in the measurement of both following and leading.  

  The research holds promise for organisational improvement by identifying 

psychological triggers of follower compliance, using both qualitative and quantitative 

measures, and examining the relationships between those triggers and other variables, 

specifically, organisational climate, the interaction context (i.e., direction of request, 
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compliance (following) and maximise organisational outcomes. Such knowledge 

potentially minimises the guess work of leadership. That said, it is important to 

acknowledge that maximising compliance is not always in the best interest of organisations 

(Esquivel & Kleiner, 1997) thus knowledge about compliance and resistance in relation to 

all types of workplace requests is important. The unique research design of Study 3 has 

required an eclectic combination of theory, both old and new. This research uses and 

extends theory, while holding promise for practical application.   

 

5.3  Theory  

  5.3.1 Overview 

  Theoretical areas and specific theories informing Study 3 are illustrated in Figure 

5.2.  Each theoretical area and specific theory is subsequently described and findings from 

relevant research are presented. Links between conceptual models/theory and Study 3 are 

made clear throughout the chapter. Research findings, where appropriate, inform 

hypotheses tested in Study 3 (Chapter 6). 
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Figure 5.2. Theories and theoretical areas informing Study 3.    

 

 

  5.3.2  Field theory  

  Field theory (Lewin, 1943) is the meta-theory informing Study 3. The basic tenet of 

field theory is that the personal characteristics of individuals interact with elements of the 

environment (the situational unit) to determine social processes, such as following and 

leading. While Lewin originally developed field theory to understand individual behaviour, 

he mostly used it as a method for analysing and changing group behaviour in organisations 

(Burnes, 2007). In essence, Lewin expanded the Gestalt psychology of holistic perception 

to whole organisations (Ashkanasy, 2008).  

  In sum, field theory is about social processes and organisational climate, as shown 

in Figure 5.2. These concepts are foundational to Study 3, and the situational unit is 

Field theory (Lewin,1943) 

Social interaction theory 

Social processes Climate 

Social influence Compliance Social identity 

Follower-leader switching models/theories including: 

Adaptive 

leadership theory  

(DeRue, 2011) 

Leadership process 

framework  

(Uhl-Bien, et al., 2014) 

Leader-follower 

switching  

(Sy & McCoy, 2014) 

 

Conceptual framework for Study 3: The follower-leader switching model (FLSM). 
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fundamental to the design, implementation, and analysis of the current fieldwork 

observations. 

  Field theory research. While Lewin considered field theory to be an integral 

element of his planned approach to change, others viewed and treated the elements (that is, 

field theory, action research, group dynamics, and his three-step [unfreeze, move, re-freeze] 

model of change) as separate from each other (Burnes & Cooke, 2013). See Lewin (1951) 

for details of these field theory concepts. While the use of action research, group dynamics, 

and the three-step model of change has grown since Lewin’s death in 1947, attention to 

field theory, per se, has taken a dramatic decline (Wheeler, 2008). Interest was rekindled in 

the 1990s; however, the version that reemerged, usually referred to as force field analysis 

(Burnes & Cooke, 2013), was watered down for reasons that are not relevant to this thesis. 

Suffice to say, the overall situation with declining interest and then a diluted version of 

field theory has resulted in little empirical research in the Lewinian field theory tradition 

after 1947.  

  Interest in the 1990s was characterised by conceptual applications of field theory to 

organisational phenomenon, such as resistance (Dent & Goldberg, 1999) and acculturation 

(Elsass & Veiga, 1994) and analysis of specific change management case studies; for 

example, restructuring an aged care facility (Brager & Holloway, 1993) and implementing 

a child mistreatment risk-assessment system (DePanfilis, 1996). While there are logical 

conceptual connections to be drawn between field theory and other organisational theories, 

such as contingency leadership (Liden & Antonakis, 2009), and newer forms of 

organisational development and appreciative inquiry (Burnes & Cooke, 2013), studies that 

test field theory are rare. This is most likely due to the broad and rather vague nature of the 
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theory which makes it difficult to test but relatively easy to apply. An overview of key 

empirical studies using field theory is now provided. 

  Lewin and colleagues’ autocracy-democracy studies (1939) and the Harwood 

studies with Bavelas and French (Burnes, 2007), are considered groundbreaking (Burnes & 

Cooke, 2013), and foundational to the field of organisational development. Over three 

decades of research at Harwood Manufacturing Corporation provided insights into (a) 

causes of stress in managers and those who are managed, (b) improving employee 

performance and job satisfaction, (c) factors that influence work life quality, and (d) 

developing interpersonal competence. The key conclusion drawn from the autocracy-

democracy experiments was that leaders create social climates that result in member 

behaviours.  

Recent, albeit scant, research supporting Lewin’s belief that “nothing is as practical 

as a good theory” (Lewin, 1945, p. 129) includes the application of field theory to 

successfully change employees’ energy saving behaviours at a German university 

(Endrejat, Baumgarten, & Kauffeld, 2017), merge two Italian real estate companies 

(Coghlan & Shani, 2017), and amalgamate eight Danish emergency management 

organisations (Lehmann, 2017). Such case studies demonstrate that field theory supports 

the identification of important psychological forces and how they interact in organisational 

change. Study 3 has been designed to identify the psychological forces at work in employee 

interactions that result in compliance with requests.  

  Field theory and Study 3. Essentially, field theory offers a structure for identifying 

individual, group, and workplace elements (Burnes & Cooke, 2013) fundamental to 

understanding organisations. As such, field theory provides an appropriate meta framework 
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for Study 3. The common interpretation (e.g., Burnes & Bargal, 2017; Lezaun & Calvillo, 

2013) of studies by Lewin and colleagues (1939) is that (formal) leaders create climate 

which, in turn, determines organisational behaviours. Recognising that climate could also 

be an outcome of social processes/interactional behaviours other than formal leadership, 

particularly given the flattened structures of 21st century organisations and research from 

Study 1 that indicates subordinates act independently of leadership (e.g., Leonard, 2014; 

Ricketson, 2008), the current research examines the relationship between compliance 

triggers and climate in a tentative way. In doing so, the suggestion is that reasons for 

compliance and the manner of compliance (for example conscientiously or resentfully) may 

impact, and be impacted by, organisational climate. This is a modified interpretation of how 

field theory explains organisational climate; specifically, social dynamics other than those 

created by formal leadership may impact the development of a team’s collective qualities. 

As the design of Study 3 is non-experimental and causation cannot be determined, the 

approach to examining these ideas is exploratory. 

 Under the umbrella of field theory, as shown in Figure 5.2, are social interaction 

theories/conceptual models (e.g., Argyle, 1969; Bales, 1950). These are particularly 

relevant to the observational research method used in Study 3, as models of social 

interaction (i.e., Bales, 1950; Clyne & Clyne, 1996) inform the lens through which the 

fieldwork observations are made. Details of these interactional models are included in 

Study 3 method (Chapter 6). The theories/conceptual models of most relevance to the 

interactions of interest in Study 3 are influence theory/conceptual models (e.g., Kipnis et 

al., 1980; Yukl & Chavez, 2002), compliance theory/conceptual models (e.g., Barbuto, 

2000; Cialdini, 1984), social identity theory (Tajfel, 1974; Tajfel & Turner, 1979), 
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follower-leader switching models (e.g., Malakyan 2014, 2015; Townsend & Gerhardt, 

2003), adaptive leadership theory (DeRue, 2011), the leadership process approach (Uhl-

Bien et al., 2014); and leader-follower switching (Sy & McCoy, 2014). 

  5.3.3  Social interaction theories/conceptual frameworks  

  Social interaction is not a clearly defined area (Lalljee, Stevens, & Williams, 1976); 

indeed, definitions of the term are rare. While descriptions of social interactions abound 

(e.g., Argyle, 1969; Bales, 1950; Vaughan & Hogg, 2008), definitions are conspicuously 

absent. Remarkably, Turner (1988) writes that social interaction “is defined as a situation 

where the behaviours of one actor are consciously reorganised by, and influence the 

behaviours of, another actor, and vice versa.” (pp. 13-14). He further suggests that social 

interaction is the most fundamental unit of social organisation that may be studied at both 

macro and micro-levels. Micro examination requires the properties of a social interaction to 

be examined while macro-level inquiry examines the properties of populations of 

individuals. For the purposes of theorising, Turner suggests the constituent elements of the 

situation must be identified.  

Two social interaction frameworks are used in Study 3. The first provides a 

framework for the fieldwork observations. This was achieved by drawing on the work of 

Bales (1950) and Clyne and Clyne (1994) and pilot testing a formative framework; 

elements of this framework are described in the method section of Study 3 (Chapter 6). The 

second framework identifies two key theoretical elements of social interaction in Study 3, 

indicated in Figure 5.2, as social influence and compliance. In keeping with Turner’s 

(1988) suggestion, elaboration of the properties of each of those elements is now provided. 
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  Social influence models and their application. While it has long been accepted 

that the success of leaders and managers depends on their ability to influence (Bass & 

Stogdill, 1990; Yukl & Chavez, 2002), the study of influence processes in organisations is 

surprisingly still in its infancy with limited theorising and research (Alshenaifi & Clarke, 

2014; Terpstra-Tong & Ralston, 2002). While Cialdini’s (1984) compliance model is 

frequently referred to as a model of influence/persuasion, his six principles are follower-

centric; thus, his model is most appropriately discussed, in a later section of this review, as 

a model of compliance. The three most frequently used models of social influence are (a) a 

generic model that has application both within and outside of organisations, (b) the Profiles 

of Organisational Influence Strategies (POIS: Kipnis et al.,1980; Schriesheim & Hinkin, 

1990), and (c) Yukl’s 11 influence tactics model (Yukl & Seifert, 2002; Yukl et al., 2008). 

These three social influence models are now described and examined in relation to Study 3.  

  The generic model. Classical attitude change models have at least three 

components: a source, a message, and a recipient (Petty, Wegener, & Fabrigar, 1997). A 

more comprehensive generic model of social influence includes five components: a source 

(A), a target (B), a context (C), an influence act/attempt (D), and a change in the target due 

to the act of influence (E). All instances of social influence (e.g., compliance, conformity, 

obedience, persuasion, social facilitation/inhibition) have these five elements (Newton, 

1981). Study 3 incorporates and extends this general model. 

  The generic model and Study 3.  The generic model applies to Study 3 as follows 

• the source (A) is the person who makes the request;  

• (B) is the recipient of the request;  
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• (C) includes aspects of the social setting such as relationship tenure between (A) 

and (B); 

• the influence attempt/act (D) may take many forms, including one or more of Yukl 

et al.’s (2008) eleven influence tactics. Additional features of the influence attempt 

include the direction of the request (lateral, upwards or downwards, depending on 

the hierarchical positions held by (A) and (B), and the type of request (managerial 

or leadership); 

• the change (E) in the target (e.g., compliance or resistance) due to the influence act 

is the outcome.  

  Study 3 extends this general model in several ways:  

• The follower triggers (F) namely, the cognitive/affective/motivational factors that 

provide the mechanisms by which D affects E, are a sixth element that is seldom 

investigated and rarely theorised about (Barbuto, 2000, is one notable exception).  

These largely unobservable/intra-psychic process variables have been 

conceptualised and operationalised in the scale development process (Study 2), so 

that their correlates may be identified in Study 3.   

• One other extension of the generic model, and unique contribution of this research, 

is the investigation of compliance as a multi-faceted, non-dichotomous, 

phenomenon. Study 3 investigates four dimensions of compliance: quantity (how 

fully B complies), quality (how conscientiously B complies), timing/speed (how 

quickly B complies), and the affect (attitude) with which compliance is undertaken. 
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• A further extension takes the generic model from a single to a multi-level model (G) 

by aggregating individual changes/outcomes to measure the macro-level outcome of 

organisational climate. 

Profile of organisation influence strategies (POIS: Kipnis et al., 1980). The 

POIS captured eight categories or types of influence: assertiveness, ingratiation, rationality, 

sanctions, exchange, upward appeals, blocking, and coalitions. Assertiveness refers to 

behaviours such as demanding, ordering, and setting deadlines; ingratiating behaviours 

include making the other person feel important; rationality behaviours include explaining 

the reasons for a request; sanctions are threatening behaviours, such as preventing a salary 

increase; exchange behaviours include offering something desirable; upward appeal refers 

to behaviours that target superiors; blocking behaviours include work slowdown and 

threatening to stop work; and coalitions refers to obtaining the support of coworkers and 

subordinates. The POIS Scale has been used in few studies (e.g., Schmidt & Yeh, 1992; 

Schriesheim & Hinkin, 1990). The most frequently used measure of interpersonal influence 

is the Influence Behaviour Questionnaire (IBQ: Yukl & Seifert, 2002; Yukl, et al., 2008) 

which captures an expanded set of 11 influence tactics. 

 Influence Behaviours (Yukl, et al., 2008). Yukl identified 11 influence tactics, see 

Table 5.1. The tactics include soft tactics, such as ingratiation and inspirational appeal, and 

hard tactics, such as legitimating and pressure. The 11 tactics were used to develop a scale, 

the IBQ (Yukl & Seifert, 2002; Yukl et al., 2008). 
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Table 5.1 

Definitions of Yukl’s 11 Proactive Influence Tactics 4 

Rational Persuasion 

 

 

Consultation 

  

 

 

Inspirational appeals  

 

 

Collaboration  

 

 

Apprising  

 

 

Ingratiation  

 

 

Personal appeals  

 

 

Exchange  

 

 

Legitimating tactics 

 

 

Pressure  

 

 

Coalition tactics 

The agent uses logical arguments and factual evidence to show that a  

request or proposal is feasible and relevant for important task objectives 

 

The agent asks the target person to suggest improvements or help plan a  

proposed activity or change for which the target person's support is 

desired 

 

The agent appeals to the target's values and ideals or seeks to arouse the  

target person's emotions to gain commitment for a request or proposal 

 

The agent offers to provide assistance or necessary resources if the 

target will carry out a request or approve a proposed change 

 

The agent explains how carrying out a request or supporting a proposal 

will benefit the target personally or help to advance the target's career 

 

The agent uses praise and flattery before or during an attempt to 

influence the target person to carry out a request or support a proposal 

 

The agent asks the target to carry out a request or support a proposal out 

of friendship, or asks for a personal favour before saying what it is 

 

The agent offers something the target person wants, or offers to 

reciprocate at a later time, if the target will do what the agent requests 

 

The agent seeks to establish the legitimacy of a request or to verify that 

he/she has the authority to make it 

 

The agent uses demands, threats, frequent checking, or persistent 

reminders to influence the target to do something 

 

The agent enlists the aid of others, or uses the support of others, as a 

way to influence the target to do something 

  
Note. © 2001 by Gary Yukl 

    

 
4 From “Validation of the extended Influence Behaviour Questionnaire” by Yukl, Seifert, & Chavez, 2008, 

Leadership Quarterly, 19, p610.  Copyright [2001] by Gary Yukl. Reprinted with permission. 
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  Research findings for social influence models. For the purposes of summarising 

the findings from research using both the POIS Scale (Kipnis et al., 1980) and the IBQ 

(Yukl et al., 2002, 2008), a recent meta-analysis of research on influence tactics (Lee, Han, 

Cheong, Kim, & Yun, 2016) is referenced. Lee and colleagues tested the relationships 

between 11 influence tactics and two types of outcomes— task oriented and/or relationship-

oriented outcomes— considered to be measures of individual and organisational 

effectiveness (Bass & Bass, 2008). Task oriented outcomes refer to behaviours that focus 

on the task to be accomplished (e.g., job performance), while relationship-oriented 

outcomes pertain to behaviours that attend to the quality of relationships with others (e.g., 

loyalty, morale) (Bass & Bass, 2008). Moderating factors were also tested: direction of 

influence, measurement of tactic, singular vs multiple tactics used at one time, study 

setting, and independence of data sources.  

  Social influence meta-analysis and Study 3. Findings from Lee et al.’s (2016) 

meta-analysis informed Study 3 hypotheses. Drawing on data from 49 independent samples 

(N = 8997), Lee and colleagues found positive relationships between outcomes (task or 

relationship oriented) and rational persuasion, inspirational appeal, apprising, collaboration, 

ingratiation, and consultation, and a negative relationship between pressure and outcomes. 

The only tactic to maintain stable positive relationships with both types of outcomes, 

regardless of moderating factors, was rational persuasion. Personal appeal and exchange 

did not correlate with outcomes, and coalition was positively, but not significantly, related 

to outcomes while legitimating was negatively, but not significantly, associated.  

  Additional findings from Lee et al. (2016) that inform hypotheses in Study 3 are 

those relating to the direction of request moderator. Only five tactics were able to be tested 
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with this moderator. Direction of request did not significantly impact interactions using 

exchange or coalition tactics. Rational persuasion, however, was more effective in 

downward influence interactions than upward; ingratiation was more effective with task 

outcomes when the interaction was downward or lateral but not upward; and inspirational 

appeal was positively related to task-oriented outcomes but only in downward interactions. 

 In sum, Lee et al. (2016) found that soft and rational tactics were most effective; 

pressure was negatively associated with both relational and task-oriented outcomes, and 

legitimating was negatively associated with task-oriented outcomes. In concluding their 

paper, Lee and colleagues emphasised the need to consider situational factors that may 

impact the effectiveness of influence tactics. This supports the investigation of interaction 

context, social identity, and climate in Study 3.  

   5.3.4  Compliance frameworks  

  Compliance theories/conceptual frameworks relevant to this research project were 

presented in Chapter 3 (Study 2). The compliance frameworks of most relevance to Study 3 

are those of Barbuto (2000) and Cialdini (1984). A description and evaluation of Barbuto’s 

framework, the primary theory informing the compliance scale used in Study 3, was 

undertaken in Study 2 (Chapter 3) along with a review of research conducted using the 

framework. A description and evaluation of Cialdini’s six original persuasion principles, 

along with a brief review of research, is now presented. 

  Cialdini’s (1984) six principles and research of same. As stated in Chapter 3 

(Study 2), Cialdini’s conceptual framework (1984) was developed for the context of sales 

(commerce) but has application to organisations. Table 5.2 provides a list of the principles 
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with brief descriptive statements. A summary of the six principles and associated research 

is subsequently provided. 

Table 5.2 

Descriptions of Cialdini’s (1984) Six Principles of Persuasion 

Principle Descriptor 

(i) Reciprocation People feel obliged to respond positively to a kind gesture or gift 

(ii) Authority People are inclined to believe information if it comes from 

someone who is considered an expert or a legitimate source 

 

(iii) Commitment and 

 consistency 

People prefer to consider themselves consistent in their beliefs 

and actions; discomfort is associated with going back on one’s 

word 

 

(iv) Liking People tend to agree with and comply with people they like 

(v) Social proof People are inclined to do what others do 

(vi) Scarcity People tend to place more value on things that are scarce 

 

  (i) Reciprocation: (a) Social obligations. As humans dislike feeling indebted to 

others, small gifts or gestures can result in larger reciprocal responses. Evidence of this 

principle abounds in everyday marketing procedures such as free food samples at 

supermarkets and complimentary starters in restaurants. The principle is also substantiated 

by empirical research with studies finding evidence of consumer reciprocity (Kim, Smith, 

& Kwak, 2018), and monetary incentives bolstered survey completion by owners of small 

construction companies (James & Bolstein, 1992). 
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  Reciprocation: (b) Perceptual contrast principle. Using this technique, the agent 

initially demands a high price or large favour, then, after anticipated rejection, makes a 

smaller request. Cialdini (1984) suggests this technique engages reciprocal concession. 

When the target witnesses the agent make a concession, they feel obliged to do the same 

and so accept the second offer. Empirical research supporting the contrast principle 

includes numerous door in the face experiments (see meta-analysis by Feeley, Anker, & 

Aloe, 2012), while Wong and Howard (2018) caution against using the technique in 

repeated negotiations as it was found, in two experiments, to erode trust. 

  (ii) Authority. The Milgram (1974) experiments are frequently cited as 

groundbreaking research that proves most people comply with requests from those in 

positions of authority. While other research confirms the power of authority in obtaining 

compliance (e.g., Bushman, 1984; Moore, Yang, & Kim, 2018), changes in how those with 

positional authority are viewed and treated is being revised in light of current workplaces 

that are characterised by flattened organisational structures and the millennial generation 

joining the workforce. Specifically, millennials are less impressed by titles and position and 

are generally informal and familiar in their interactions with those in authority (Sledge, 

2016). The rise in individualism and the widespread lack of trust in politicians and 

corporate leaders has fostered this new mindset of millennials, and others.  

  (iii) Commitment and consistency. Humans prefer to remain consistent to 

commitments, as consistency is considered a socially attractive trait. This drive is supported 

in studies of cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1957) (e.g., Jankowski et al., 2017; Tanford 

& Montgomery, 2015). Additionally, research investigating resistance to new information 

has found that commitment to first opinions, driven by the internal desire to act 
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consistently, may lead to neglecting new information (Falk & Zimmermann, 2017). The 

drive for consistency is at the core of the low-ball technique where a small request is made 

and then, with preliminary commitment by the target, the size or costs imposed by the 

request increases (e.g., Cialdini, Cacioppo, Bassett, & Miller, 1978). Consent to the bigger 

request is the result of the commitment and consistency principle. 

  (iv) Liking. Generally, people comply with requests from people they like over those 

they dislike. Liking others is based on attractiveness, similarity, compliments, contact and 

cooperation, conditioning and association (Cialdini, 1984). The body of research supporting 

the liking principle renders it one of the more reliable phenomena in social psychology 

(Montoya & Insko, 2008). An extension of this principle is the endless chain where the 

salesperson tells the target that his/her friend recommended the item/offer; this ingratiates 

the salesperson to the target who feels that rejecting the offer is like rejecting his/her friend.   

  (v) Social proof. People are influenced by what others do (Ajzen, 1980; Zhu & 

Zhang, 2010). While the classic Asch line experiment demonstrated this principle (Asch, 

1951), field studies have returned mixed results (e.g., Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgren, 1990; 

Schultz, Nolan, Cialdini, Goldstein, & Griskevicius, 2007).    

(vi) Scarcity. People perceive the value of rare items to be greater than common 

items. Promoting a product as having limited availability vastly affects people’s desire for 

the product (Eisend, 2008; Inman, Peter, & Raghubir, 1997; Suri, Kohli, & Monroe, 2007) 

and enhances compliance to purchase. One well accepted explanation for this phenomenon 

is based on commodity theory (Brock, 1968) which claims possessing rare items produces 

feelings of personal distinctiveness. 
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Cialdini’s principles and Study 3. The application of Cialdini’s principles to 

understanding workplace compliance appear to be non-existent. Early research using 

Cialdini’s (1984) principles attempted to understand change in social behaviours such as 

littering (Cialdini et al., 1990; Reno, Cialdini, & Kallgren, 1993), home energy 

consumption (Nolan, Schultz, Cialdini, Goldstein, & Griskevicius, 2008; Schultz et al., 

2007) motel towel reuse (Goldstein, Cialdini, & Griskevicius, 2008), nature conservation 

practices (Cialdini, 2003), and purchasing (Cialdini et al., 1978; Cialdini et al., 1975; 

Gregory, Cialdini, & Carpenter, 1982). Much recent research investigating persuasion with 

Cialdini’s principles seems interested in understanding and/or refining persuasive 

technologies (e.g., Kaptein, 2012).  

Thus, by way of conclusion, empirical research testing Cialdini’s (1984) principles 

is not used to inform hypotheses for Study 3. However, as findings from Study 2 suggest 

that reciprocity, authority, and liking may impact the decision to comply with workplace 

requests, Cialdini’s principles are considered in the analysis of qualitative data in Study 3.  

5.3.5  Follower-leader switching theories  

  The three general theories located in the small body of literature reviewed in 

Chapter 4 with the introduction of the follower- leader switching model (FLSM) are now 

examined along with an explanation of how Study 3 uses, and/or builds on their core 

concepts, assumptions and/or generalisations. The three theories are the leadership process 

(Uhl-Bien et al., 2014), the leader-follower switching model (LFS: Sy & McCoy, 2014), 

and adaptive leadership theory (DeRue, 2011). 

  The leadership process (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). By way of concluding their review 

of followership literature, Uhl-Bien and colleagues identified two theoretical frameworks 
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for the study of followership: one (reversing the lens) assumes a role-based perspective, and 

the other (the leadership process) adopts a constructivist approach. While the reversing the 

lens framework seeks to understand how follower characteristics and behaviours may act as 

antecedents of followership and/or influence leadership, it is not suitable for the current 

study as it identifies followers by hierarchical position. This is at odds with Study 3 that 

defines followers by their behaviours, regardless of organisational position. The leadership 

process approach, on the other hand, seeks to understand how followers and leaders interact 

together to co-create leadership. It does not restrict acts of leading and following to 

individuals in particular hierarchical positions and is therefore compatible with the 

intentions of Study 3. How the leadership process approach informs Study 3, along with 

limitations of the framework, are explained here. 

 The leadership process and Study 3. The key questions of interest stated for the 

leadership process approach, What characterises following behaviours? and How do these 

behaviours contribute to the social construction of leadership? are not especially relevant to 

Study 3 as this thesis is founded on the premise that the quintessential follower behaviour is 

compliance and without compliance there is neither leadership nor followership. The 

limited relevance of these questions seems particularly true when considering the examples 

of follower behaviours offered by Uhl-Bien et al. (2014), specifically, advising, 

challenging, correcting, and persuading, which may equally be considered leader 

behaviours. The absence of an explanation as to how such behaviours are distinctly 

follower behaviours (presumably not tied to hierarchy) diminishes conceptual clarity and 

constitutes a possible limitation of the framework.  
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Despite the limited relevance of the key questions and the follower behaviour 

examples provided by Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) for the current research, Study 3 may be 

viewed as offering insight into how follower behaviours co-construct leadership. 

Specifically, the co-production of leadership is investigated through measuring the 

correlations between each (a) compliance trigger and organisational climate (in this 

instance presumed to be a leadership outcome), (b) influence tactics and compliance 

triggers, (c) influence tactics and manner of compliance (e.g., conscientiously, resentfully), 

and (d) manner of compliance and organisational climate.  

  Other features of the leadership process approach cited by Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) 

investigated in Study 3 include relational interactions and resistance. Understanding 

relational interactions is explored by testing interaction-specific variables such as the 

direction of the request, relationship tenure, and influence tactics. Resistance is investigated 

in Study 3 as participants are asked whether they complied/intend to comply with or intend 

to resist the request. Thus, despite the limited applicability of the leadership process 

approach to Study 3, there is some alignment between the current program of inquiry and 

the ontology and epistemology of the leadership process approach framework. 

Overall, Uhl-Bien et al.’s (2014) leadership process approach could be further 

developed particularly regarding intra-psychological and social interactionist perspectives. 

These perspectives, deemed core to understanding following/compliance, dominate the 

research model used in Study 3, see Figure 5.1. Three specific ways in which the Study 3 

model deviates from Uhl-Bien et al.’s leadership process approach can be highlighted. 

First, in that model, intra-psychological perspectives are captured by the social identity 

variable and compliance triggers. Second the social interactionist perspective is emphasised 
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in the model by honing on the “interdependent and interlocking acts of leading and 

following” (DeRue, 2011, p 132), challenging dominant paradigms in a specific way that is 

not evident in Uhl-Bien et al.’s leadership process approach. Further, Study 3 makes clear 

the directions in which leadership and followership may occur: upwards, downwards, and 

laterally. Without specific mention of lateral leadership and followership, the leadership 

process model implies following and leading only take place across hierarchical levels, not 

within them.  

 Study 3 is designed to progress research as recommended by Uhl-Bien et al. 

(2014). Specifically, shortcomings of the leadership research have been avoided by using a 

multi-paradigmatic approach together with mixed methods, including 

constructivist/interpretivist techniques. 

 Leader-follower switching model (LFS: Sy & McCoy, 2014). LFS is a well-

considered theoretical model with a detailed research agenda, that both complements and 

contradicts the current research model (Figure 5.1), and the research questions investigated 

in Study 3. LFS does not directly inform Study 3, although some aspects of this study may 

be interpreted as testing or applying LFS concepts. 

  Study 3 and LFS. LFS is an intrapersonal model based on the premise that 

organisational individuals hold follower and leader schemas (i.e., implicit theories of 

followership and leadership) and switching between follower and leader roles activates 

these schemas. While Study 3 does not explicitly investigate schemas, it is entirely 

compatible with the idea that such schemas are present and impact compliance decisions. It 

is probable, for example, the compliance scale item, my decision was in line with what my 

supervisor had requested from me, would be a trigger for compliance when an employee’s 
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follower schema is activated, whereas the follower schema would not be activated when the 

compliance trigger was the person making the request was a friend. 

  By recognising roles are permeable and may be mentally activated at either a 

conscious or unconscious level, LFS provides support for the principles underpinning 

Study 3. The four switching styles proposed in LFS (dynamism, follower-stasis, leader-

stasis, and capsulation), developed as a typology to capture individual differences in 

preferences for leading and following, however, are not measured in Study 3 in part 

because an imperative in this research was to avoid the shortcomings of the leadership and 

followership literatures, including the overuse of typologies. LFS highlights that F-L 

switching decisions are both conscious and automatic. These two states of decision making 

are also acknowledged in Study 3. The Study 3 interviews, by providing an opportunity for 

reflection, and the Study 3 questionnaire, through prompting, may bring unconscious 

reasons for compliance into consciousness. This change in the source of the reasons, from 

unconscious to conscious, however, is unlikely to be captured in interviews unless 

participants opt, unprompted, to express evidence of it having occurred; for example, a 

participant may say, “I didn’t really realise it at the time but the reason I agreed to do… 

was …”.   

  The LFS premise that switching may be independent of relational dynamics is 

contrary to a key foundational concept of Study 3, namely, that switching is identified by, 

therefore dependent upon, the direction of the request/instruction which is determined by 

the hierarchical relationships of members in the follower-leader dyad. Specifically, in Study 

3, interactions involving requests are categorised according to the direction of the request 

(see subsection 4.5 for details).  
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   LFS recognises leader-follower switching as contextually sensitive, citing national 

culture, organisational culture, and hierarchy as contextual forces. Context is somewhat 

captured in the design of Study 3 by testing the influence on compliance (following) of 

micro-context variables such as request type, influence tactics, and relationship tenure, 

along with the macro-level context of organisational climate. Given the parameters of 

Study 3 and the operationalisation of follower-leader switching (see subsection 4.5), only 

acts of compliance in response to upward or lateral requests indicate switching; therefore, 

context measures from upward and lateral interactions may be considered measures of 

context for switching. Downward requests and subsequent compliance, however, do not 

represent follower-leader switching in Study 3.  

  Despite the different methods used to operationalise follower-leader switching in 

LFS and Study 3, the research agenda suggested by Sy and McCoy (2014) for LFS has 

relevance. As Sy and McCoy assessed LFS with preliminary research, Study 3 measures 

follower-leader switching using a formula described in subsection 4.5. Their suggestion to 

consider organisational factors, such as hierarchy and culture, have been adopted in Study 3 

(see Figure 5.1). Organisational climate in Study 3 may be viewed as either a work 

outcome variable or a measure of leadership effectiveness, with both types of variables 

proposed by Sy and McCoy as suitable for testing with LFS. 

  Conclusions from the systematised review of literature (Study 1) are consistent with 

the earlier findings of Sy and McCoy (2014) in suggesting that leader-follower switching is 

merely implicated in the leadership literature. Their suggestion, however, that LFS has not 

been directly investigated is now dated, with findings from seven empirical studies 

presented later in this chapter. A possible limitation in the development of LFS is the 
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oversight of pre-2014 follower-leader switching conceptualisations, as documented in 

Table 4.1, in favour of collectivist leadership literature. 

  Adaptive leadership theory (DeRue, 2011). Adaptive leadership theory seeks to 

explain how recurring patterns of leading–following interactions produce emergent leader–

follower identities, relationships, and social structures that enable groups to develop and 

adapt in dynamic contexts. In doing so, a shift away from the theoretical focus on people in 

leader and follower positions is made towards conceptualising leading and following as a 

dynamic and fluid process. Emphasising an interactive and contextually embedded process 

of leading and following in groups, DeRue challenges the one directional and person 

centred notions of leadership that dominate the literature.  

  De Rue’s (2011) adaptive leadership theory proposes there are three levels at which 

followers and leaders interact: individual (acts), relational (double interacts), and group 

level (patterns of double interacts). Over time leadership identity is constructed through 

three mechanisms: collective endorsement (group level), relational recognition (relational 

level), and individual internalisation (individual level). The outcomes from this process of 

constructed identity are group level leadership structures, leader-follower relationships, and 

leader/follower identity. 

  Study 3 and adaptive leadership theory. The research model for Study 3 

complements and builds on adaptive leadership theory by investigating the individual acts 

that comprise interactions of following and leading. In contrast, with DeRue’s (2011) focus 

on the construction of leader and follower identities over time, Study 3 investigates point in 

time dyadic interactions (in person, by email, and/or phone) that comprise a leader-follower 

encounter (see Study 3 method, Chapter 6). The main theoretical model informing Study 3 
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(the FLSM, see Chapter 4) provides examples and descriptions of leader/follower acts 

(termed interacts) that appear to be missing from DeRue’s adaptive leadership theory. The 

dyadic interactions investigated in Study 3 consist of one or more interacts by two 

individuals in contact during a single encounter (see Study 3 method, Chapter 6). While 

these interactions may constitute double interacts, which are described by DeRue as 

“contingent response pattern where future action is a function of prior interactions and 

feedback loops among actors” (p. 129), the double interact concept is not directly tested in 

the current research. The interactions in Study 3 are treated as single or cluster interacts 

(see Study 3 method, Chapter 6) with each person in the dyad contributing acts to the 

encounter; thus, prior and/or future interactions have no relevance in this point in time 

study of workplace interactions. This point in time approach is consistent with both the 

meta-theory, field theory (Lewin, 1943), and the FLSM underpinning Study 3. 

  Adaptive leadership theory has two explicit assumptions, both of which are 

embedded in Study 3. The first is that leader-follower relationships are influenced but not 

entirely constrained by formal organisational hierarchy, such that the direction of influence 

between organisational members can be, and can move, up, down, and/or laterally within 

formal organisational structures. This assumption is key to follower-leader switching, as 

defined and investigated in Study 3. The second assumption is that leader-follower 

processes occur in all groups and have an impact on group functioning. Study 3 seeks to 

identify the impact of follower-leader switching on organisational outcomes, specifically 

school climate. 

  Adaptive leadership theory is based on four propositions, only one of which has 

relevance to Study 3, that is “environments are endogenous to the leadership process” 
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(DeRue, 2011, p.138). This proposition indicates that acts of leading and following are not 

simply reactions to the environment but, rather, may also affect the environment, or at least 

perceptions of the environment. Specifically, DeRue refers to research that has documented 

the relationship between leadership and organisational culture. Study 3 furthers the testing 

of this proposition by investigating relationships between influence tactics, compliance 

triggers, manner of compliance, and organisational climate. DeRue indicates that 

organisational environments may be analysed at three levels: relational, task, and 

organisational. These three levels are represented in the compliance scale developed in 

Study 2, although that scale also captures other facets such as self-interest and intrinsic 

forces. Also consistent with DeRue’s proposition, different levels of analysis are evident in 

the attempt in Study 3 to understand the relationships between micro-processes and macro-

level outcomes. 

  As with adaptive leadership theory, Study 3 has conceptualised leadership and 

followership as a social interaction process that is influenced, but not restricted, by 

organisational hierarchy. The patterns of leading and following change according to 

situational context and group need.  

 The limiting assumptions of leadership theory, highlighted by DeRue (2011), have 

been addressed in the current research. These assumptions are (a) conflating leadership 

with hierarchical supervision, (b) assuming leadership to be one-directional, (c) 

misunderstanding the study of traits and attributes of people in positions (subordinate or 

supervisor) to be studies of followers and leaders, and (d) treating the environment as 

exogenous to the leadership process. 
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 As adaptive leadership theory provides formulas for calculating the magnitude and 

dispersion of leadership, the theoretical model (the FLSM) used in Study 3 also includes 

formulae for calculating follower-leader switching (FLSi) and resistance (Ri) indices; see 

subsection 4.5 for details. Both the FLSi and the Ri are useful tools for profiling 

individuals, teams, and organisations.  

  Formula introduced as part of the FLSM may be used to measure the leadership 

void identified by DeRue (2011). The leadership void emerges in situations when 

individuals attempt to lead but no one follows, or where there are few group/organisational 

members engaging in reciprocal acts of leading and following. Comparing leadership voids 

with team and organisational performance, which is outside the scope of Study 3, may 

prove useful in gaining insight into the necessity of leadership for organisational 

effectiveness. This comparison may prove to be particularly enlightening when the void is 

studied across a range of organisations with varied structures and stability.  

  Limitations of adaptive leadership theory (DeRue, 2011) include the omission of 

definitions and/or descriptions of acts of leadership and followership (key theoretical 

components of adaptive leadership) and explanations of how they fit with the double 

interact, described as “the fundamental unit of analysis” (p.144). It is here that the current 

research makes its greatest contribution to building adaptive leadership theory. Acts of 

following and leading are core to Study 3. The theorising and operationalising of acts of 

leadership and followership for Study 3 address a gap in leadership theory and research, 

generally, and adaptive leadership theory, specifically.  

  A possible further limitation of adaptive leadership theory (DeRue, 2011), given the 

centrality and fundamental importance of the double interact, is the contradictory 
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explanations of this critical theoretical component. Several descriptors in the theory suggest 

the double interact is more than two acts (i.e., a single stimulus-response interaction), 

involving feedback loops and prior interactions. For example, “the basic unit for describing 

interpersonal influence … whereby the behaviours of one actor are contingent on but also 

influence the behaviours of other actors… future action is a function of prior interactions 

and feedback loops among actors” (p. 129) and “(d)ouble interact Xab is present when 

actor A engages in a leading act, actor B follows, and actor A subsequently engages in 

another leading act” (p.133). Then, unfortunately, other descriptors indicate a double 

interact is merely a single stimulus response interaction; for example, “a double interact 

exists between two actors (e.g., actor B does follow actor A’s leadership attempt)” (p.133), 

and “double interacts are complete such that acts of leading are met with corresponding acts 

of following, and vice versa” (p.134).  

The explanatory intentions of adaptive leadership theory and the Study 3 research 

model are distinctly different. DeRue (2011) aims to explain the emergence of leader and 

follower identities through reoccurring leading and following interactions. The research 

model in Study 3, on the other hand, aims to explain how follower-leader interactions 

create followership and consequently leadership (compliance with leadership requests), and 

then, subsequently, how the nature of these interactions correlates with organisational 

climate. This is achieved through conceptualising and operationalising following and 

leading as distinct yet mutually dependent acts. In doing so, the obtained knowledge 

substantially supplements adaptive leadership theory, particularly the act and double 

interact components of that theory. 
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   DeRue (2011) suggests the new fluid concept of leading and following he is 

proposing generates research questions that would otherwise not be identified. Despite the 

different intentions of adaptive leadership theory and the Study 3 research model, several of 

DeRue’s (2011) suggestions for future research have been adopted in the current study.  

Specifically incorporated are the suggestions that future research should 

• specify interactional processes by which leadership relationships and structures are 

produced,  

• explain how people socially construct and process leading-following interactions, 

• investigate how individuals’ leadership and/or followership are a function of 

leadership and followership behaviours of other group members, and 

• employ research methods that facilitate understanding the nature and pattern of 

leading and following interactions among members.  

While DeRue (2011) posits there are two outputs from leading-following 

interactions, namely, identities and relationships, Study 3 makes different predictions; 

specifically, the outputs from follower-leader interactions include compliance, manner of 

compliance, and potentially organisational climate. Additionally, Study 3 proposes that 

resistance to leadership attempts may affect climate; it also acknowledges reciprocal 

causation, i.e., climate may influence compliance and resistance. Study 3 makes the links 

between following-leading and organisational outcomes more salient than DeRue’s 

adaptive leadership theory which is restricted to understanding the development of 

leadership identity and relationships. 

Empirical findings for follower-leader switching. Despite the small amount of 

research examining or reporting findings on follower-leader switching, the variety and 
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scope of studies is relatively broad. An extensive university database search revealed only 

seven relevant studies: four qualitative (Bower & Parry, 2014; Campbell & Kinion, 1993; 

Gilstrap & Morris, 2015; Tsakeni & Jita, 2017) and three quantitative (Foster, 2014; 

Nakayama et al., 2017; Pearce, 2016). Five of these studies examined follower-leader 

switching as it occurred in organisational settings; one used medical students in emergency 

room simulation exercises (Pearce, 2016), and another used a computer simulation program 

in the context of citizen science (Nakayama et al., 2017). 

   Numerous terms describing follower-leader switching were found. Terms included 

switching (Bower & Parry, 2014; Campbell & Kinion, 1993; Pearce, 2016), shifting 

(Foster, 2014), behavioural plasticity (Nakayama et al., 2017), behaviour fluidity and 

emerging followership (Gilstrap & Morris, 2015), and exchangeable roles (Tsakeni & Jita, 

2017). Equal attention was given to followership and leadership in five studies (Bower & 

Parry, 2014; Campbell & Kinion, 1993; Nakayama et al., 2017; Pearce, 2016; Tsakeni & 

Jita, 2017). Gilstrap and Morris (2015) had an explicit focus on emergent followership. 

Leadership, rather than followership, was emphasised in Foster’s (2014) quantitative 

fieldwork study. The varied emphases on followership and the diverse terms used to 

describe follower-leader switching in this small body of literature is understandable given 

the research is in its infancy.  

The variety of research methods in these studies is noteworthy. Three studies relied 

on interviews (Bower & Parry, 2014; Gilstrap, & Morris, 2015; Tsakeni & Jita, 2017); one 

used computer simulation (Nakayama et al., 2017), and another used laboratory simulation 

(Pearce, 2016). Questionnaires were used in two studies together with either corporate data 

(Foster, 2014) or peer evaluation and oral reports (Campbell & Kinion, 1993). Thus, the 
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reliance on self-reporting questionnaires that dominates the followership literature is not 

evident in this small body of work.  

The findings from these studies are diverse. Organisational context was identified as 

a critical factor in follower-leader switching (Bower & Parry, 2014; Campbell & Kinion, 

1993; Gilstrap & Morris, 2015). In contrast and unexpectedly, Foster (2014), whose 

findings should be interpreted with caution (see later critique), showed that organisational 

culture had little impact on shared leadership (which Foster, questionably, deemed a 

component of shifting role behaviours). Campbell and Kinion found, at odds with the 

similarity attraction hypothesis, that individuals with similar leader/follower styles and 

preferences do not always work easily (shift roles) with each other, a finding that was 

partially supported by Gilstrap and Morris whose research participants had mixed opinions 

regarding the value of like-minded individuals working together.  

Team success was shown to be higher (Campbell & Kinion, 1993; Tsakeni & Jita, 

2017) and conflict was lower (Bower & Parry, 2014; Campbell & Kinion, 1993) in teams 

with smooth follower-leader switching. While Foster (2014) found shifting role behaviours 

were significantly correlated with high performance, the most significant features of 

successful teams were group social effects and shared leadership. These findings gain some 

support from Pearce (2016) who found, in a simulation study, that while psychological 

collectivism predicted team performance, synchrony (individuals following in response to 

peer leadership attempts) was the strongest predictor. Antecedents to follower-leader 

switching identified in this research included individual expertise (Bower & Parry, 2014, 

Campbell & Kinion, 1993, Pearce, 2016), stakeholder needs (Gilstrap & Morris, 2015), and 

social environment (Nakayama et al., 2017).  Group self-awareness and 
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leadership/followership styles were shown to impact on switching, with democratic styles 

attaining superior working relationships, smooth switching, and successful project 

outcomes (Campbell & Kinion, 1993).  

Other findings include a tripartite typology of followers: uninvested, invested, and 

leader preparation (Gilstrap & Morris, 2015) which represent passive, active, and proactive 

behaviours of followers. Complementing this typology, follower-leader fluidity and 

emergent followership emanated in response to organisational needs and individual 

capacities. Overall, the findings from this small body of research indicate that follower- 

leader switching is associated with enhanced workplace outcomes such as higher team 

performance and reduced conflict. 

  Limitations of follower-leader switching research. There are limitations in this 

body of research. Western countries dominate the samples, with five studies conducted in 

the USA and one in each Australia and South Africa. While overall research design, 

implementation, and analyses are robust with adequate or better sample sizes in most 

instances, there are study specific limitations worth noting.  

  Foster’s (2014) study is particularly concerning with conceptual confusion raising 

questions regarding the validity of findings. At the outset, for example, Foster states the 

primary objective of the study is to investigate the relationship of shifting role behaviours 

with organisational performance. He notes there are four independent variables (none of 

which is shared leadership): exemplary follower behaviours, effective team member 

behaviours, shifting role behaviours, and organisational culture archetype. While Foster 

initially proposed that shifting role behaviours are composed of three elements (shared 

leadership, role shifting, and dynamic delegation), the thesis later concludes with several 
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statements reporting the purpose of the study to be the investigation of shared leadership, 

for example, “shared leadership behaviours, specifically shifting role behaviour” (p. 218 ) 

among adult volunteers. Thus, shared leadership appears to have moved from being an 

element of  shifting role behaviours to being a key independent variable (not identified in 

the research questions), one component of which was shifting role behaviour. 

Unfortunately, in addition to conceptual confusion, the omission of (researcher designed) 

survey questions from the paper prevents transparency regarding the operationalisation of 

variables. This casts further doubt on the reliability of the study’s findings.  

The merit of several papers may have been enhanced with the provision of 

additional details regarding method and/or findings; for example, details of the peer 

evaluation tool and the method for critiquing group process are lacking in Campbell and 

Kinion’s (1993) study. Other possible limitations include Pearce’s (2016) 

operationalisation of leadership, “… leadership does not require followership; a person can 

be a ‘leader’ even if no one is following” (p. 122). This seems contrary to the dominant 

message in the literature whereby followership and leadership are mutually dependent 

processes.  

Searches of university databases and google-scholar suggest there has been no 

empirical research conducted to directly test LFS (Sy & McCoy, 2014) or the leadership 

process approach (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). One study (Chiu, Owens, & Tesluk, 2016) 

referenced adaptive leadership theory (DeRue, 2011) and operationalised shared leadership 

by applying a social network approach to measure the density (aggregation of shared 

leadership data) of the leadership network. The conclusions drawn were that humble 

behaviours by formal team leaders facilitate both claiming and granting behaviours among 
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team members leading to the development of shared leadership. There was no attention 

paid to followers or following in this leader privileged study. 

In summary, there is limited empirical research investigating follower-leader 

switching. Of the numerous terms used to describe the phenomenon, switching appears to 

be the most preferred at this time. Despite the small number of empirical studies, patterns 

are emerging regarding the ubiquitous nature of switching, its positive outcomes (e.g., 

higher team success and lower conflict) and its antecedents. Further research using diverse 

methodologies, such as workplace observation, diary keeping, and experiments, is needed 

to develop a deeper understanding of follower-leader switching. Further testing of the three 

main theories seems critical if the field is to progress. Findings from these studies are used, 

where appropriate, to inform hypotheses in Study 3 (Chapter 6). 

  5.3.6  Social identity theory (Tajfel, 1974; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) 

  The social identity approach to understanding group processes and intergroup 

relations is recognised as one of the most influential social psychological theories 

worldwide (Hornsey, 2008), and growing in importance (Haslam et al., 2017). Social 

identity theory (SIT) seeks to explain intergroup dynamics, specifically attitudes and 

behaviours, based on social categorisation (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 

1987) and social comparison. SIT propositions involve four processes: categorisation, 

identity, comparison, and distinctiveness (Brown & Ross, 1982). Individuals cognitively 

simplify their social world into groups to provide a locus of identification. Comparisons of 

group members and then distinctions between groups are drawn to maintain a favourable 

group identity. Importantly, group identity is not dependent on shared goals or values, just 

the perception of association is enough to foster social identity. In addition to the perceptual 
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element of SIT, there is a motivational component that encourages individuals to maintain a 

positive self-concept through group acceptance, thus perpetuating group association along 

with in-group favouritism and out-group bias (Brewer & Miller, 1984). As a variable in 

Study 3, social identity is defined as the sense of belonging and alliance individuals 

experience in relation to their workplace colleagues. 

  While not identified in Cialdini’s original six principles of persuasion (1984), social 

identity was recently recognised by Cialdini (2016) as the seventh principle of persuasion - 

the unity principle. Cialdini describes the unity principle as hidden beneath the other six 

principles. He proposes that when individuals perceive they belong to the same unit, they 

share identity and are more likely to comply with requests from one another. 

  Social identity is considered an important variable to test in Study 3 for numerous 

reasons. Social identity is recognised as a follower-centred concept (Vondey, 2012) 

impacting decisions to comply with requests (Cialdini, 2016); however, social identity did 

not emerge as an explicit factor/variable in the compliance scale developed in Study 2, for 

use in Study 3. That none of the 46 compliance scale items lend support to the notion that 

social identity impacts decisions to comply with requests may be interpreted as support for 

Cialdini’s proposal that social identity is a hidden (implicit) force in the process of 

compliance. Thus, acknowledging (a) the status of SIT as one of the most influential 

theories for understanding group dynamics, (b) the absence of social identity in the 

compliance scale, (c) Cialdini’s unity principle, and (d) the emphasis given to social 

interactions in this thesis, the inclusion of a measure of social identity in Study 3 was 

deemed necessary to advance the examination of why followers follow. Additionally, social 

identification with one’s organisation indicates a sense of belonging which is related to 
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worker well-being (Jetten et al., 2017) and is empirically associated with climate 

(Andersen, Nørdam, Joensson, Kines, & Nielsen, 2018).  

  Empirical research for social identity theory. Social identity is empirically 

associated with a number of organisational phenomenon including effective communication 

(Morton, Wright, Peters, Reynolds, & Haslam, 2012), organisational commitment 

(Postmes, Tanis, & De Wit, 2001), workplace motivation and performance (Van 

Knippenberg, 2000), creative performance (Hirst, Van Dick, & Van Knippenberg, 2009), 

and organisational citizenship behaviours (Van Dick, Grojean, Christ, & Wieseke, 2006). 

Perhaps the most popular topic to be researched with SIT, however, is leadership (e.g., 

Hogg & van Knippenberg, 2003; Reicher, Haslam, & Hopkins, 2005; Van Knippenberg & 

Hogg, 2003). Such research supports the social identity theory view (Hogg, 2001) that 

leadership is not the outcome of an agent’s behaviour but is, rather, a process of social 

influence (Platow, Haslam, Foddy, & Grace, 2003; Reicher et al., 2005) that emerges when 

leaders are seen to represent a sense of shared social identity. This body of social identity 

leadership research was conducted using the role-based approach to identify leaders and 

followers and is therefore characterised by the limitations previously noted for that 

approach.   

 The relationship between followership and social identity has been explained in 

both conceptual papers (e.g., Collinson, 2006; Mannion, McKimm, & O'Sullivan, 2015; 

Tee, et al., 2013) and empirical research. However, studies that claim to be investigating 

the association between followers and social identity often lapse into a leader-privileged 

approach (e.g., Haslam & Platow, 2001; Reicher et al., 2005), although there are exceptions 
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(e.g., Hirst et al., 2009; Steffens, Haslam, Jetten, & Mols, 2018). Again, these studies are 

limited by their adoption of role-based definitions for leaders and followers. 

  Social identity theory and Study 3. Committed to avoiding role-based definitions 

and the leadership privileged default position assumed by most social identity research, 

Study 3 identifies followers and following, by behaviours not positions, while still adopting 

an integrated following-leading research model. Thus, by testing the associations between 

social identity and compliance, and then compliance with climate, the current research 

intends to deepen our understanding of mechanisms, including social identity, by which 

followers and following may impact organisational climate. To support a dedicated 

follower focus in Study 3, the four social identity items in the fieldwork questionnaire refer 

to colleagues, not leaders or the organisation, for example, I identify with my school 

colleagues. 

  5.3.7  Climate theory 

  Outside the literatures specific to leadership and followership, other theories have 

been used to describe the processes and effects of emergent, complementary cycles of 

teamwork. Multilevel approaches, for example, suggest team phenomena emerge as a result 

of social interaction among team members: “A phenomenon is emergent when it originates 

in the cognition, affect, behaviours, or other characteristics of individuals, is amplified by 

their interactions, and manifests as a higher-level, collective phenomenon” (Klein & 

Kozlowski, 2000, p. 55). Higher-level collective phenomena include shared circumstances 

like team mental models, social cohesion, and organisational climate.  

  The concept that social acts create patterns of interactions that subsequently result in 

higher level collective phenomenon is key to Study 3 which seeks to explore the 
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relationship between follower-leader interactions and organisational climate. When the 

characteristics of follower-leader interactions, including the frequency of follower-leader 

switching, are aggregated, as in Study 3, it is possible to correlate group processes with 

outcomes such as climate. Subsequently, potential cause and effect relationships may be 

further investigated. 

  The importance of organisational climate has long been recognised, with the 

democracy – autocracy experiments of Lewin and colleagues (1939) and the well cited 

Hawthorne studies (Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1946) that show attitudes to work, 

relationships, and productivity are affected by the social context in which the work takes 

place. Described as a “fundamental construct to organisational research and practice” 

(Albrecht, 2014, p.402), organisational climate is widely accepted as an important predictor 

of work related behaviours and outcomes (Baer & Frese, 2003; King, De Chermont, West, 

Dawson, & Hebl, 2007; Rota, Reynolds, & Zanasi, 2012). While not specifying the 

direction of impact between climate and social interactions, Study 3 seeks to further the 

scholarly analysis of organisational climate using a follower privileged approach. It does so 

by calculating correlations between follower triggers and climate, and between the manner 

of compliance (e.g., conscientiously, reluctantly) and climate.  

  As noted in Chapter 1, there is no universally accepted definition of organisational 

climate or of climate more generally. The suggestion that the dimensions of organisational 

climate differ depending on the purpose of research and the criteria of interest (Schneider, 

1990, 2000) support the development of study-specific measures of climate rather than the 

use of a general scale. Indeed, school climate has been found to be a heterogeneous concept 

with a multitude of standardised and validated instruments available (Kohl, Recchia, & 
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Steffgen, 2013). When they modified Jones and James’ (1979) 145 item scale for a 

construction industry study, Ryder and Southey (1990) concluded that measures of 

workplace climate are best tailored to specific contexts. In keeping with this perspective, a 

climate measure was developed for the current research. It is described in Study 3 method, 

Chapter 6. 

 

5.4  Summary of the Connection Between Theory and Study 3 

  Field theory (Lewin, 1943) provides the meta-framework for Study 3. The two core 

elements of field theory, social processes and climate, are the core elements of Study 3. 

 Social interaction frameworks/theories inform both the lens for Study 3 fieldwork 

observations and two key elements in the research, social influence and compliance. The 

influence (e.g., Yukl et al., 2008) and compliance (e.g., Cialdini, 1984) frameworks 

dovetail with the follower-leader switching models/theories, including the new FLSM, all 

of which feed into seven research questions guiding Study 3. Examples of such questions 

include Is the direction of the request (determined by hierarchical positions of dyad 

members) associated with (a) the extent of activation of compliance triggers, (b) the extent 

of use of influence tactics, and /or (c) manner of compliance? and Is there a relationship 

between how strongly members identify with their colleagues (social identity) and (a) the 

way they comply with requests and (b) the extent to which compliance triggers are 

activated? The full set of research questions is provided in Chapter 6.  

  While hypotheses are proposed in Study 3, an exploratory approach has also been 

adopted with mixed methods enabling the collection of both qualitative and quantitative 

data. The exploratory approach is deemed most appropriate in this early stage of follower-
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leader switching research. Study 3 adopts a multi-level approach which is complex and 

challenging (Klein & Kozlowski, 2000), but much needed, for fully understanding 

organisational processes. 
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6.0  Study 3: Fieldwork  

 

6.1  Introduction     

  This study is based on the contention that to fully understand follower-leader 

dynamics, leaders and followers must be examined together (Carsten & Uhl-Bien, 2013). 

Further, this study explores leading and following as behaviours that are not fully 

determined, but may be influenced, by hierarchical position. This approach is consistent 

with the emerging follower-leader switching paradigm identified in the systematised review 

of literature in Study 1 (Chapter 2). The study also builds on conclusions from findings in 

Study 1 that there is limited empirical support for followership measures and theory. This 

mixed methods study aims to make a significant contribution to how followers, following, 

followership, and leadership are understood by (a) testing a new theoretical model, the 

follower-leader switching model (FLSM: see Chapter 4), (b) using the scale developed in 

Study 2 (Chapter 3) to measure reasons for compliance (following), (c) adopting a multi-

paradigmatic approach, using observations to avoid the limitations of self-reporting 

(Carrington, Scott, & Wasserman, 2005), and (d) using multi-level data.  

   In addition to extending knowledge of following and followership, this study aims 

to enhance knowledge and understanding of the essence of follower-leader interactions and 

address the shortage of follower-leader switching research, by examining employee 

interactions in three secondary schools in the state of Queensland, Australia. It also intends 

to investigate the relationship between following and leading behaviours/interactions and 

organisational climate in a contemporary organisation by comparing worksites as well as 

aggregating findings from all sites.   
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   Methodology.  In adopting a mixed methods approach, this study encompasses 

mixed ontological and epistemological perspectives. In addition to the presence of the two 

major methodological paradigms, positivism (e.g., quantitative methods) and 

constructivism/interpretivism (e.g., qualitative methods), a third less common 

methodology, critical social science (CSS), is evident in the current research. While the 

study does not aspire to change the world (Neuman, 1997) or transform social order (Fay, 

1987), it aims to go beyond surface illusions and uncover real processes that drive 

organisations and social order. Like positivism, CSS adopts a realist position. Unlike 

positivism, however, CSS views social reality as evolving over time and is interested in 

paradoxes and the development of new social order (Neuman, 1997). The new social order 

of 21st century organisations, characterised by flattened structures and the modus operandi 

of millennials as previously highlighted, together with the paradox of those in positions of 

authority not always having power or exerting influence over others, are embedded in this 

research.  

 

 6.2  Method    

6.2.1  Design: Mixed methods 

  A mixed methods design was preferred for this study for three reasons. First, mixed 

methods support triangulation/convergence of data ( Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Morgan, 

Pullon, Macdonald, McKinlay, & Gray, 2017), that is, validating findings by corroborating 

evidence from different sources. This is particularly relevant to the investigation of 

influence tactics which were observed, discussed at interview with primary participants, 

and then reported, or not, by other (secondary) participants in an online questionnaire. 
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Triangulation/convergence is also applied to the various reports of organisational climate 

(interview, questionnaire, and corporate data) and interaction types, which were directly 

observed and then checked at interview. Second, mixed methods support the elaboration 

and enhancement of results (complementarity: Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989; Mark & 

Shotland, 1987). In the current study, this occured specifically at interview with the 

discussions of school climate and reasons for compliance and non-compliance. The 

qualitative (interview) climate data complemented the quantitative archival (Department of 

Education: DoE) and school climate data (fieldwork questionnaire). The reasons for 

compliance and non-compliance discussed at interview added to those reasons provided by 

the fieldwork questionnaire. Third, a mixed methods approach enables expansion (Madey, 

1982; Mark & Shotland, 1987) of inquiry. Here, the online questionnaire enabled the 

reasons for compliance with observed requests to be measured and analysed in relation to 

other variables of interest (e.g., social identity, influence tactics, and climate).  While 

interviews enabled some investigation of intra-psychological reasons for compliance, 

online questionnaires supported a more rigorous quantitative analysis. Thus, Study 3 

findings are extended and enriched by using mixed methods inquiry enabling description, 

explanation, and understanding of the relationships between variables. 

  Study 3 was also enriched with the incorporation of multi-level data. While there is 

general recognition that multi-level theory and research has progressed over recent decades 

(Tse & Ashkanasy, 2015), until recently, most analyses have been conducted exclusively at 

either the intrapersonal, individual, group, or organisation level. The deficiency of dyadic 

level conceptualisation and analysis (Gooty & Yammarino, 2011) is most likely due to the 

challenges of conceptualising, operationalising, and accessing dyads (Tse & Ashkanasy, 
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2015). The current study seeks to explore how dyadic interactions, specifically 

interpersonal requests, may impact organisational level outcomes, specifically climate. In 

doing so, this study makes a potentially unique contribution to the field. 

  6.2.2  Sample 

  All data were collected in large public secondary schools in Queensland for several 

reasons. First, these schools have a clear hierarchical structure which promises to host 

many easily observable interactions in different directions (up, down, and laterally). By 

way of illustration, the 2016 annual school report of a large unnamed Queensland 

secondary school recorded 133 teaching staff, 47 non-teaching staff, and 20 formal 

leadership positions that included one principal, six deputy principals, and 13 heads of 

department. Second, large (Band 10 and 11) secondary schools were preferred because, 

with often over 150 staff, they held most potential for recruitment of sufficient numbers of 

participants. Third, it was anticipated the Hawthorne effect (Landsberger, 1958) may be 

minimised in Queensland state secondary schools as (a) the researcher is a long term 

employee of Queensland DoE and, therefore, may be viewed less as an outsider, and (b) 

secondary schools have embedded observation practices with unfamiliar faces such as pre-

service teachers, supply teachers, and advisory visiting teachers frequenting the work 

spaces of teachers. 

  To minimise potential confounds, this research drew on samples from a single 

organisation, the Queensland’s DoE, and used like schools from this organisation. Like 

schools are those grouped into a common category based on their index of relative socio-

economic disadvantage (IRSED) and the proportion of indigenous students. This restriction 

of participating organisations to schools belonging to a like category is in accord with one 



224 
 

 

of the aims of the study, namely, to make valid comparisons between worksites as well as 

generalise findings across sites. Consistent with this aim, upon request in 2016, the 

Queensland DoE provided a list of forty secondary schools that belong to a like school 

category (S-XXV) of Band 10 and 11 (large) secondary schools. 

 Selection of schools. The Queensland DoE has conducted annual school opinion 

surveys in state schools for over 10 years. School opinion survey data (SOS), including 

indicators of climate, for every state school in Queensland were available online to the 

public in 2016. The 2016 SOS data for like schools (category S-XXV) were used to select 

schools for the current study. The goal was to have three schools in the main study, one 

with each of high, moderate, and low climate, as indicated by the SOS data. To minimise 

researcher bias, schools were selected by a senior academic who was familiar with the 

research. The researcher remained blind to the 2016 climate status of each school for the 

duration of the fieldwork and data analysis. The procedure for selecting schools is 

documented in Appendix 6A. Seven schools were sequentially approached in order to 

recruit one pilot site and three schools for the main study. Appendix 6B contains the email 

sent to school principals.  The content of subsequent phone conversations with principals is 

outlined in Appendix 6C and the Principal information and consent forms are in Appendix 

6D.  Principals were not permitted to participate in the study as they were privy to the full 

intentions of the research.  

  Participant types. There were three types of participant in this study: (a) primary 

participants, who were observed and interviewed, (b) secondary participants, who 

completed an online questionnaire relating to a request made by a primary participant, and 

(c) additional participants who completed an online questionnaire relating to a request made 
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by a colleague. Participants were recruited at each school using presentations to teaching 

and non-teaching staff. See Appendix 6E for the PowerPoint slides used in the presentation. 

The intention was to recruit six primary participants, three in formal positions of authority 

and three not, for observation and interview in each of the three schools (total intended N = 

18). Primary participants from three schools were observed for the duration of a workday 

and then interviewed, using a semi-structured technique, about the interactions observed 

during that day. 

  Secondary participants were organisational members who were observed receiving 

a request from one of the primary participants (either by phone, email, or in person) and 

who accepted an email invitation from the primary participant (see Appendix 6F) to 

complete one of three online questionnaires, depending on their response to the primary 

participant’s request: compliance, non-compliance (resistance), or fence sitting 

(undecided). A unique identifier code was given to each potential secondary participant so 

that observations and primary participant interview responses about influence tactics could 

be matched to secondary participant questionnaire responses. Identifier codes were used, 

instead of names, in an attempt to maintain anonymity for secondary participants. The goal 

was to obtain 10 secondary participants per primary participant (total intended N = 180). To 

achieve power of .8, with α = .05, the required sample size was calculated to be 105 based 

on a predicted effect size equivalent to a correlation coefficient of .27, which was estimated 

using results from Lee et. al.’s (2016) meta-analysis of influence tactics (Hulley, 

Cummings, Newman, Browner, & Grady, 2013). 

  Efforts were made to reduce response bias by not sharing the exact purpose of the 

research during the recruitment and data collection process. Specifically, the study’s focus 
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on interpersonal requests was not disclosed until the interviews with primary participants 

were underway and it was made clear that requests were the interactions of most interest. 

  As the number of secondary participants was lower than anticipated, schools were 

given an opportunity to collect supplementary data via a fourth online questionnaire which 

is described later in this chapter. Staff who had not participated as secondary participants 

were invited to complete this questionnaire in response to a workplace request made of 

them. 

  Participants. Fourteen primary participants were recruited across three secondary 

schools. Table 6.1 shows the demographic profile of each school’s participants.  
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Table 6.1 

Demographic Details of Primary Participants (N = 14) 

School 1   

Gender Age DoE tenure 

(years) 

Years in current 

school 

Position/role 

female 41  6  6  teacher 

male 28  1.5  1.5  interpreter 

female 42 5  5  head of department 

 

School 2 

Gender Age 

(years) 

DoE tenure 

(years) 

Years in current 

school 

Position/role 

female 51 31 26 teacher  

female 58 36 1 teacher 

female 58 29 4 teacher aide 

female 42 3 2.5 teacher 

female 33 13 13 teacher 

female 50 25 12 coach 

male 47 14 7 teacher 

 

School 3 

Gender Age DoE tenure 

(years) 

Years in current 

school 

Position/role 

female 70 28 25 finance officer 

female 53 31 31 head of department 

female 47 14 11 teacher aide 

female 27 3 3 teacher 
Note. DoE = Queensland Department of Education 

  Most primary participants were female (> 85%). The average age was 46.2 years 

(SD = 11.98); average tenure with Queensland DoE was 17.1 years (SD = 12.44); average 

time in current school was 10.6 years (SD = 9.91), and a half the participants identified as 

teachers. A total of 51 secondary participants each completed an online questionnaire in 

response to an email invitation from a primary participant. Females constituted 68.6% of 

secondary participants; the mean age was 47.7 years (SD = 10.77) with 23.5% aged 40 

years or younger, and 47.1% over 50 years of age. As less than 25% of secondary 
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participants reported their tenure with DoE and/or their school, results are not included 

here.  

 The exact number of employees invited via email to participate in the online 

questionnaire is unknown for numerous reasons: anonymity was assured for secondary 

participants, the primary participant was tasked with forwarding the email invitation and 

may not have followed through, and there were five group requests (e.g., one primary 

participant made a single request of 23 teachers) with the precise size of all groups 

unknown.  Also, employees were asked, should they receive multiple email invitations, to 

complete the questionnaire only once. In addition to the five group emails (to which 11 

participants responded), 71 email invitations were given to primary participants to forward 

to potential secondary participants (response n = 40). The overall response rate to the 

individual (not group) invitations was 56.4% and the response rate by schools was School 

1= 65.2%, School 2 = 55.2%, and School 3 = 50%.  No secondary participants resisted, or 

fence sat in response to primary participant requests, thus 100% of secondary participants 

reported complying with primary participant requests.  

Of 15 additional questionnaire responses, collected to compensate for the low 

number of secondary participants, two were less than 20% complete and were removed 

from analyses; 13 were included. Thus, the final number of usable questionnaires was 64. 

Females constituted 71.9% of the final sample of questionnaire participants; the mean age 

was 47.83 years (SD = 10.05), with 22% under 40 and 21.8% over 50 years of age.  

  6.2.3  Research approval  

  Approval to conduct research was obtained from the university ethics committee. 

Appendix 6G contains the notice of approval. A successful application to conduct research 
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in state secondary schools in Queensland was made to the Queensland Department of 

Education (DoE); see Appendix 6H for the letter of endorsement provided for schools. 

6.2.4  Procedure 

Data collection. Data was collected via in situ observations,  

interviews, emails, online questionnaires, and archival records. 

  Framework (lens) for observing social interactions. Early work in the study of 

social interaction focussed on face-to-face encounters between individuals. These were 

termed small behaviours by Goffman (1971), acts by Bales (1950), and social acts by 

Mead (1934). While the examination of behaviours such as head nods, smiles, leg crossing, 

raised eyebrows, voice levels, posture shifts, and throat clearing have featured in previous 

research, the current study did not investigate non-verbal behaviours and was not limited to 

face-to-face interactions. Rather, the current research examined language-based interactions 

(verbal and written) with a particular focus on requests made either in person, via email, or 

by phone. The observation framework/lens was developed for this purpose. 

  The process for developing the observation framework [lens]. As there was no 

existing framework suitable for the observation of requests within dyadic interactions, a 

framework was developed. Grounded in the definition of social interaction as “a social 

exchange between two or more individuals” (“Understanding social interaction”, n.d.), the 

newly developed lens uses the interact as the basic unit for describing and analysing 

interactions. The interact is defined for this study as an act of communication, either an 

utterance or written message, by an employee that is contingent upon the response (perhaps 

nothing more than listening or reading) of another employee.      
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 The initial lens, later trialled and refined through a school pilot study, was drafted 

using observation and analysis of employee interactions in a university setting (with 

informed consent) and informal observation in the researcher’s workplace. All data 

observed were coded according to the perceived, albeit subjective, primary purpose of the 

interaction.  

  Labelling interactions by their primary purpose is integral to the social interaction 

framework guiding this research. This approach somewhat aligns with, but is different 

from, other frameworks. Interaction Process Analysis (IPA: Bales, 1950), for example, 

groups interactions into two domains, task and socio-emotional, and assigns meaning to 

particular interactions. Interactions that focus on social-emotional aspects of human 

experience are described as either positive or negative; specifically, shows solidarity, shows 

tension release, and agrees are deemed positive, while disagrees, shows tension, and shows 

antagonism are considered negative. The social interaction framework used in this study is 

without judgement; that is, there are no positive or negative connotations attached to 

interactions.  

  The social interaction framework guiding this research also contrasts with other 

frameworks which mostly describe interactions, rather than highlight their purpose. 

Jarvella, Jarvenoja, Malmberg, Isohatala, and Sobocinski (2016), for example, 

distinguished between cognitive and socio-emotional interactions, while Goffman (1963) 

proposed a distinction between focused and unfocused interactions based on whether 

members have a common goal (focussed) or not (unfocussed). Nisbet (1988) identified five 

main types of interaction: exchange, competition, cooperation, conflict, and coercion which 

appear to be labelled, at least in part, according to strategy or outcomes. The social 
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  Encounters are discrete episodes of contact between two or more people. 

Encounters may occur face to face or via some other mode of communication such as 

telephone, email (personal or broadcast), or broadcast notices, such as those transmitted at 

face-to-face staff meetings or on web-based mediums such as SharePoint. Face to face 

encounters are complete when the face to face contact ceases and the target has acted (or 

not) as a consequence of the encounter. An email encounter is complete (punctuated) when 

the receiver of the email responds/reacts, with or without subsequent communication with 

the sender. The response/s may involve nothing other than deleting the email/s and ignoring 

the contents. Similarly, a broadcast notice encounter is complete when the receiver 

responds/reacts, which may include ignoring the message. An encounter may consist of a 

single interact, numerous single interacts on different topics, and/or cluster/s of interacts. 

Multiple encounters may be required to complete a task or project.  

  Clusters of interacts consist of multiple interacts on a single topic (an interaction). 

For example, member A may ask member B if she has 10 minutes free to discuss a work-

related issue (interact #1 = makes a request). Member B says, “yes” and member A shares 

information (interact # 2 = shares information) about the issue. Member B listens, then asks 

a question about the issue (interact # 3 = seeks clarification) and member A provides an 

answer. Member B then offers to act in response to the issue (interact # 4 = offer support) 

and member A accepts the offer. Member A then says, “thank you” (interact #5 = shows 

gratitude). Greetings are topic neutral and frequently adjoin another interact, for example, 

“Hi, just wondering if you know when the photocopier is going to be fixed?” (interacts = 

greeting + obtain information). 
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  Based predominantly on pilot study findings, and considering frameworks of social 

interaction and behaviour (e.g., Bales,1950; Clyne & Clyne, 1996; Kauffeld, 2006), in the 

current study, interacts and interactions were categorised and labelled by their perceived 

purpose, as follows 

• greet/farewell 

• share information/opinion  

• obtain information/opinion  

• offer support 

• show care and concern 

• incidentally chat 

• apologise 

• show gratitude 

• create humour 

• seek clarification 

• request action. 

An important concept to be understood when labelling interacts and interactions, is  

non- literal meaning (Grice, 1969). Simply put, non-literal meaning signifies that words 

may carry much more than their literal or overt meaning; words may take on different or 

additional meanings depending on the context in which they are spoken. For example, in a 

conversation about a dysfunctional organisation, a person may say “A fish rots from the 

head”. In this context, this statement has nothing to do with fish but rather means that 

leadership is the root cause of the organisation’s problems. An example of a school-based 

interaction that may have multiple meanings is when a department head announces in the 
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staff room that he is currently organising the annual careers day excursion and a teacher 

responds, “I didn’t go to the careers day last year.” Depending on the teacher’s role and the 

circumstances relating to the previous careers’ day, the teacher’s statement could be 

interpreted as a request to attend the event because she did not attend last year. 

Alternatively, it could be a statement of defence if there were supervision problems at last 

year’s careers day and the teacher is distancing herself from those problems. Thus, the 

purpose of interactions cannot effectively be determined without acknowledging non-literal 

meaning and the context in which they occur. 

The interact of fundamental interest in this research is the request. Requests are 

defined as acts of attempted influence, either utterances or in writing, the consequence of 

which are responses from other employees. Requests may vary in many ways including the 

level of force applied or courtesy shown, with some requests resembling suggestions and 

others resembling commands. The response may be either one of compliance, non-

compliance, or fence sitting, where the latter refers to a state of indecision. An important 

distinction is drawn between requests for action and inquiries for information immediately 

at hand. Inquiries for information at hand (e.g., “What time is the bus due to arrive?”) are 

not considered/categorised as requests in the current study. While interacts may be verbal 

or non-verbal (e.g., a member may request a colleague to cease talking by raising their hand 

to signal stop), only interacts transacted with written or verbal language are recorded in this 

research.   

 It is important to note that the social interaction framework used in this study was 

developed solely to organise the observations of interactions. Its purpose is to support the 
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collection and understanding of observational data; it is not used in the description or 

analysis of requests.  

Participant observation. On the continuum of observation type, this study was 

conducted using observer as overt non-participant (Cooper, Lewis, & Urquhart, 2004; 

Vinten, 1994); that is, while the role of the researcher was known, she was not involved in 

business activities and her interactions with organisational members were restricted to brief 

pleasantries. The main aims of observation in this research were to (a) identify and classify 

interactions involving the primary participants for discussion at interview, (b) identify 

potential secondary participants to complete the questionnaire, and (c) facilitate 

triangulation of data. Subsequent to identification, interactions were categorised using the 

framework developed for this study. Enhanced understanding of observed requests was 

sought through interviews with primary participants and the collection of questionnaire 

data, from secondary participants. 

  The observation procedure. The observation period of a single workday began and 

concluded at times nominated by each primary participant. Observations took place in 

settings that included communal staff rooms, offices, classrooms, corridors, and 

playgrounds. A standard introductory procedure was followed with each participant. A key 

goal of this introductory procedure was to develop rapport, considered critical to 

minimising research-induced behaviour (Bernard & Bernard, 2013). Following initial 

introduction and pleasantries, participants were given an opportunity to ask questions about 

the consent form (Appendix 6I), the research generally, and the researcher. The researcher 

explained her intention to be unobtrusive and she encouraged participants to feel 

comfortable asking her to cease observation/leave an area whenever they wished. She 
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explained she would avoid initiating conversation and this should not be interpreted as her 

being unfriendly, but rather as an attempt to not interfere with the work environment and 

interactions. The researcher also explained that she would tune out of student interactions 

and tune in to staff-staff interactions (the focus of the research). Demographic information 

collected at this introductory meeting included the length of teaching career, tenure with the 

DoE, tenure with the current school, current position, and age. 

  Data recording. Two templates for the collection of observational data were  

unsuccessfully trialled during pilot studies. The more efficacious, and therefore preferred, 

method for data collection was to write observations freehand as they occurred, noting 

details such as locations, names/descriptors of dyad members, and the interaction topics 

that may assist discussing the interactions at interview; see Appendix 6J for a sample of 

fieldwork notes. After each observation day, but prior to each interview, field notes were 

reviewed, and questions were prepared. A template was used, when time permitted, to 

summarise requests for discussion at interview; see Appendix 6K.  All interactions were 

classified by their purpose into one of the eleven categories (e.g., to share information, 

apologise, incidentally chat) listed in Section 6.2.4.  Requests were subsequently analysed 

and coded as either standard or non-standard, and leadership or management; this enabled 

the calculation of the follower-leader switching model (FLSM) indices and the formulation 

of responses to research questions.  

Interviews. Semi-structured interviews were conducted with primary participants on 

school grounds in spaces that enabled privacy. The purpose of the interviews was to  

check the accuracy of observations, gain a deeper understanding of follower-leader 

interactions that had been observed that day (including the psychological factors involved 
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in compliance), and collect qualitative data about school climate. The duration of 

interviews ranged between 33 and 88 minutes. Interviews were audio recorded to enable 

transcription prior to analysis. Transcripts were subsequently provided to primary 

participants to, optionally, verify the accuracy of the data recorded. 

The format for the interview is provided in Appendix 6L: (a) introduction, (b) 

observations check, and (c) discussions of requests and school climate. The interview 

followed recommended guidelines (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994) and started by further 

establishing rapport with checking how the participant felt after the day of observation. 

General questions were asked at the outset, for example, “Was there any interaction of 

particular significance to you today?”. A check for the Hawthorne effect was attempted 

with preamble and a question, such as “We are conscious that the presence of an observer 

in a workplace might cause some people to change their behaviours; some people, for 

example, may avoid you as the primary participant. So, thinking about the interactions you 

had with colleagues today and using a scale of one to 10, one being very different and 10 

being extremely typical, how typical do you think your interactions with others were 

today?”. The average response to this question was 8.5, with scores ranging from 6 to 9. 

Observation checks. After introductory questions, the researcher checked her 

observations (categorisation of interactions) with primary participant perceptions. One of 

each type of observed interaction (e.g., to share information, apologise, incidentally chat) 

was checked, at minimum. Participants were given a written list of possible types, see 

Appendix 6M, to support the process and the researcher described each interaction for the 

participant. For example, the researcher would say something like, “Do you remember after 

morning tea when we were outside the science laboratory and the woman in the green top 
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asked you …? What would you say was the main purpose of that interaction?”. The 

purpose of these checks was to ascertain the accuracy of researcher 

observations/interpretations of interactions. The results from 162 checked interactions 

indicated 83.3% agreement; 74.7% of matches were perfect and 8.6% were partial matches. 

A partial match refers to a situation where the primary participant was reluctant to name 

only a single category and, instead, offered more than one category, one of which matched 

the researcher’s category. For example, the participant may have suggested both showing 

care and concern and obtaining information, whereas the researcher identified the main 

purpose of the interaction to be obtaining information. 

  Discussions about requests. After the observation checks, participants were asked 

about specific requests that were made, by them and of them, throughout the day. The goal 

was to identify a minimum of 10 work related requests made by each primary participant 

and 10 work related requests made of each primary participant during the day of 

observation. Participants were asked if, when making requests, they adopted a particular 

approach; did they, for example, give consideration as to how they might word the request? 

This question was asked to elicit information regarding the deliberate use of influence 

tactics. With each request that was made of primary participants, they were asked if they 

intended to comply and to provide reasons for their decision. This question was asked to 

obtain further insight into the reasons for compliance with, and resistance to, workplace 

requests. The type of request, leadership or management, was determined using 

observational and interview data. 

School climate discussion. Finally, participants were asked to describe their 

school’s climate. To support this discussion a written definition of climate, see Appendix 
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6N, was provided to each participant prior to the question being posed. Following their 

descriptions of school climate, participants were asked to report factors possibly 

contributing to the climate. This question was asked to elicit information that may enhance 

awareness and understanding of factors, including features of how requests are made, that 

may impact organisational climate. 

  Emails.  At the end of the interview, if there were fewer than 10 observed requests 

made by a primary participant, these participants were asked to identify emails they had 

sent, making requests, either on the day or close to the day of observation (within the 

week). Copies of these email requests were deidentified (names were replaced with 

organisational position, for example, teacher aide) and emailed to the researcher either 

immediately or shortly thereafter, depending on time available to the participant. 

  The morning after the interview, primary participants received emails from the 

researcher (see Appendix 6F), including links to the online questionnaires, to forward to 

potential secondary participants. 

            Questionnaires. Three online questionnaires were initially developed for the 

fieldwork; see Appendices 6O, 6P, and 6Q. All three questionnaires included scales to 

measure influence tactics, social identity, and organisational climate. Additionally, all three 

questionnaires included items to collect demographic data and information about the dyad 

involved in the request interaction. The types of data collected, for example continuous or 

categorical, are evident in the questionnaires. Two of the questionnaires were designed also 

to collect qualitative data using open ended questions, one of which sought information 

about reasons for resistance (see Appendix 6O) and the other sought information about 

reasons for fence-sitting (see Appendix 6P). The third questionnaire included the manner of 



240 
 

 

compliance measure, the Reasons for Compliance Scale (developed in Study 2), and an 

attention check item (see Appendix 6Q).   

   A fourth questionnaire, implemented in response to low numbers of secondary 

participants emanating from primary participant nominations, included the same scales and 

items to capture dyadic and demographic data as the compliance questionnaire in Appendix 

6Q. The fourth questionnaire was different in that the identifier code item was removed and 

the initial instruction was changed to ask participants to consider a time when a request was 

made of them at work by a colleague. The fourth questionnaire did not enable the type of 

request (leadership or management) to be ascertained and thus the data from this 

questionnaire could not be used in the follower-leader switching index/indices (FLSi) 

calculations or to answer questions that depended on knowing the type of request.  

 Questionnaire measures. (i) The manner of compliance measure was developed 

specifically for this research project to measure the way, and the extent to which, 

participants complied with requests. The main source of guidance for the dimensions 

assessed in, and the items comprising, this measure was a diary study on task completion at 

work by Claessens, Van Eerde, Rutte, & Roe (2009). Key variables investigated by 

Claessens and colleagues included (a) completeness, as indicated by a percentage assigned 

by participants to tasks undertaken, (b) the priority and urgency (time related variables) of 

each task, (c) conscientiousness, as a personality trait possibly impacting task completion, 

and (d) emotional stability, a trait identified as positively related to job performance.  

  The relevance and meaningfulness of the key variables extracted from Claessens et 

al.’s (2009) diary study was investigated with two employees, a 41-year-old male 

warehouse worker in the mining industry and a 52-year-old female deputy principal 
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working in a DoE primary school, in independent discussions. Context for the conversation 

was provided; for example, “I want to talk with you about how, that is the manner in which, 

workplace tasks are carried out”. Both participants were asked to provide descriptors (e.g., 

adverbs, adjectives) of how tasks/jobs in their workplaces may be executed. Prompts 

included “How would you like others to describe the way you complete tasks?”, “What do 

you dislike about the way colleagues/workmates complete tasks?” and “What attitudes have 

you noticed when workplace tasks are completed?” Their key responses were mapped 

against the core variables identified by Claessens and colleagues in Table 6.2.  

Table 6.2 

Descriptors and Comments Relating to How Workplace Tasks May be Conducted, Mapped 

Against Variables from a Diary Study by Claessens et al. (2009) 

Variables from diary study 

by Claessens et al. (2009)  

Responses from mining 

warehouse employee 

(male) 

Responses from DoE 

deputy principal (female) 

 

Completeness 

 

fully, adequately, correctly 

 

effectively, correctly, to 

required specifications 

 

Time related 

 

efficiently, timely 

 

efficiently 

 

Conscientiousness 

 

without prompting and 

reminders 

 

to the best of a person’s 

ability, with integrity 

 

Emotional stability 

 

 

I don’t like when they act 

like it’s a chore/a drain, if 

they show disdain 

 

with confidence; no 

bitching, groaning, or 

moaning 

   

  Consequently, the manner of compliance measure in the current study included one 

item to measure each of completeness, immediacy, and conscientiousness with which 

participants complied with the request (I complied as fully as was practical; I complied as 

immediately as was practical; I tried to comply with this request as conscientiously as I 
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could), and two items to measure the affect or attitude associated with request completion (I 

complied reluctantly, and I complied with resentment). Responses to the items in this scale 

were on a 5-point scale ranging from not true at all (1) to extremely true (5). Two subscales 

were calculated from the data. The positive manner score was computed by calculating the 

mean of the responses to the first three items, with a possible range of scores between 1 and 

5. The negative score was derived from averaging the responses to the last two items, with 

a possible range of scores between 1 and 5. Higher scores in positive manner suggest higher 

levels of engagement with and commitment to the task, which are associated with higher 

levels of workplace performance (Bakker & Albrecht, 2018). Higher scores in negative 

manner suggest stronger negative emotions attached to compliance and associated lower 

levels of workplace engagement and performance. 

(ii) The Reasons for Compliance Scale developed in Study 2 was further tested. 

The scale consists of 39 items measuring seven reasons for compliance. Each item has five 

response choices indicating how influential each reason was in the respondent’s decision to 

comply, ranging from not true at all (1) to extremely true (5). A copy of the scale is 

included in Appendix 6Q.  The length of the subscales ranged from four to seven items. An 

aggregate score for each of the subscales was computed by calculating the mean for 

relevant items, with resultant scores ranging from 1 to 5. An overall reasons for compliance 

score, called total trigger, was calculated by finding the mean of the subscale scores, with 

scores ranging from 1-5. Higher scores indicate higher levels of compliance trigger 

activation. 
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As described in Chapter 3, the Reasons for Compliance Scale is versatile and has 

multiple applications. In this study, the scale was used to measure reasons for compliance 

with (primary participants’) workplace requests. No distinction was drawn between 

leadership and management requests when using the scale, because analysing them 

separately would have further reduced the sample size, thereby increasing the chances of 

Type II errors. However, distinctions between leadership and management requests were 

made when calculating the FLSi for each school, and in other data analyses, such as those 

required to answer Research Question 1. 

The internal consistency for each factor was assessed in this study as being 

acceptable (>.6, <.7), good (>.7, <.8), or very good (>.8) using Cronbach’s alpha. 

Removing any single item from those scales with alpha <.7 (task related features and 

organisational factors) made no appreciable improvement to scale reliability. 

(iii) Influence tactics were measured using a distillation of Yukl et al.’s  

Influence Behaviour Questionnaire (IBQ: 2008) scale of 44 items to 11. The current scale 

comprised a single item representing each of the 11 factors in the IBQ. Interpretation of the 

11 items was tested for accuracy (see Appendix 6R) by asking nine post-graduate 

psychology students, a secondary school teacher, and a retired academic (N = 11), to match 

the new items with factor descriptors written by Gary Yukl 5. The overall accuracy of 

responses was 91%, with eight respondents interpreting the items with 100% accuracy. 

Examples of the items are My colleague inspired me with his/her request (representing the 

inspirational appeal subscale), and My colleague used rational persuasion, logical reasons, 

and/or facts (representing the rational persuasion subscale). Responses to each item are on 

 
5 From “Validation of the extended Influence Behaviour Questionnaire” by G. Yukl, C.F. Seifert, & C. 

Chavez, 2008, The Leadership Quarterly, 19, p. 610. Copyright [2001] by G Yukl. Reprinted with permission 
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a 5-point scale ranging from not at all (1) to a great deal (5). The full set of items may be 

viewed in Appendix 6P, Question 10.  As there is only one item per tactic, the scale score 

for each tactic was the same as the item score, ranging from 1 to 5.  A total influence tactic 

score was calculated for each respondent by calculating the mean of all 11 tactics; the range 

of possible scores is 1 – 5 with higher scores indicating a stronger aggregated role of Yukl’s 

eleven influence tactics. 

  (iv) A school climate measure was developed for this study. First 30 existing 

organisational climate scales, including global (n = 9), and mainly school specific (n = 21), 

measures, were reviewed. Due to their length, cultural fit, and/or industry context, none of 

these scales was considered suitable for the current study. The majority of school-specific 

measures were designed in the United States (presumably, with its school system in mind) 

and proved inappropriate in their original form for the current secondary school research as 

they either sought the perspectives of students (not staff), targeted elementary and middle 

schools, and/or were too long; for example, few scales had less than 30 items (e.g., Bear, 

Yang, Pell, & Gaskins, 2014; Durham, Bettencourt, & Connolly, 2014). Concerns 

regarding respondent burden, and consequent non-completion of questionnaires, deterred 

the addition of a lengthy climate scale to the other 59 items (plus demographic questions) in 

the fieldwork questionnaire. Further, none of the scales included the triad of school 

relationships - students, peers, and leaders - deemed important in this study.  Hart et al.’s 

(2000) 7-item professional interaction subscale, for example, makes no specific mention of 

students or school leaders.    

   The aim was to develop and use a parsimonious, context-appropriate measure that 

would correlate well with other, longer measures used previously. In addition to the 
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arguments for context specific climate scales provided in Chapter 5, Patterson and 

colleagues (2005) state that each climate questionnaire item should focus on the specific 

collective unit that corresponds to the climate being studied (e.g., team, department, or 

organisation). The perceived shortcomings of the 30 climate scales reviewed, along with 

the findings and conclusions outlined in Chapter 5, informed the decision to use six staff 

opinion items from Queensland’s DoE 2017 school opinion survey (SOS) for this study. 

 The decision to use staff opinion, rather than the views of students or parents, to 

measure school climate is supported by a statement from the Victorian Department of 

Education (VDoE: Department of Education and Early Childhood Development, 2009) 

which specifies that school climate refers to the quality of the school working environment 

and reflects how staff feel about their workplace and the way they work with others. 

Specifically, the VDoE states that climate is determined by the way staff work together to 

• provide high quality teaching and learning 

• share ideas and collaborate 

• be involved in making decisions 

• recognise other’s efforts and provide feedback 

• actively listen to each other 

• build trust and respect 

• learn from one another 

• feel supported by leadership teams   

• ensure the roles, responsibilities, and expectations of all staff are clear  

  The 46 items that formed the staff component of the DoE 2017 SOS were examined 

to select items to represent how staff interact with students and other staff, with the 
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additional requirement that at least one item specifically refers to leadership. The relevance 

and validity of the six items that were selected for use in this study were checked by 

conceptually aligning them with items from three robust climate scales and/or the preferred 

behaviours identified by the VDoE (2009), see Table 6.3.      
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Table 6.3 

 

 Conceptual Alignment of Study 3 Climate Scale Items with Other Scales and/or the Preferred Behaviours Identified by VDoE 

 

Climate scale items for 

current research: Study 3  

 

SOHQ  

(Hart et al., 2000) 

 

OCDQRS 

(Kottkamp et al., 1987) 

OHI 

(Hoy et al., 1990) 

Positive climate 

behaviours 

 (VDoE, 2009) 

Students are encouraged 

to do their best at this 

school  

 

Student orientation 

subscale (4 items) e.g., 

students are encouraged 

to experience success 

 

Teachers spend time 

after school with 

students who have 

individual problems   

Teachers believe students 

can achieve academically 

Students can achieve 

goals set for them 

Provide high quality 

teaching and learning 

People are treated fairly 

and consistently at my 

school. 

 

Excessive work 

demands subscale (4 

items) (R) e.g., there is 

too much expected of 

teachers 

The principal uses 

constructive criticism 

The principal explains 

his/her reasons for 

criticism 

The principal treats all 

faculty members as his/her 

equal 

The principal is friendly 

and approachable 

 

Actively listen to each 

other 

Build trust and respect 

Staff are well supported 

at this school  

 

supportive leadership 

subscale (5 items) e.g., 

there is support from 

administration in this 

school  

 

Teachers help and 

support each other 

Teachers receive 

necessary supplies 

Extra materials are 

available if requested 

 

Recognise others’ 

efforts and provide 

feedback 

The school leadership 

team are willing to act 

on suggestions to 

improve how things are 

done  

 

participative decision-

making subscale (4 

items) e.g., teachers are 

frequently asked to 

participate in decision 

making 

 

 

 

 The principal puts 

suggestions made by 

faculty into operation 

Feel supported by 

leadership teams. 
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Climate scale items for 

current research: Study 3  

 

SOHQ 

(Hart, 2000) 

 

OCDQRS 

(Kottkamp, 1987) 

OHI 

(Hoy, 1990) 

Positive climate 

behaviours 

(VDoE, 2009) 

Staff at my school work 

as a team to deliver 

improved outcomes  

 

professional interaction 

subscale (7 items) e.g., I 

receive support from my 

colleagues 

 Teachers do favours for 

each other 

Teachers in this school 

are cool and aloof to each 

other (R) 

 

Be involved in making 

decisions 

Share ideas and 

collaborate 

Learn from one 

another 

I feel that staff morale is 

positive at my school. 

 

Morale subscale (5 

items) e.g., the morale 

in this school is high 

 The morale of teachers is 

high. 

Teachers accomplish their 

jobs with enthusiasm  

There is a feeling of trust 

and confidence amongst 

the staff  

 

Note. SOHQ: School Organisational Health Questionnaire; OCDQ-RS: Organisational Climate Descriptive Questionnaire; OHI: Organisational Health 

Inventory; VDoE: Victorian Department of Education; (R) = reverse score items. Italics indicate scale items 
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  The six items had ecological validity in that they were originally designed for the 

organisational unit (a school, in the state of Queensland) in which the current study was 

being conducted.  An additional advantage of using these items was that they may have 

been familiar to participants who most likely complete the annual DoE school opinion 

survey from which the items were extracted. In taking this approach, the selected scale did 

not depart radically from what has been established and validated in the past. Each item has 

five response choices ranging from strong disagreement (1) to strong agreement (5). A 

mean climate score was calculated with the range of possible scores for a respondent being 

1 – 5, with higher scores indicating perceptions of a more positive school climate.     

(v)  A four-item measure of social identity developed and recommended by 

Postmes, Haslam, and Jans (2013) was used in the current study. As described in Chapter 5, 

social identity refers to the perception of the closeness of one’s association/alliance with 

others. For the current study, the scale was reworded to suit the school context with a focus 

on the perception of one’s association with one’s colleagues. Postmes and colleagues 

describe the 4-item measure as a good predictor of self-investment, which they see as the 

essence of identity, and provide evidence as to its reliability. Examples of items include I 

am glad to be a part of this group of colleagues and I identify with my school colleagues. 

Responses are scored using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to 

strongly agree (7). A mean social identity score was calculated; the range of possible scores 

is 1-7, with higher scores indicating stronger levels of social identification with colleagues. 

The full scale may be seen in Appendix 6P, Question 12. 

Corporate data. Participating schools provided their 2018 DoE staff school opinion 
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survey (SOS) data to enable the inclusion of multi-level data. This corporate data variable 

is referred to as organisational climate to distinguish it from the climate data extracted 

from the fieldwork questionnaires used in this study, which is referred to as school climate. 

Both sets of data pertain to a single school. 

The 2018 DoE school opinion staff survey consisted of 42 items. These items 

included five of the six items that make up the online school climate scale (the sixth item 

came from the 2017 DoE questionnaire, but was not included in the 2018 version), and 

other items such as I feel this school is a safe place in which to work, and My school 

inspires me to do the best in my job.  Responses to these 42 items were collected during 

July and August of 2018 (the year of in situ fieldwork). All staff then employed at the 

participating schools were invited to complete the DoE survey. Sample sizes varied by item 

for each school; School 1 N = 82-121, School 2 N = 41-58, and School 3 N = 77-95. 

Response rates (percentages) for each school are unknown as the number of employees is 

unknown. Data were collected on a 6-point scale, where 1 = strongly disagrees and 6 = 

strongly agrees. Scores for the 42 items are given in departmental records in the form of 

percentages. As all items are positively worded, the organisational climate score for each 

school was calculated by summing the percentages of respondents who agreed (which was 

an aggregate score of those who somewhat agreed, agreed, or strongly agreed) with each of 

the 42 items. The possible range of scores for each school was 0 – 4200. To maintain 

school anonymity, differences between school scores (rather than raw scores) were 

reported. The lowest school score was used as the baseline [10]. 
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Data analysis.  

  Qualitative data analysis. The recorded interviews were transcribed, and a copy of 

each transcription was provided to the relevant primary participant to (optionally) check for 

accuracy. No concerns with or corrections for the transcriptions were identified by primary 

participants.  

The process for distinguishing leadership from management requests, for the 

purposes of calculating FLSi, followed the procedure outlined in Chapter 4 which included 

distinguishing between core (leadership) and operational (management) business according 

to an organisation’s mission statement and professional development guidelines. The 

statement “Building Queensland’s future by giving all children a great start, engaging 

young people in learning, and creating safe, fair workplaces and communities.” from the 

DoE Strategic Plan 2018-2022 (2018, p.4) was used to generate one of two questions used 

to classify requests as either leadership or management, Is the focus of this request 

advancing student learning and/or creating a safe, fair environment? The second 

question was Would professional development be available for the focus area of this 

request? Requests were deemed to be leadership requests when both questions were 

answered in the affirmative. 

  The process for reviewing and analysing interview data followed 12 steps (see 

Figure 6.3).  In three of the steps (steps 5, 8, and 10), the same person, a 36-year-old female 

secondary school teacher, who was not involved with and had no knowledge of the identity 

of participant schools, provided checks on interrater reliability. 

 

 



252 
 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.3. The 12 steps of the qualitative analysis process. 

 

 

Step 1: Interview scripts were read in their entirety 

Step 2: Researcher-participant interaction agreement data were summarised and 

tallied 

Step 5: Qualitative influence tactics data were processed including (a) an 

interrater reliability procedure and (b) cross checks with questionnaire data  

Step 4: Time-delayed coding check for accuracy; corrections/adjustments made 

Step 6: Primary participant data was tabulated in school groups; request types 

(leadership or management) were determined 

Step 8: Interrater reliability procedure: request type (leadership or management) 

Step 7: Primary participant data analysis [Step 6] was redone to check accuracy 

Step 10: Interviewee reasons for compliance and non-compliance were analysed 

including an interrater reliability procedure 

Step 9: Thematic analysis of interviewee statements re school climate 

Step 12: Themes were refined 

Step 11: Thematic analyses of reasons for compliance and influence tactics data 

Step 3: Transcripts were re-read, fractured and coded using NVivo 12 
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1. Interview scripts were read in their entirety. 

2. The researcher-participant check regarding types of observed interactions were 

summarised and tallied. Results indicated 83.3% agreement from 162 checked 

interactions. Four of 14 participants struck over 90% agreement with the researcher. 

3. Transcripts were read for a second time, during which the data were fractured, and 

arranged/coded (Creswell, 1995) using NVivo 12 software, according to five 

research topics: reasons for compliance, reasons for resistance, influence tactics, 

organisational climate, and reasons for climate, by each of three schools. This 

resulted in 14 nodes of data, as School 1 had no reasons for resistance data.  

4. Coded and non-coded data in the NVivo database (interview transcripts) were 

examined for oversights. Where necessary, additional coding was completed. 

5. Field notes were reviewed for evidence of observed influence tactics to supplement 

the interview data. These data were then cross checked with the questionnaire data, 

using the unique identifier numbers given to secondary participants. Researcher 

interpretations were checked using an interrater agreement process. The person 

assisting with interrater reliability was given a list of the 11 influence tactics with 

user-friendly descriptions (see Appendix 6S). The list was discussed, and the rater 

was given opportunities to clarify her understanding of the tactics. She was also 

provided with a hard copy of deidentified primary participant emails in which 

requests were made of colleagues (n = 24, of a possible 30) and 10% of interview 

responses (n = 6), randomly selected. Email requests dominated this task as they 

were considered the more accurate and complete data set to use. The rater was 

asked to label tactics as she identified them. Prior to interrater discussion, there was 
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perfect agreement with 26.7% of requests, partial agreement with 60% of requests 

and no agreement with 13.3%. Discrepancies were resolved through discussion. The 

learning from this process guided the researcher to finalise the data analysis. 

6. Data were tabulated by primary participant, in school groups, to include observed 

influence tactic, direction of request, type of request (leadership or management), 

questionnaire influence tactic results, and the FLSM type of interaction (i.e., 

standard or non-standard). See Appendix 6T for an example of the tabulated data. 

7. In keeping with common wisdom regarding the benefits of allowing time between 

composing and proof reading/work-checking (Smith & Sutton, 1994), tabulated data 

were checked against the transcripts and field notes for accuracy after 48 hours from 

the initial analysis. Similarly, the categorisation of requests as either leadership or 

management in type was re-executed after 48 hours from the initial decisions, and 

prior to the interrater agreement process. 

8. A check on interrater agreement for the categorisation of requests as either 

leadership or management was undertaken. The check was conducted by providing 

the rater with the written definition of core business and the two guiding questions 

to support her decision making; specifically, Is the focus of this request advancing 

student learning and/or creating a safe, fair environment? and Would professional 

development be available for the focus area of this request?. A summary of each of 

the 76 requests, including context, was read aloud to the rater who gave her 

assessment of each as either a leadership or management request. The interrater 

check yielded 81.6 % agreement. Discrepancies were resolved through discussion. 
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Examples of leading and management requests with explanatory notes are included 

in Appendix 6U. 

9. A thematic analysis of primary participant comments describing and explaining 

climate was undertaken by school. The thematic analysis was conducted 

systematically according to the advice of Braun and Clarke (2006). This involved 

identifying as many codes (participant comments) as possible, finding repeated 

patterns through constant comparison (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), and retaining 

accounts which deviated from the dominant findings. Visual representations (tables) 

were used to support this process; see Appendix 6V for an example. Themes were 

formed and named, with minor/infrequent codes housed in a miscellaneous theme 

until the final analysis was completed and decisions made as to whether they could 

be discarded. Counting the references (data extracts/comments by individual 

participants) was an important part of this analysis to ensure the approach was 

systematic and methodical.  Appendix 6W provides examples of how data were 

treated using tables, colour coding, and counting to identify themes. The constant 

comparative method (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) was used to ensure groups of 

comments were conceptually tight. 

10. Primary participant comments regarding reasons for compliance and non-

compliance were summarised and tabulated, including extraction of direct quotes. 

Reasons for compliance were then mapped against the factors measured in the 

Reasons for Compliance Scale; see Appendix 6X. Researcher interpretations were 

checked using an interrater process. The person assisting with interrater reliability 

was provided with a hard copy list of the seven reasons for compliance factors with 
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user-friendly labels and examples (see Appendix 6Y). The list was discussed, with 

the rater given opportunities to clarify her understanding of the factors. She was also 

provided with a hard copy complete set of deidentified interview responses from 

School 1 (n = 16) and asked to label factors as she identified them. Prior to 

discussion, there was perfect agreement with reasons mapped on 37.5% of requests 

and partial agreement with 62.5% of requests. Discrepancies were resolved through 

discussion and the learning from this process guided the researcher to finalise the 

data analysis. 

Reasons for non-compliance (resistance) were grouped by school, categorised, and 

then thematically analysed using the same processes as described above.  

11. Step 11 was the thematic analysis of reasons for compliance and influence tactic 

data. While a purely inductive approach was not possible, given the high levels of 

prior engagement by the researcher with both theoretical and empirical papers on 

these topics, the researcher actively sought to identify data that may add to or 

challenge existing compliance and influence tactic frameworks. Thus, participants’ 

responses were categorised according to the frameworks in use, specifically, seven 

factors from the Reasons for Compliance Scale and 11 factors from the Influence 

Behaviour Questionnaire (IBQ: Yukl et al., 2008), and a miscellaneous category for 

each compliance and influence factors. This process enabled the alignment with and 

gaps between theory and results to be identified. A frequency count of the data in 

each category was undertaken and the data in the miscellaneous categories were 

grouped and named. 
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12. Themes were refined by checking for cohesion of the data within themes and 

making clear distinctions between themes.  

While the above set of steps ensured that a systematic approach was adopted for data 

analysis, the advice of Corbin and Strauss (2008) was also heeded:  

  No researcher should become so obsessed with following a set of coding procedures   

   that the fluid and dynamic nature of qualitative analysis is lost. The analytic  

  process, like any thinking process, should be relaxed, flexible, and driven by insight  

  gained through interaction with data rather than being overly structured and based  

  only on procedures (p.11).  

Quantitative data analysis. IBM SPSS Statistics (25) was used to explore and  

analyse the data. All 51 secondary participants and 13 supplementary respondents passed 

the attention check item in the online questionnaire. Five questionnaires were incomplete; 

one respondent completed 23.4% of scale items, two completed 39%, one completed 

54.7%, and one completed 98.4% of scale items. These five cases were included in the 

analyses. Missing values were treated using the Expectation-Maximisation algorithm.  

 Composite scores (means) were calculated to indicate the prevalence of each of the 

influence tactics (labelled ‘total influence tactic’), compliance triggers (labelled ‘total 

trigger’), negative manner of compliance (labelled ‘negative manner’), positive manner of 

compliance (labelled ‘positive manner’), school climate (labelled ‘school climate’), and 

social identity (labelled ‘social identity’), as well as each of the compliance trigger factors 

(labelled ‘task’, ‘client/business’, ‘external consequence’, ‘external attributes’, ‘intrinsic 

motivation’, ‘organisational factor’ and ‘request/dyad features’).  



258 
 

 

   None of the six skewed variables (positive manner, negative manner, school 

climate, social identity, task, or external consequence) were successfully modified using log 

transformation. Shapiro–Wilk tests indicated that the distribution of most (10 of 13) 

variables departed significantly (p < .05) from normality, thereby suggesting that 

assumptions underlying conventional parametric statistical techniques were most likely 

violated. Thus, non-parametric tests were used.  

  The FLSi was calculated for each primary participant using observation, interview, 

email, and survey data. First, successful leadership interactions were categorised as either 

standard (downward in direction) or non-standard (lateral or upward in direction); then, the 

formula was applied. As described in Chapter 4, the switching index formula is 

      FLSi =   
𝑁𝑠𝑖

𝑁𝑠𝑖+ 𝑆𝑖
 

 

where Nsi is the number of non-standard (lateral and upward) follower-leader 

interactions that occur over a set period of time and result in compliance, and Si is the 

number of standard (downward) follower-leader interactions that occur over the same set 

period of time and result in compliance. Non-standard and standard interactions were 

aggregated for each school to arrive at a FLSi for each school using the formula above. 

Correlational analysis (Spearman’s rank-difference test) was deemed appropriate for 

answering most research questions, given the small sample size and the exploratory nature 

of the study. The Kruskal-Wallis and Mann-Whitney U tests were used to compare groups, 

and the Friedman test analysed related samples. Descriptives, specifically frequency counts, 

were also conducted, and reliability analysis (Cronbach’s alpha) was undertaken to assess 

the seven factors in the Reasons for Compliance Scale. 
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Although data were collected from three schools and individual participants are 

nested within schools, multi-level analyses were not conducted because the number of 

schools (higher-order categories) does not meet sample size requirements (Van der Leeden 

& Busing, 1994). While not able to be analysed statistically, the higher-level organisational 

climate was considered an important inclusion in this study, along with school climate, on 

account of the explicit recognition researchers give to the multi-level nature of climate 

constructs (Schneider, Ehrhart, & Macey, 2013).  

 

6.3 Research Questions and Hypotheses 

 The main aims of the study were to explore (a) leading and following behaviours 

that are not determined, but may be influenced, by hierarchical position and (b) the 

relationships between these behaviours and other organisational variables, specifically, 

climate and social identity. Questions were designed to test the new follower-leader 

switching model (FLSM) and further investigate influence behaviours and reasons for 

compliance. The investigation of influence behaviours mostly builds upon existing 

knowledge, although there are exploratory questions, such as Question 1 that investigates 

areas not found to be previously researched. Questions designed to investigate reasons for, 

and manner of, compliance are also exploratory. 

  The study aimed to investigate 7 specific research questions and test 32 hypotheses, 

including hypotheses pertaining to 6 of the 7 research questions. There is insufficient theory 

or empirical research to support the formulation of hypotheses regarding either the 

prevalence of compliance factors (Question 1b) or the role of relationship duration in 

follower-leader interactions (Question 6). 
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  Research questions. 

  RQ1. What are the patterns (lateral, up, down frequencies) and prevalence of (a) 

attempted and successful influence and (b) compliance factors? Largely, in response to 

the global recession during the 1980s, many profit and not for profit organisations moved 

away from hierarchical structures in an attempt to reduce central control (Foster, 2013). 

The evolution of organisations towards the more open system and flattened structures of the 

twenty first century seems well recognised (Foster, 2013; Limerick & Cunnington, 1993).  

  While current thinking about organisations supports flattened structures and new 

ways of working that include greater autonomy and collaboration, traditional organisational 

structures, such as government bureaucracies, still exist. Bureaucracies, characterised by 

features such as entrenched hierarchy and division of labour (Jain, 2004), are likely to be 

less conducive than are flatter organisational structures, to the emergence of the new power 

dynamics (Baker, Mathis, Stites-Doe, & Javadian, 2016) inherent in F-L switching. 

Applying this logic to the current study, which was conducted in a large government 

organisation, entrenched in hierarchy, it was hypothesised that 

H1.  The majority (over 50%) of leadership/management attempts will be downward in 

direction. 

H2.  Rates of compliance will be higher in downward interactions, than in lateral or 

upward interactions. 

  Research investigating how often influence tactics, regardless of type, are used in 

leadership/management attempts appears to be non-existent. Two meta-analyses of 

influence tactic studies (i.e., Higgins, Judge, & Ferris, 2003; Lee et al., 2016), for example, 

make no mention of the frequency of influence tactic use. Rather, these meta-analyses 

describe and analyse findings from studies that investigated the dominance and 
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effectiveness of particular influence tactics. Thus, an empirically derived hypothesis was 

not possible for this research question. As scholars note, however, influence is essential to 

get one’s way (Kipnis et al., 1980) and, as proposed earlier in this thesis, the essence of 

leadership is influence (Beckerleg, 2003; Blom & Alvesson, 2014; Duncan, 2013; Gardner, 

Avolio, Luthans, May, & Walumbwa, 2005; Yukl et al., 2008), it was hypothesised that 

H3. Influence tactics will be evident in the majority (over 50%) of leadership/management 

attempts.   

  RQ2. What are the relationships between each of (a) the use of influence tactics 

(b) activation of particular compliance triggers, (c) manner of compliance, and (d) 

climate? While there are no known empirical investigations of manner of compliance or of 

compliance triggers to draw on for the formulation of hypotheses, research examining the 

relationships between influence tactics and workplace outcomes (relationships and tasks) 

provides guidance for hypothesising. As the meta-analysis by Lee et al. (2016, see Chapter 

5 for details) found that rational persuasion, exchange (though not statistically significant), 

inspirational appeal, apprising, collaboration, ingratiation, consultation, and personal appeal 

(though not statistically significant) have positive relationships with both task and 

relationship-oriented outcomes, it was hypothesised that 

The extent of use of (H4) rational persuasion, (H5) exchange, (H6) inspirational appeal, 

(H7) apprising, (H8) collaboration, (H9) ingratiation, (H10) consultation, (H11) personal 

appeal will (a) positively correlate with how immediately, fully, and conscientiously 

requested tasks are completed, and (b) negatively correlate with how resentfully and 

reluctantly they are performed. 
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  As Yukl (2010) suggested legitimating is likely to be ineffective, particularly if used 

in an arrogant or demanding manner, and as legitimating has been shown to be negatively 

correlated, although not significantly, with both task and relationship-oriented outcomes 

(Lee et al., 2016), it was hypothesised that 

H12. The extent of use of legitimating will (a) negatively correlate with how immediately, 

fully, and conscientiously tasks are completed, and (b) positively correlate with how 

resentfully and reluctantly they are performed. 

  As Lee et al. (2016) found that coalition was negatively correlated, although without 

statistical significance, with both task and relationship-oriented outcomes, it was 

hypothesised that 

H13. The extent of use coalition will (a) negatively correlate with how immediately, fully, 

and conscientiously tasks are completed, and (b) positively correlate with how resentfully 

and reluctantly performed. 

  As pressure tactics were reported to have a negative effect on behaviour (Bies & 

Tripp, 1985; Tepper, 2000), were not associated with intrinsic motivation (Sparrowe, 

Soetjipto, & Kraimer, 2006), and were negatively correlated with both task and 

relationship-oriented outcomes (Lee, et al., 2016), it was hypothesised that 

H14. The extent of use of pressure will (a) negatively correlate with how immediately, fully, 

and conscientiously tasks are completed, and (b) positively correlate with how resentfully 

and reluctantly they are performed. 

  The logical conceptual associations between the exchange and apprising tactics and 

the exchange trigger (Barbuto, 2000), and between inspirational appeal and Barbuto’s 

leader identification trigger (see Table 3.2), supported the hypotheses that 
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The extent of use of (H15) exchange and (H16) apprising will positively correlate with the 

anticipated external consequences trigger. 

H17. The extent of use of inspirational appeal will positively correlate with the 

request/dyad trigger. 

  The lack of previous research investigating follower triggers and manner of 

compliance does not provide for empirically derived hypotheses. Similarly, the scant theory 

regarding both variables limits the development of hypotheses from a theoretical 

perspective. Consideration was, therefore, given to the conceptual make-up of the Reasons 

for Compliance Scale and the manner of compliance measure. As higher scores on the 

Reasons for Compliance Scale seem to indicate positive connotations, for example, I 

trusted the person who made the request and doing the task well was important to me, and 

as the manner of compliance measure consists of two subscales, one with positive and the 

other with negative connotations, predictions followed that 

H18. There will be positive relationships between the activation of each compliance trigger 

and positive manner (completeness, immediacy, and conscientiousness) of compliance. 

H19. There will be negative relationships between the activation of each compliance 

trigger and negative manner (reluctance and resentment) of compliance. 

   The meta-analysis by Lee et al. (2016) provides evidence of positive relationships 

between each of rational persuasion, exchange, inspirational appeal, apprising, 

collaboration, ingratiation, consultation, and personal appeal and workplace task and 

relationship-oriented outcomes. While climate has been studied as a predictor of 

organisational outcomes, it has also been researched as an outcome of organisational 
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processes, such as leadership (see Schneider, et al., 2013). Consequently, it was 

hypothesised that  

H20. The extent of use of (a) rational persuasion, (b) exchange, (c) inspirational appeal, 

(d) apprising, (e) collaboration, (f) ingratiation, (g) consultation, and (h) personal appeals 

will positively correlate with climate. 

H21. The extent of use of (a) legitimating, (b) coalition, and (c) pressure will negatively 

correlate with climate. 

  As previously noted, there are no empirical studies of compliance triggers and 

manner of compliance to draw on for the formulation of hypotheses. Instead, evidence of 

positive relationships between workplace motivation and climate (Guzley, 1992; Mahal, 

2009; Mowday, Steers & Porter, 1979), and the notion of triadic reciprocal determinism 

(TRD) from social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986) were considered. TRD states 

behaviour (e.g., compliance), environment (e.g., climate), and person (e.g., needs, values, 

and goals) interact to impact one another. Thus, it was hypothesised that 

H22. The activation of all compliance triggers will positively correlate with climate. 

H23. Climate will (a) positively correlate with how positively (immediately, fully, and 

conscientiously) the requested task was completed; and (b) negatively correlate with 

negative manner of task completion (resentment and reluctance). 

  RQ3. Is the direction of the request (determined by hierarchical positions of 

interacting members) associated with (a) the extent of activation of particular compliance 

triggers, (b) the extent of use of particular influence tactics, and/or (c) manner of 

compliance? Studies investigating the direction of requests and influence tactics have 

found that the effectiveness of exchange and coalition tactics in achieving task-related 
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outcomes was similar for upward or downward requests/directions (Lee et al., 2016). In 

contrast, rational persuasion was more effective with downward than upward requests, 

inspirational appeal was effective in downward requests more so than upward requests, and 

ingratiation was more effective with downward and lateral requests than upward requests. 

Consequently, hypotheses were as follow 

H24. Use of (a) rational persuasion, (b) inspirational appeal, and (c) ingratiation will be 

more effective in producing compliance with downward than upward and lateral task-

related requests. 

   As the current research is being conducted in a well-established bureaucracy with 

entrenched hierarchical power structures, it was hypothesised that   

H25. Subordinates will respond to requests more positively (immediately, fully, and 

conscientiously) than peers or superiors. 

  The trigger items that, at face value, seem most conceptually aligned with direction 

of request are those assessing the organisational factor trigger, for example, My decision 

was in line with what my supervisor had requested from me and The person who asked me 

had the authority to do so. Thus, it was hypothesised that 

H26. Downward requests will activate the organisational factor trigger more than lateral 

or upward requests.  

   RQ4. Is there a relationship between the prevalence of follower-leader switching 

and organisational outcomes? Townsend and Gebhardt (2003) suggested that, to be 

effective, today’s complex organisations require organisational members to move between 

leading and following roles as necessary to conduct organisational business. Findings, 

albeit limited, from research investigating follower-leader switching in workplaces indicate 
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the presence and/or frequency of shifting behaviours are associated with superior 

performance (e.g., Campbell & Kinion, 1993; Foster, 2014; Gilstrap & Morris, 2015). 

These findings support an earlier study that concluded rigid follower-leader distinctions 

may be counterproductive to leadership goals (Vanderslice, 1988). Consequently, it was 

hypothesised that 

H27. Workplaces with more F-L switching will experience enhanced workplace climate 

H28. There will be a positive relationship between F-L switching and positive manner of 

compliance. 

  RQ5. Is there a relationship between how strongly members identify with their 

colleagues (social identity) and (a) the way they comply with requests and (b) the extent 

to which compliance triggers are activated?  While the lack of previous research in this 

area does not provide for empirically derived hypotheses, conceptually related studies have 

found positive relationships between social identity and employee outcomes (Cheng, 

Bartram, Karimi, & Leggat, 2016), including service quality, customer focussed citizenship 

behaviour, and customer focused, professionally oriented behaviour (Chen, Zhu, & Zhou, 

2015). Considering this research, it was hypothesised that 

H29. Social identity will (a) positively correlate with how immediately, fully, and 

conscientiously the task was completed; and (b) negatively correlate with how resentfully 

and reluctantly they are performed. 

  The conceptual alignment between social identity and workplace relationships and 

Barbuto’s (2000) proposition that leader referent power will positively correlate with the 

activation of the social identification trigger, led to hypothesising that 

H30. Social identity will positively correlate with the request/dyadic reason for compliance. 
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  RQ6. Are there associations between the duration of the relationship between 

interacting parties and each of (a) extent of activation of compliance triggers, (b) extent 

of use of influence tactics, and/or (c) manner of compliance? 

  RQ7. What are the reasons for non-compliance in response to requests? Is there a 

relationship between the extent of use of particular influence tactics and non-

compliance? Given the relationships between influence tactics and task and relationship-

oriented outcomes (Lee et al., 2016) outlined previously, it was hypothesised that  

H31. There will be negative correlations between the extent of use of (a) rational 

persuasion, (b) exchange, (c) inspirational appeal, (d) apprising, (e) collaboration, (f) 

ingratiation, (g) consultation, and (h) personal appeals, and non-compliance. 

H32. There will be positive correlations between the extent of use of each (a) legitimating, 

(b) coalition, and (c) pressure, and non-compliance. 

 Table 6.4 maps the research questions against the five sources of data used in this 

study.   
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Table 6.4 

Potential Sources of Data [Research Method] for Answering Research Questions 

Research Question Observation Interview Questionnaire Email Corporate 

data 

RQ1. What are the patterns (lateral, up, down) and 

prevalence of (a) attempted and successful influence and 

(b) compliance factors?  

 

X X X X  

RQ2. What are the relationships between each of (a) the 

use of influence tactics, (b) activation of particular 

compliance triggers, (c) manner of compliance, and/or 

(d) climate?  

  X  X 

      

RQ3. Is the direction of the request (determined by 

hierarchical positions of interacting members) associated 

with (a) the extent of activation of particular compliance 

triggers, (b) the extent of use of particular influence 

tactics, and/or (c) manner of compliance? 

 

RQ4. Is there a relationship between the prevalence of 

follower-leader switching and organisational outcomes?                              
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Research Question Observation Interview Questionnaire Email Corporate 

data 

 

RQ5. Is there a relationship between how strongly 

members identify with their colleagues (social identity) 

and (a) the way they comply with requests and (b) the 

extent to which compliance triggers are activated?   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

X 

  

RQ6. Are there associations between the duration of the 

relationship between interacting parties and each of (a) 

extent of activation of compliance triggers, (b) extent of 

use of influence tactics, and/or (c) manner of 

compliance? 

 

   

X 

  

RQ7. What are the reasons for non-compliance in 

response to requests? Is there a relationship between the 

extent of use of particular influence tactics and non-

compliance? 

 

 X X   
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6.4  Results 

  Descriptives.  

Descriptive statistics for the multi-item scales used in Study 3 are presented in 

Table 6.5. The possible range of scores for all scales, other than social identity, was 1-5 as 

5-point scales were used. As social identity used a 7-point scale, the possible range of 

scores was 1-7.  

Table 6.5 

Descriptive Statistics for Multi-Item Scales 

Scale                                                                                     Standard          Standardised    

 Min. Max. Mean Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 

Total influence tactic 1.00 3.55 1.96 .64 2.35 -.52 

Social identity 1.32 7.00 5.92 1.12 -5.64 7.59 

Psych. climate 1.00 5.00 4.04 .90 -4.17 2.65 

Manner of Compliance Variables 

Positive manner 2.00 5.00 4.53 .68 -5.78 5.19 

Negative manner 1.00 5.00 1.16 .60 16.37 46.07 

Compliance Trigger Variables 

Client/business tr. .89 5.00 3.74 1.11 -2.32 -.71 

Task trigger .53 5.00 3.63 .83 -3.52 3.72 

Request/dyad trigger .82 5.00 3.15 .93 -1.15 -.75 

Intrinsic trigger 1.41 4.67 2.88 .86 .82 -1.6 

Org. trigger 1.00 5.00 2.87 .90 -1.03 -.42 

Ext. attribute trigger 1.00 4.40 1.91 .94 2.99 -.01 

Ext. consequence tr. .92 4.00 1.32 .67 8.26 9.35 

Total trigger 1.06 4.27 2.79 .60 -.00 1.17 

Note. Min. = minimum. Max. = maximum. Psych. = psychological. Ext. = external. Org. = organisational. tr. 

= trigger 
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  These results are remarkably similar to those obtained in Study 2. For example, the 

mean scores for manner of compliance in Study 2 were positive M = 4.15 and negative M = 

1.63. Similarly, the rank order for compliance trigger scores between the two studies only 

differed marginally. The task trigger, ranked second in the current study (M = 3.63), scored 

highest in Study 2 (M = 3.69) while the client/business trigger ranked second (M = 3.39), 

compared to first rank in the current study (M = 3.74). Also, the organisational trigger, 

which ranked fifith in this study (M = 2.87), was placed fourth (M = 3.3) in Study 2, with 

the intrinsic trigger ranked fifth (M = 3.08). The consistent trends in the results across the 

two studies strengthens the validity of the findings and promotes confidence in the Reasons 

for Compliance Scale. 

  Results by research question. 

   RQ1. What are the patterns (frequencies: lateral, up, down) and prevalence of (a) 

attempted and successful influence and (b) compliance factors? RQ1(a) The patterns of 

attempted and successful leadership/management requests are shown by school in Table 

6.6. This data is an aggregation of requests made by and of primary participants. 
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Table 6.6 

Frequency (and row percentages) of Leadership and Management Requests by School 

Direction of 

request 

School 

ID 

 number 

Successful 

leadership 

requests 

Other 

leadership 

requests 

Total 

leadership 

requests 

Successful 

management 

requests 

Other 

management 

requests 

Total 

management 

requests 

Row 

Total 

Requests 

Up School 1 5 1 6 (46.2%) 5 2 7 (53.8%) 13 (100%) 

School 2 3 0 3 (30.0%) 6 1 7 (70.0%) 10 (100%) 

School 3 0 0 0 (0.0%) 6 2 8 (100%) 8 (100%) 

Total upward  

 

8 1 9 (29.0%) 17 5 22 (71.0%) 31 (100%) 

Lateral School 1 4 1 5 (62.5%) 2 1 3 (37.5%) 8 (100%) 

School 2 6 6 12 (37.5%) 14 6 20 (62.5%) 32 (100%) 

School 3 1 1 2 (22.2%) 5 2 7 (77.8%) 9 (100%) 

Total lateral  

 

11 8 19 (38.8%) 21 9 30 (61.2%) 49 (100%) 

Down School 1 7 1 8 (57.1%) 4 2 6 (42.9%) 14 (100%) 

School 2 4 2 6 (30.0%) 12 2 14 (70%) 20 (100%) 

School 3 6 1 7 (30.4%) 11 5 16 (69.6%) 23 (100%) 

Total downward  

 

17 4 21 (36.8%) 27 9 36 (63.2%) 57 (100%) 

Total  36 13 49 (35.8%) 65 23 88 (64.2%) 137 (100%) 

Note. Potential leadership and potential management requests are requests that were either resisted by the primary participant or the outcome from the 

request is unknown (i.e., questionnaire not completed) 
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  As shown, most requests were categorised as management type (64.2%), of which 

73.9% were known to be successful; that is, the target of the request complied. It is possible 

the rate of compliance was higher; however, the exact rates of compliance are unknown for 

reasons outlined previously. Leadership type requests made up 35.8% of requests, with 

73.5% of those known to be successful.    

  While the most frequent direction for both leadership and management requests was 

downward, n = 21 (of 49 = 42.9%) and n = 36 (of 65 = 55.4%), respectively, H1, that the 

majority of leadership/management attempts will be downward in direction, is not 

supported, as overall, only 41.6% (57 of 137) of all influence attempts were downward in 

direction. Downward influence attempts were, however, more frequent than were requests 

directed either laterally (35.8%) or upwards (22.6%).  

 When considering leadership-management request patterns by school, School 1 had 

the highest proportion of leadership requests (54.3%) and was the only school to have more 

leadership than management requests. (School 2 = 33.9%; School 3 = 22.5%).  These 

findings are discussed below when school data are compared. 

  Of 76 requests made by primary participants, 71 were made to individuals and 5 

were made to groups (two or more people). Questionnaires indicating secondary participant 

compliance (N = 51; 42 individual and nine group responses) were completed; 18 responses 

were to leadership requests and 33 were for management requests. It is not possible to 

accurately calculate compliance rates as the outcomes from 34 requests are unknown, with 

no questionnaires returned for non-compliance or fence sitting, and, as previously 

highlighted, the exact number of potential secondary participants is unknown. Thus, H2 

that rates of compliance will be higher in downward interactions, than in lateral or upward 
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interactions can neither be accepted nor rejected. That said, eight incidents of non-

compliance by primary participants were observed during fieldwork, across two schools. 

While three of these requests were downward and five were lateral in direction, suggesting 

non-compliance may be higher in non-standard interactions (as defined in the FLSM in 

Chapter 4), the sample size, and difference in proportions, are insufficient to draw firm 

conclusions.  

Both the quantitative and qualitative data support H3 that influence tactics will be 

evident in the majority of leadership/management attempts. Fifty-one requests made by 

primary participants during observation were discussed at interview to ascertain the 

requestor’s perception of influence tactics that may have been in play. These 51 requests 

were not the same 51 requests (which included emails) to which secondary participants 

responded, although there was considerable overlap. After providing context and describing 

the request, the researcher asked questions such as “And before you made that request of 

him, did you consider how you were going to approach him?”, “Had you considered how 

you would approach her?”, “Was there anything deliberate in your approach?”, “Was there 

anything particular about the way you asked them?”, and “Did you give any particular 

thought as to how you would ask her?” While primary participants most often answered 

‘no’ as their initial response, subsequent elaboration often revealed there was consideration 

given to how requests were made. For example, the following interview excerpt relates to a 

primary participant requesting correction to a timetable. 

Respondent: …I guess it was more just reminding her, so she knows to change it. I 

didn't really think about what I was going to say, because it happened very quickly. 

 

  Interviewer: It was pretty spontaneous? 

 

 Respondent: Yes. 



275 
 

 

 

 Interviewer: So, there was not a deliberate strategy or an approach that you took 

  with that? 

 

Respondent: No. I guess when I said it I kind of tried to put the blame on me, not 

the timetable being wrong. I think I said maybe I went to D block first instead of M 

block, so it was kind of all my fault I didn't go to M block. 

 

 Interviewer: So, you kind of worded it cautious or polite. 

 

 Respondent: Yes, indirectly saying that I went to D block because it (the timetable)  

  was wrong. 

 

 Of the 51 requests discussed at interview, 21 participant responses indicated there 

were no tactics/strategies considered; these responses matched the researcher’s 

observations. Researcher observations also matched 14 participant responses of how 

requests were made. Most of these considerations involved influence tactics, as currently 

defined, while approximately four requests involved the use of humour and/or deliberate 

politeness which are not considered influence tactics according to the model informing this 

study (Yukl et al., 2008). Appendix 6Z shows a sample of influence tactics identified in the 

fieldwork. There were 16 requests in which participants responded there was no deliberate 

thought given to how the request was made, however, the researcher identified, either 

through subsequent elaboration by the participant and/or personal observation, that 

influence tactics (mostly rational persuasion) were used. So, in summary of the qualitative 

data, it seems influence tactics permeate workplace requests, and they are often used 

without deliberate or conscious consideration. This conclusion is further strengthened by 

the quantitative data (as reported below), although a significant problem was identified with 

reporting/interpretation of influence tactics by secondary participants. The problem is 

explained here.  
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Validity of influence tactic data. Influence tactics observed in face-to-face 

interactions and identified in emails were calibrated against the experiences of secondary 

participants, as reported in the questionnaire. Overall, there was poor alignment between 

researcher observations/email analysis and the reported experiences of secondary 

participants. Tactics scored 3 (somewhat relevant) or higher on the 5-point response scale 

were considered apropos for the analysis. 

Forty-four of 51 secondary participants identified influence tactics in their 

interactions. Only three of 44 secondary participant responses perfectly matched the 

researcher’s observations/email analyses and 12 partially matched. A partial match was 

identified when one or more influence tactics were common to both the secondary 

participant’s and the researcher’s interpretations. For example, the researcher may have 

recognised rational persuasion and coalition in an interaction, but the secondary participant 

only identified rational persuasion.  

Most often (28 of the 51 responses), secondary participants over-reported influence 

 

tactics. The following email text provides an example. 

 

 Hi ……… (school leader’s name).  

  I meant to speak with you about this earlier…sorry.  Any chance you can mention in  

  the staff meeting today about the duty of care/supervision/roles etc. for the  

  Athletics Carnival? 

 

The researcher identified personal appeal (any chance) and legitimating (duty of care) as 

possible influence tactics in this email, whereas the secondary participant identified six 

tactics: legitimating, ingratiating, apprising, collaborating, coalition, and rational 

persuasion. Similarly, a face-to-face instruction to hand out test papers face down was 

interpreted by the secondary participant to include six influence tactics: exchange, 

ingratiation, legitimating, collaborating, coalition, and rational persuasion. The researcher 
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did not identify any influence tactics with this straightforward direction. These results raise 

doubt regarding the accuracy of this aspect of the questionnaire data and/or researcher 

interpretive analyses. It seems the questionnaire instructions and statement that attempted to 

make clear the specificity of the request; that is The following eleven statements relate 

specifically to how your colleague made the request, may not have been understood as 

intended by participants.  

 Casting further doubt over the validity of the quantitative influence tactic data is the 

substantial variation in individual accounts of group requests. For example, three 

participant responses to a single group request collectively reported seven influence tactics, 

with only one tactic common to all three participants. Three participant responses to 

another group request collectively covered 11 influence tactics with no single tactic agreed 

upon by all three participants. The most congruent group result involved four participant 

responses covering nine influence tactics with only three tactics common to all four 

participants.  

RQ1(b) Are particular reasons for compliance more prevalent than others?  

  Questionnaire data. Mean (and standard deviation) levels of activation of the seven 

reasons for compliance (triggers) are given, by school, in Table 6.7. 
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Table 6.7 

Descriptive Statistics for Questionnaire Respondents’ Ratings of Compliance Factors by 

School and Overall Results 

School  Business/ 

client 

Task 

features 

Request/dy

ad features  

Intrinsic 

motivators 

Org.  

factors 

External 

attribute 

External 

conseq. 

1.00 

n = 15 

Mean 3.90 3.80 3.02 3.08 3.01 1.65 1.23 

SD (1.14) (.48) (.90) 

 

(.80) (.60) (.66) (.43) 

2.00 

n = 26 

Mean 3.48 3.53 3.12 2.74 2.61 1.98 1.32 

SD (1.11) (1.03) (.97) 

 

(.92) (1.06) (.99) (.66) 

3.00 

n = 23 

Mean 3.92 3.63 3.29 2.92 3.07 2.01 1.38 

SD (1.08) (.78) (.94) 

 

(.82) (.82) (1.03) (.81) 

Overall 

N = 64 

Mean 3.74 3.63 3.15 2.88 2.87 1.91 1.32 

SD (1.11) (.83) (.93) 

 

(.86) (.90) (.94) (.67) 

Note. SD = standard deviation; Org = organisational; conseq. = consequence 

 

Analysis of these questionnaire data revealed higher (raw) means for client/business 

reasons (M = 3.74, SD = 1.11) and task related features (M = 3.63, SD = .83), while 

external consequences (M = 1.32, SD = .67) and external attributes (M = 1.91, SD = .94) 

were least dominant. Applied to a subset of data (secondary participants, n = 51) which 

enabled distinctions between leadership and management requests to be made, the Mann-

Whitney U test indicated that overall trigger activation was not significantly different 

between leadership (Mean Rank = 25.21, n = 19) and management requests (Mean Rank = 

26.47, n = 32), U = 289, z = -.292 (corrected for ties), p = .770, two-tailed, with a small 

effect size (r = .04). Further analyses revealed there were no differences found between 

leadership and management requests for each individual trigger, all U >231, ns.  



279 
 

 

There were significant differences in the prevalence/strength of activation of the 

seven triggers, Friedman χ2 (n = 64) = 213.76, p <.001. To determine which pairs of reasons 

for compliance (triggers) were activated at different rates, follow-up Wilcoxon sign-rank 

tests (n = 64), with Bonferroni adjustment (two-tailed p = .0024), were conducted using 

data from all schools combined, and indicated   

• external consequences was activated less often than intrinsic (z = -6.891), 

client/business (z = -6.890), task (z = -6.887), organisational (z = -6.836), 

request/dyad (z = -6.834), and external attributes (z = -5.173). 

• external attributes was activated less than task (z = -6.676), client/business (z = -

6.638), request/dyad (z = -6.498), intrinsic (z = -5.978), and organisational (z = -

5.318) 

• client/business was activated more than intrinsic (z = -5.416), organisational (z = -

5.097), and request/dyad (z = -4.015) 

• task was activated more than intrinsic (z = -4.537), organisational (z = -4.537), and 

request/dyad (z = -3.516). 

 

Interview data: Reasons for compliance. Sixty requests made of primary  

participants (resulting in compliance) were observed across the three schools. Multiple 

reasons for compliance were given for most (45) of the 60 requests and single reasons were 

given for compliance with 15 requests. Participant responses were mapped against the 

seven factors underpinning the Reasons for Compliance Scale. Frequencies of factor 

representation in participant responses are presented in Table 6.8. Explicit statements were 

used as the basis for making decisions (inferences) in the mapping process. If two separate 
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reasons for a single request belonged to the same compliance trigger category (e.g., “it’s 

my job” and “he’s my boss”, both of which belong to the organisational factor trigger), the 

trigger category was only counted once. 

Table 6.8 

Frequency of Primary Participants’ (N =14) Reasons for Compliance Mapped Against 

Reasons for Compliance Scale Factors 

 Client/b

usiness 

interests 

Task 

features 

Request/

dyad 

features  

Intrinsic 

motivat-

ors 

Org.  

factors 

External 

attribute 

External 

conseq. 

School 1 # 

Proportion 

(%)  

of factors 

 

12 

(38.7%) 

3 

(9.7%) 

3 

(9.7%) 

1 

(3.2%) 

4 

(12.9%) 

4 

(12.9%) 

4 

(12.9%) 

School 2 # 

Proportion 

(%)  

of factors 

 

14 

(34.1%) 

8 

(19.5%) 

3 

(7.3%) 

2 

(4.9%) 

12 

(29.3%) 

1 

(2.4%) 

1 

(2.4%) 

School 3 # 

Proportion 

(%)  

of factors 

 

14 

(46.7%) 

5 

(16.7%) 

3 

(10%) 

1 

(3.3%) 

5 

(16.7%) 

0 

(0%) 

2 

(6.7%) 

Total 

number of 

reasons 

given  

(# = 102) 

 

40 

 

16 

 

9 

 

4 

 

21 

 

5 

 

7 

 

Total 

proportion 

(%) 

of reasons 

categorised 

within each 

factor 

39.2% 15.7% 8.8% 3.9% 20.6% 4.9% 6.9% 

Note. #  = number of reasons; Org = organisational; conseq. = consequence 
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  (i) Interrater process. As outlined previously, an interrater process was conducted 

to enhance the reliability and validity of the mapping process. This involved the researcher 

and a rater each separately examining the reason/s offered (explicit statements) for each of 

16 requests and then assigning those reasons, where possible, to one or more of the seven 

compliance trigger categories. A moderation process followed whereby the rater gave a 

rationale for her decisions and decisions were discussed. Prior to moderation, there were no 

complete mismatches between the researcher and the rater’s interpretation of reasons for 

compliance, when analysing the data by request.  

The main explanation for the differences (partial mismatches) between the 

researcher’s and the rater’s decisions was different inferences made from the same data 

(explicit statement); although there were two occasions when the rater inferred reasons 

beyond explicit statements. Examples of different inferences from the same data include the 

analysis of a statement from a participant who explained she complied because she could 

help. The rater inferred “I could help” mapped onto the organisational factor trigger, 

proposing that the respondent would only have been able to help had the request been part 

of her role/job description. The researcher, on the other hand, inferred “I could help” 

belonged to the task factor trigger whereby the respondent had either the time, skills or 

resources to assist. Similarly, the rater mapped “[to] back him up, make sure he has the 

material he needs” onto the extrinsic attributes factor (relationship building), while the 

researcher felt this reason was more appropriately considered a client/business factor, 

specifically my decision was in the best interest of my work team.  In response to the 

moderation process, the researcher modified the categorisation of three (out of a possible 
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16) requests and used the learning from this process to complete the analysis of the 

remaining data set (n = 45).  

(ii) Summary of interview data. Overall, the compliance factors most frequently 

cited at interview to explain compliance were client/business interests (39.2%), 

organisational factors (20.6%), and task related features (15.7%). The least frequently cited 

were intrinsic motivators (3.9%) and external attributes (4.9%). Other than the dominance 

of client/business interests across the three schools, there were no notable trends. The 

results for School 1 were distinctly different, with external consequences and external 

attributes (12.9% each) figuring more prominently in the results and few participants 

nominating task related features (9.7%) when compared to the other schools (19.5% and 

16.7%). Primary participants from all three schools rated client/business interests as the 

dominant factor, accounting for almost 40% of compliance decisions across all schools. 

 Nine reasons offered at interview did not readily fit into a single factor from the 

Reasons for Compliance Scale, although none was completely at odds with the concepts in 

the scale. These reasons are listed in Table 6.9.  
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Table 6.9 

 

Primary Participant Reasons for Compliance that Potentially Challenge the Compliance 

Trigger Model 

Reasons Frequency Possible factor* 

matches 

Possible theme 

The request was 

reasonable/fair/valid/rational 

7 organisational, 

task related, 

client/business  

 

reasonable request 

It’s an expectation to help 

for the greater good 

No detriment to students 

 

1 

 

1 

organisational, 

client/business 

social 

responsibility 

 

I’m a good girl 

Previous commitment 

 

1 

1 

intrinsic motivation 

external attributes 

self-image 

(congruence) 

Owed for past support 

Future exchange 

 

2 

1 

Request/dyad feature 

external consequence 

exchange 

To listen to 

colleagues/follow colleague 

protocols 

 

2 client/business  

external attributes 

team player 

Legal requirement 

 

1 client/business  

task related 

external forces 

Note. *Factors from the Reasons for Compliance Scale 

   

  While these responses may be considered challenges to the model underpinning the 

Reasons for Compliance Scale factors, further probing of participants at interview may (or 

may not) have revealed a closer fit to the model.  For example, further investigation of the 

response “the request was reasonable” may have revealed motives that aligned with either 

the organisational factor (e.g., “it was reasonable because it’s my job”) or the task related 

factor (e.g., “it was reasonable because I had the time to do it”). 

  The rank ordering of the compliance triggers by primary participants at interview 

and questionnaire respondents were correlated at rs = .57, p = .180. Comparing the content 
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of Tables 6.7 (questionnaire) and 6.8 (interview), it can be seen, for example, that (a) 

client/business interests was the factor most frequently cited by both primary participants 

and questionnaire respondents to explain compliance, and (b) external attributes ranked 

sixth in both sets of data.  Thus, the overall alignment between the two sets of data 

strengthens the findings. That said, one key difference between the two data sets is in 

relation to intrinsic motivation as a reason for complying with requests, which was ranked 

lowest (seventh) on the interview data but fourth on the questionnaire results. This 

difference may be explained in terms of impression management, whereby respondents in 

face-to-face interviews, compared to anonymous questionnaire respondents, are more likely 

to emphasise benefits to others as a motivating force. 

  RQ2(i). Does the extent of use of influence tactics correlate with manner of 

compliance? Questionnaire respondents’ ratings of requestors’ use of influence tactics had 

little association with their own reported manner of compliance, as shown in Table 6.10.  
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Table 6.10 

 

Spearman’s rho Correlations between Extent of Use of Influence Tactics and Manner of 

Compliance (N = 64) 

Influence tactic Positive manner Negative manner 

Legitimating -.16 .09 

Ingratiation -.09 -.15 

Apprising -.22* -.11 

Pressure -.20 .05 

Exchange -.16 .34** 

Collaboration -.25* .19 

Inspirational appeal -.15 -.07 

Personal appeal .11 -.14 

Coalition -.06 .18 

Rational persuasion -.07 -.20 

Consultation -.07 -.01 

Total influence tactic -.22* -.04 

Note. *Correlation is significant at .05 level (1-tailed). **Correlation is significant at .01 level (1-tailed)  
    

No support was obtained for Hypotheses 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, or 14. Eight 

influence tactics (rational persuasion, inspirational appeal, ingratiation, consultation, 

personal appeal, legitimating, coalition and pressure) did not correlate with either measure 

of manner of compliance, 16 rs ≤ ± .20, ns. Contrary to H5, H7, and H8, respectively, 

exchange moderately positively correlated with negative manner, rs = .34, p = .003, and 

positive manner had small negative correlations with each apprising, rs  = -.22, p = .043, 
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and collaboration, rs  = -.25, p = .022. These findings suggest that followers may not 

appreciate workplace deals as a means to obtaining cooperation and may experience 

negative emotions when offered something in exchange for cooperation – perhaps they feel 

they are being manipulated or paid off. Similarly, explanations of how cooperation may 

yield benefits (apprising) may be viewed with suspicion, thus reducing follower 

engagement with task completion. It is also possible that follower compliance decreases 

with offers of support as, with support, individuals may not feel completely responsible for 

the task and therefore may relax their commitment to task completion.  

Several other observations are worth noting: (1) that total influence tactics 

negatively correlated with positive manner, suggests that conscientiousness and expedience 

with task completion are reduced with perceptions of higher use of influence tactics; (2) 

that personal appeals was the only tactic to be positively associated (albeit non-significantly 

so) with both an increasingly positive manner of compliance and a decreasingly negative 

manner of compliance, indicating that this might be the most effective tactic to use; (3) 

frequency of use of some other tactics (most notably, collaboration) had the opposite 

associations (i.e., positive compliance decreased and negative compliance increased), 

suggesting that these may not be effective strategies; and (4) extent of use of some other 

tactics (e.g., apprising) had seemingly contradictory associations (compliance became less 

positive but also less negative). 

  RQ2 (ii). Does the extent of use of influence tactics correlate with particular 

compliance trigger activation? As seen in Table 6.11, correlation coefficients show 

numerous (39 of a possible 77) positive relationships between the strength of use of 

influence tactics and compliance trigger activation. The influence tactics with the strongest 
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relationships to triggers, rs >.4, p <.01, were collaboration, consultation, and inspirational 

appeal. Major exceptions to the pattern of generally positive correlations were (a) pressure, 

which negatively correlated with both client/business and request/dyad features, and (b) 

rational persuasion, which negatively correlated with task. The task trigger was the only 

trigger not correlated with total influence tactics and negatively correlated with rational 

persuasion.   
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Table 6.11 

 

Correlations between Extent of Use of Influence Tactics and Activation of Compliance Triggers (N = 64)  

 

Influence Tactic Perceived to be 

Used by Requestors  

 

Compliance Triggers Activated in Followers 

Client/b

usiness 

interests 

Task 

related 

features 

Request/

dyad 

features 

Intrinsic 

motivat. 

Org. 

factors 

Extern. 

attrib. 

Extern. 

conseq. 

Total 

trigger 

Legitimating: my colleague 

legitimated the request by 

referring to policy, prior 

agreements, or other documents. 

.14 -.15 .03 .16 .33** .21* .39** .24* 

Ingratiation: my colleague 

suggested I have the skills and 

qualities necessary for the request 

to be completed. 

.12 .16 .04 .31** -.02 .24* .24* .25* 

Apprising: my colleague explained 

how my cooperation would yield 

benefits. 

.13 -.15 .03 .12 .15 .09 .21* .16 

Pressure: my colleague used 

pressure and/or demanded I carry 

out the request. 

-.27* -.08 -.22* -.08 -.04 .21* .20 -.10 

Exchange: my colleague offered 

me something in exchange for my 

cooperation. 

.06 .21* .21* .17 .31** .28* .33** .30* 
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Influence tactic Client/b

usiness 

interests 

Task 

related 

features 

Request/

dyad 

features 

Intrinsic 

motivat. 

Org. 

factors 

Extern. 

attrib. 

Extern. 

conseq. 

Total 

trigger 

Collaboration: my colleague 

offered to assist with either 

resources or other support to 

enable me to carry out the request. 

.24* .11 .32** .42** .53** .23* .41** .47** 

Inspirational appeal: my colleague 

inspired me with his/her request. 

.23* .02 .32** .46** .37** .16 .33** .43** 

Personal appeal: my colleague 

asked me to complete the 

task/activity as a favour. 

-.00 .18 .13 -.01 -.18 .22* .09 .11 

Coalition: my colleague 

mentioned/brought others when 

s/he made the request. 

.16 .36** .09 .04 .27* .20 .22* .27* 

Rational persuasion: my colleague 

used rational persuasion, logical 

reasons and/or facts. 

.08 -.28* -.19 -.09 .07 -.02 .17 -.06 

Consultation: my colleague asked 

me to suggest ways in which the 

request /task might be completed. 

.34** .06 .16 .34** .47** .16 .44** .43** 

Total influence tactic .33** .08 .23* .38** .39** .30** .45** .49** 

Note. *Correlation (Spearman’s rho) is significant at .05 level (1-tailed, because directional hypotheses were proposed). **Correlation is significant at .01 

level (1-tailed). org.= organisational. extern. = external. attrib. = attributes. conseq. = consequences. motivat.= motivation. Bolded correlations = ≥ .3 
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  H15 was supported with a moderate positive correlation between exchange and 

external consequences, rs  = .33, p = .004.  H16 was supported with a small positive 

correlation between the use of apprising and external consequences, rs  = .21, p = .048, and 

H17 was supported with a moderate positive correlation between inspirational appeal and 

request/dyad features, rs = .32, p = .005. Also, of note is the finding that the highest 

correlation reported in Table 6.11 was between frequency of use of the aggregated set of 

influence tactics and the overall extent of trigger activation. As expected, respondents who 

reported stronger perceptions of influence tactics also reported stronger activation of 

compliance triggers.  

The overall results show influence tactics and compliance triggers correlated 

frequently; however, questions possibly arise around the validity of this conclusion given 

the problems highlighted previously using data triangulation. The questionable accuracy of 

secondary participants (over) reported influence tactics, and seemingly implausible 

relationships such as the negative relationship between rational persuasion and task, and the 

positive relationship between exchange and organisational factors reduce the credibility of 

the data. 

RQ2 (iii). Does compliance trigger activation correlate with manner of 

compliance? There is minimal evidence supporting relationships between trigger activation 

and manner of compliance. H18, which predicted positive relationships between all triggers 

and a positive manner of compliance, was not supported, all rs  <.21, ns.  H19, which 

predicted negative relationships between all triggers and negative manner was partially 

supported with moderate and small negative relationships indicated between negative 

manner and two triggers: client/business, rs  = -.30, p = .009, and intrinsic, rs  = -21, p = 
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.047.  These findings suggest resentment and reluctance decline when employees see 

benefits for the business and/or clients and/or when they find the task intrinsically 

motivating and worthwhile. 

 RQ2 (iv). Is there a relationship between the extent of use of influence tactics and 

climate? The relationship between influence tactics use and climate appears to be minimal. 

The extent of use of only one influence tactic, inspirational appeal, was positively 

correlated with school climate, rs  = .24, p = .030, lending partial support to H20 which 

predicted eight influence tactics would correlate positively with climate. There was no 

support for H21 which predicted negative correlations between climate and three tactics: 

legitimating, rs  = .03, p = .401, pressure, rs  = -.20, p = .055, and coalition, rs  = .06, p = 

.331. 

  Before reporting the qualitative data obtained at interview pertaining to the use of 

influence tactics and their possible associations with school climate, it is worth noting the 

different levels at which the factors/items from Yukl et al.’s (2008) IBQ have been applied. 

Specifically, the IBQ is person based; the instruction states “Please describe how much the 

person indicated above uses each type of behaviour in an effort to influence you”. The 11 

items distilled from the IBQ used in this study, however, are interaction (micro) based; the 

instruction states “The following eleven statements relate specifically to how your 

colleague made the request”. The upcoming interpretation of interview data attempts to 

consider the possibilities of influence tactics at a macro-organisational level. In doing so, 

the researcher acknowledges the endeavour is largely speculative. 

  Qualitative findings. When asked at interview about the reasons for the climate that 

exists at their school, primary participants offered the following insights into the potential 
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role of influence tactics at a macro-level. Participants in the school with the highest 

organisational climate score identified a leadership team with strong vision and values 

(inspirational appeal) and a strong student focus (rational persuasion). Strong vision and 

values suggest the influence tactic of inspirational appeal, as items in the IBQ (Yukl et al., 

2008) used to indicate inspirational appeal include statements such as describes a clear, 

inspiring vision and talks about ideals and values.  

Participants from the school with the second highest organisational climate score 

also emphasised the key role of school leaders in establishing and maintaining school 

climate and, without providing explicit reference to influence tactics, implied that the 

leadership team was collaborative, supportive, and ‘walked the talk’, potentially indicating 

influence tactics on a bigger scale (outside specific dyadic requests). One participant, for 

example, explained how deputy principals and heads of department trained students for an 

outdoor challenge. “They don’t just say ‘we want you to do this’, they are happy to get in 

and help out and do stuff as well”.  These leader behaviours reflect items in the IBQ 

collaboration sub-scale such as offers to show you how to do a task and offers to help with a 

task. Exchange tactics also appeared evident; for example, the statement “If they’ve got my 

back, I will do the best I can do” aligns with an item from the IBQ exchange sub-scale, 

offers something you want in return for your help.  

  Data from interviews with participants from the school with the lowest climate 

scores provided no insight into influence tactics that may be impacting climate. This is not 

to suggest that school leaders are not considered influential in determining climate, but 

rather the interview discussions did not translate into the identification of influence tactics 

per se. Indeed, if anything, the interview data suggested a lack of leader influence/action 



293 
 

 

may be contributing to the less favourable climate within this school; for example, “Some 

of us want to move forward but we don’t know how to do it.”  

  Overall, specific influence tactics did not feature explicitly in reasons offered for 

school climate at interview. For example, not one participant said anything to the effect of 

“it’s the way we are asked to do things here that sets the climate.” Influence tactics at a 

macro-level, however, were implied.  

  Explanations for school climate, other than those that may be tied to influence 

strategies and leadership, were offered in the interviews. Reasons for positive aspects of 

school climate included (a) talented staff with diverse areas of expertise, (b) hardworking 

staff, (c) supportive peer observation process, (d) well-behaved students whose parents 

value education and respect school expectations, (e) a core of long-term staff who maintain 

the traditional culture, (f) school celebrations, (g) a whole school focus on citizenship, (h) 

individual identity encouraged in students, and (i) staff who actively promote the school 

values including respecting diversity and open communication. Reasons offered to explain 

negative aspects of school climate included (a) divided staff (e.g., those who support a 

tradition of strict hierarchy are resistant to and may sabotage change, vs. those who seek 

change and more collaborative processes) leads to occasional “clashes, backstabbing, and 

bitching”, (b) uninvolved and ambiguous leadership leads to “despondency”,  (c) negative 

and/or underperforming staff (“quick to anger, slow to engage”) are not addressed (a 

perceived lack of accountability), (d) socio-economic factors of the school community 

(e.g., transient families, single parents, laid back attitudes, low regard for education), and 

(e) staff strengths are not appropriately recognised, that is, via direct one to one feedback 

from senior staff. 
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  RQ2(v). Is there a relationship between the activation of compliance triggers and 

climate? Overall, the associations found between the reasons for compliance and climate 

were minimal. A small positive correlation was found between the request/dyad trigger and 

climate, rs = .24, p = .030. This provided partial, albeit limited, support for H22 that 

predicted positive correlations between trigger activation and climate. This finding makes 

conceptual sense given several items in this trigger subscale relate to positive relationship 

attributes such as trust, respect, friendship, and loyalty, and the positive association 

between climate and positive relationships is well established (Elving, 2005; McMurray & 

Scott, 2013). The near significant relationship found between total trigger activation and 

climate, rs = .20, p = .051, also lends tentative support to the hypothesis. 

 RQ2 (vi). Is there a relationship between manner of compliance and climate? The 

way employees complied with requests was related to climate. A small positive correlation 

between school climate and positive manner of compliance, rs = .22, p = .038, provided 

partial support for H23, which predicted a positive relationship between climate and 

positive manner and a negative relationship between climate and negative manner. This 

finding is consistent with evidence from past studies of positive correlations between 

workplace climate and positive employee experiences (e.g., Viitala, Tanskanen, & Säntti, 

2015). While the direction of influence in these correlational studies is not able to be 

determined, it is likely that causality is operating in both directions. 

 RQ3. Is the direction of the request (determined by hierarchical positions of 

interacting members) associated with (a) the activation of compliance triggers, (b) the 

extent of use of influence tactics, and/or (c) manner of compliance? The findings, overall, 

suggest the direction of request is unrelated to both reasons for compliance and the manner 
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in which requests are completed. The direction of request appears to have only a small 

relationship with the use of influence tactics. 

 Hypothesis 24, proposing a relationship between the effectiveness of three influence 

tactics (rational persuasion, inspirational appeal, and ingratiation) and the direction of the 

request was unable to be tested as no secondary participants indicated non-compliance or 

fence sitting; thus, the effectiveness of any influence tactic was unable to be assessed. That 

said, compared to other directions of request, rational persuasion was more prevalent in 

upward requests (M = 3.00, SD = 1.07), inspirational appeal was least prevalent in 

downward requests (M = 1.92, SD = 1.04), and ingratiation was most prevalent in lateral 

requests (M = 2.71, SD = 1.43), all of which resulted in compliance. Logical explanations 

are possible for each of these findings; for example, (a) subordinates, who typically have 

low power, may rely on facts to convince supervisors, (b) those with authority may default 

to positional power, rather than inspire, when issuing requests to subordinates, and (c) 

compliments may be more comfortably exchanged between peers. Additionally, the 

personal appeal tactic was shown, using a Mann–Whitney U test, to be used more often in 

lateral (Mean Rank = 27.5, n = 42) rather than upward requests (Mean Rank = 15, n = 8), U 

= 84.00, z = -2.48 (corrected for ties), p = .013, two tailed. The effect, r = .35, may be 

described as medium. This last finding intuitively makes sense as peers are more likely to 

have personal connections with one another and, therefore, are more likely to appeal to one 

another on a personal level than in subordinate to supervisor dyads, where relationships are 

likely to be more formal. 

  No support was found for either H25, which proposed relationships between the 

direction of request and positive manner, or H26, which predicted a positive association 
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between downward requests and the organisational factor trigger. A Kruskal-Wallis 

ANOVA found there was no relationship between the positive manner with which a task 

was completed and who made the request, subordinate (Mean Rank = 22.88), peer (Mean 

Rank = 33.35), or supervisor (Mean Rank = 33.27), H (corrected for ties) = 2.67, df = 2, N = 

63, p = .263, η2 = .04. There were also no relationships between the organisational factors 

trigger and who made the request, subordinate (Mean Rank = 23.94), peer (Mean Rank = 

30.43), and supervisor (Mean Rank = 42.04), H (corrected for ties) = 5.80, df = 2, N = 63, p 

= .055, η2 = .09. In these, as in some of the previously reported findings, the non-significant 

effects may be attributed in part to the small sample size and consequent limited statistical 

power. Further support for the sample size explanation, albeit limited, may be found in 

Study 2 (N = 438) where respondents who received requests from supervisors were more 

motivated by external consequences and external attributes triggers. 

 RQ4.  Is there a relationship between the prevalence of follower-leader switching 

(FLS) and organisational outcomes, specifically climate?  Follower-leader switching 

indices for each primary participant and school are shown in Table 6.12, with School 2 

having the highest (.69) and School 3 having the lowest (.14). It was not possible to 

calculate correlations between the FLSi and organisational climate scores, as the 

organisational climate scores were measured at the school level and are therefore constants, 

not permitting any variance for analysis.  
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Table 6.12  

Primary Participant and School Follower-Leader Switching Indices 

School and 

Primary 

Participants 

Number of non-

standard 

leadership 

requests 

Number of 

standard 

leadership 

requests 

Calculation 

FLSi =   
𝑁𝑠𝑖

𝑁𝑠𝑖+ 𝑆𝑖
 

 

Primary 

Participant  

FLSi 

School 1 

 

    

Participant 1 5 4 5/9 .55 

Participant 2 1 1  1/2 .50 

Participant 3 3 2 3/5 .60 

                              

                               School 1 FLSi: 9/16 = .56  

School 2 

 

Participant 1 0 1 0/1 0 

Participant 2 1 1 ½ .50 

Participant 3 0 0 0/0 0 

Participant 4 4 2 4/6 .66 

Participant 5 0 0 0/0 0 

Participant 6 3 0 3/3 1 

Participant 7 1 0 1/1 1 

                              

                               School 2 FLSi:  9/13 = .69  

School 3 

 

Participant 1 0 0 0/0 0 

Participant 2 1 2 1/3 .33 

Participant 3 0 4 0/4 0 

Participant 4 0 0 0/0 0 

                              

                                School 3 FLSi: 1/7 = .14  

 
Note. 𝑁𝑠𝑖 = non-standard interactions (lateral and upwards); Si = standard interactions (downward); FLSi = 

follower-leader switching index         

   

Consequently, to investigate possible relationships between key variables, including 

FLSi and climate, comparative school data were collated. Table 6.13 presents mean scores 

for scale variables alongside the FLSi, organisational climate, proportion of leadership 

requests, Kruskal-Wallis scores, and interview comments about climate for each school.  



298 
 

 

Table 6.13  

Comparative School Data: Questionnaire Variables, FLSi, Organisational Climate, 

Proportion of Leadership Requests, and Qualitative Climate Data  

Variables 

 

School 1 

Mean 

(Standard 

Deviation) 

n = 15 

School 2 

Mean 

(Standard 

Deviation) 

n = 26 

School 3 

Mean 

(Standard 

Deviation) 

n = 23 

Kruskal-Wallis 

ANOVA 

(significance) 

η2 effect size 

School climate 

 

4.32 

(0.45) 

4.13 

(0.76) 

3.75 

(1.18) 

1.67 

(.433) 

η2 = .03 

Total trigger 

activation 

 

2.81 

(0.43) 

2.68 

(0.69) 

2.89 

(0.58) 

1.62 

(.444) 

η2 = .03 

Total influence 

tactics 

 

1.66 

(0.44) 

2.01 

(0.66) 

2.10 

(0.68) 

4.18 

(.124) 

η2 = .07 

Positive manner 

of compliance 

4.44 

(0.70) 

4.47 

(0.78) 

4.63 

(0.53) 

0.68 

(.713) 

η2 = .01 

Negative manner 

of compliance 

1.10 

(0.28) 

1.08 

(0.39) 

1.30 

(0.89) 

2.28 

(.320) 

η2 = .04 

Total social 

identity 

 

6.4 

(0.52) 

5.85 

(0.89) 

5.68 

(1.51) 

 

3.65 

(.161) 

η2 = .06 

 

FLSi 

 

 

.56 

 

.69 

 

.14 

 

 

n/a  

Organisational 

climate 

 

124 107 10* n/a 

Proportion of 

leadership 

requests 

54.3% 33.87% 22.5% n/a 

Climate themes 

from interviews 

collegial 

positive 

happy/fun 

supportive 

proud 

positive 

supportive 

welcoming 

hardworking 

student oriented 

grateful  

divided 

supportive 

tension 

apathy/ 

despondency 

 

n/a 

Note. n/a = not applicable. *10 is the baseline score for organisational climate [archival data] used to maintain 

school anonymity; the differences between schools climate scores [not raw scores] are reported in this table 
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The possible range of organisational climate scores (archival data) for each school 

was 0 – 4200. To maintain school anonymity, differences between school scores (rather 

than raw scores) were reported; the lowest school score was used as the baseline [10]. 

As shown, there were no significant differences between schools for any of the 

multi-item scales, all H (corrected for ties) < 4.19, df = 2, N = 64, ns. The pattern of 

ascending/descending scores in Table 6.13, suggests positive relationships between FLSi, 

the proportion of leadership requests, climate, social identity, and reduced reluctance and 

resentment. Thus, while H27 and H28 (predicting positive correlations between FLSi and 

both climate and positive manner of compliance) were unable to be tested, the comparative 

school data is supportive; higher FLS indices are present in schools with more positive 

climate and reduced reluctance and resentment (negative manner of compliance). 

Though there are neither specific research questions nor hypotheses relating to the 

proportions of leadership requests, they are included here as part of the exploratory aim of 

this study and to supplement data collected to compare worksites as well as aggregate 

findings from all sites, using climate as the central variable. That School 1 had both the 

highest proportion of leadership requests and highest climate scores suggests there may be 

more conversations (not just requests) about core, rather than operational business, when 

compared to the other schools (although caution should be exercised when drawing this 

conclusion given the small, likely unrepresentative, sample). These data are conceptually 

interesting as they support a proposition that schools with higher proportions of 

conversations about core business may have better climate. 

  The qualitative data (themes to emerge from primary participant interviews) in 

Table 6.13, are congruent with, and add meaning to the quantitative organisational climate 
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data. In particular, these themes point to the existence of a more positive climate in Schools 

1 and 2 than in School 3. 

 RQ5(a). Is there a relationship between how members identify with their 

colleagues and the way they comply with requests?  The data suggest employees’ social 

identity is not associated with how they complete tasks. Thus, H29, which predicted social 

identity would positively correlate with how conscientiously, immediately, and fully tasks 

were completed, rs = .20, p = .059, and negatively correlate with reluctance and resentment, 

rs = -.15, p = .113, was rejected, although both correlations were in the predicted direction 

and the positive correlation came close to attaining significance at .05 level. 

 RQ5(b). Is there a relationship between how closely members identify with their 

colleagues and the activation of compliance triggers? Overall, as seen in Table 6.14, it 

seems there is a moderately strong relationship between activation of the triggers and social 

identity, with positive correlations between social identity and three of seven triggers as 

well as with total triggers. 
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Table 6.14 

Correlations between Compliance Triggers and Social Identity (N = 64) 

Trigger Spearman’s rho correlation 

with Social Identity 

 

Task .10 

Client/business .29** 

Intrinsic .34** 

External attributes .10 

External consequences .13 

Request/dyad features .31** 

Organisational factors .06 

Total triggers .35** 

Note. **Correlation is significant at .01 level (1-tailed)   

   

  H30 was accepted with a medium size, positive correlation shown between social 

identity and features of the request/dyad, rs = .31, p = .007. This association is not 

surprising given the previously reported positive correlation between climate and the 

request/dyad trigger and the post hoc positive relationship found between social identity 

and climate, rs = .63, p <.001. 

  Other findings, though not hypothesised, included a moderate positive correlation 

between social identity and the intrinsic trigger and a smaller positive correlation between 

social identity and the client/business trigger. The moderate positive correlation between 

social identity and total triggers suggests that a stronger identification with workmates 

(indicating a stronger sense of belonging) is associated with greater motivation for 

undertaking tasks, as shown by the stronger total trigger (reasons for compliance) score. 
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 RQ6. Are there associations between the duration of the relationship between the 

interacting parties and (a)activation of compliance triggers, (b) extent of use of influence 

tactics, and/or (c) manner of compliance? Kruskal Wallis ANOVA tests showed there 

were no relationships between relationship duration (an ordinal variable) and (a) activation 

of any of the seven compliance triggers, all Hs (corrected for ties) < 6.86, df = 3, N = 64, 

ns, or (b) manner of compliance, both Hs (corrected for ties) < 4.73, df = 3, N = 64, ns. 

Relationship duration was found to vary with both (a) the collaboration influence tactic 

(Mean Ranks for the four relationship duration categories = 52.30 [< 3 months], 37.50 [3-

12 months], 30.79 [1-5 years] and 29.26 [> 5 years]), H (corrected for ties) = 8.07, df = 3, N 

= 64, p = .045, Cohen’s f = .383, and (b) the consultation influence tactic (Mean Ranks for 

the four relationship duration categories = 54.20 [< 3 months], 34.75 [3-12 months], 30.52 

[1-5 years] and 29.84 [> 5 years]), H (corrected for ties) = 8.84, df = 3, N = 64, p = .032, 

Cohen’s f = .404.   

  Mann-Whitney U tests showed collaboration was significantly stronger in 

relationships less than 3 months old (Mean Rank = 26.80, n = 5) when compared to 

relationships of between one and five years duration (Mean Rank = 15.25, n = 28), U = 

21.0, z = -2.60 (not corrected for ties), p = .011, two-tailed, and over 5 years duration 

(Mean Rank = 13.70, n = 25), U = 17.5, z = -2.63 (not corrected for ties), p =.009, two 

tailed. The effects may be described as medium, r = -.46 and .48. Consultation was also 

stronger in relationships of less than 3 months duration (Mean Rank = 27.6, n = 5) when 

compared to relationships that span between one and five years (Mean Rank = 15.11, n = 

28), U = 17.0, z = -2.82, (not corrected for ties), p = .005, two tailed. The effect size is 

medium, r = .49. These findings suggest that, compared to newer relationships, established 
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relationships involve, and perhaps require, less persuasion by offering support and/or 

consulting when making requests. 

  RQ7. What are the reasons for non-compliance/fence sitting in response to 

requests? As no secondary participants reported non-compliance or fence sitting with 

requests, H31 and H32 could not be tested and only interview data are available to address 

this research question. Eight incidents of non-compliance by primary participants were 

observed across two schools. Single reasons for non-compliance (resistance) were offered 

for seven of the eight incidents and two reasons for non-compliance were given for the 

eighth incident. Six of the reasons related to practical concerns (e.g., insufficient time or 

equipment), two were relationship-oriented reasons (e.g., lack of trust), and one reason was 

an intrinsic task related factor; specifically, the participant didn’t want to complete the 

requested task.  

  Summary of key findings. Figure 6.4 represents the main bivariate relationships 

observed in Study 3, with climate as the central (starting point) variable.  
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external consequences, and total trigger activation), (c) the request/dyadic interaction 

compliance trigger (which was positively associated with the use of inspiration as an 

influence tactic and social identity), and (d) social identity (which positively correlated with 

the request/dyad trigger, the client/business trigger, the intrinsic motivation trigger and the 

total use of triggers).  

  Overall, the strongest correlation (.63) was found between climate and social 

identity. While this finding raises the possibility of conceptual overlaps between the two 

scales, an analysis of the items from both scales does not support this suggestion: the 

concepts captured by the items in each seem distinct.  

 Figure 6.4 also highlights the importance of the request/dyad trigger. It is the only 

trigger to correlate with climate and it also correlates with both social identity and the 

influence tactic of inspirational appeal (the only tactic to correlate with climate). These 

findings emphasise the salience of the relationship between dyadic interactions (both the 

relationship and the manner in which requests are made) and climate. 

  In terms of triggers and tactics, it is interesting to note that the intrinsic motivation 

trigger had the overall strongest correlation (.46) with the tactic of inspirational appeal and 

inspirational appeal had the most correlations (6) with other variables. The numerous 

relationships between inspirational appeal and follower triggers is worth noting. One 

interpretation of these findings is that followers find the inspirational appeal tactic to be 

particularly motivating. Similarly, the associations between social identity and triggers, 

specifically the client business, intrinsic motivation, and total triggers, are worth 

considering. As trigger activation suggests engagement with task, the results may be 

interpreted to mean that either those organisational members who identify most strongly 
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with one another are more engaged in task completion or vice versa social identity is 

stronger in those who are enthusiastic about their work.  

  On the basis of these findings, it is tentatively suggested that when making requests, 

positive climate may best be achieved by (a) using inspirational appeal, which had a 

positive relationship with climate, (b) avoiding apprisal, collaboration, and the use of 

influence tactics generally, other than inspirational appeal (all of which had negative 

relationships with positive manner of compliance) and (c) choosing words and tone that 

encourage cooperation (as indicated by the positive association between the request/dyad 

features trigger and climate). Additionally, promoting social identity and developing 

relationships characterised by respect, loyalty, and trust (as indicated by the positive 

relationship between climate and the request/dyad features trigger and social identity), may 

promote positive climate.  

 

6.5  Discussion   

This discussion is organised in accord with the aims of the study, as stated in 

Section 6.1.    

Testing the FLSM. The successful application of the FLSM, particularly the  

calculation of FLSi for both individual participants and schools was an important outcome 

from this study. This outcome lends initial support to the application and testing of the 

FLSM in future research, thereby advancing the field. While the operationalisation of 

leadership and followership in terms of core business requests and compliance, 

respectively, proved useful for testing the FLSM, future research using the FLSM is not 



307 
 

 

restricted to these operational definitions. The potential of the FLSM is further examined in 

Chapter 7.  

Investigating switching and climate. While it was not possible to test the  

relationships between FLS and other variables using inferential statistics, examining the 

patterns of data between schools suggested that FLS may be positively associated with 

climate. As shown in Table 6.13, the climate (both organisational and school) and FLS data 

for School 3 were substantially lower than those of Schools 1 and 2 on all measures. This 

finding intuitively make sense; work environments where individuals lead and follow freely 

according to the needs of a situation/task would most likely facilitate the development (or 

are the result) of more trusting, productive working relationships and better workplace 

outcomes which would ultimately result in more positive climates.  

  As described in Chapter 5, follower-leader switching research is scant. Studies that 

have found team success/performance was higher (Campbell & Kinion, 1993; Foster, 2014; 

Pearce, 2016; Tsakeni & Jita, 2017) and conflict was lower (Bower & Parry, 2014; 

Campbell & Kinion, 1993) in work teams with free follower-leader switching are supported 

by the findings from this study. If the body of evidence favouring follower-leader switching 

in organisations continues to grow, future research may do well to investigate antecedents 

and broader consequences. At this stage, the relationship between FLS and climate needs to 

be firmly established and, if possible, the direction(s) of influence determined. As noted in 

Chapter 5, the common interpretation of field theory (Lewin, 1943) is that leaders create 

climate which, in turn, determines organisational behaviours. In contrast, the current study 

examined the relationship between variables in a more tentative, exploratory way, taking 

into consideration coal face interactions and bottom-up influence processes. This 
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interpretation of field theory supports the idea that social dynamics other than those created 

by formal leaders, such as FLS, may impact the development of a team’s collective 

qualities, such as climate. 

Adopting multi-paradigmatic methods. The use of mixed methods in this study 

proved valuable. The poor alignment between triangulated data sets pertaining to influence 

tactics, (i.e., (a) researcher observations/email analyses, (b) questionnaire responses, and (c) 

individuals’ interpretations of group requests), suggests influence tactics may be difficult to 

measure and may be method dependent. These findings raise doubts regarding the validity 

of previous research based on a single approach to measuring tactics, although the request-

specific context of the current study, and the use of a single item rather than multiple items 

to measure each tactic, must also be acknowledged.  Future research investigating influence 

tactics with particular requests may wish to develop scales specific to the contexts. 

Using the Reasons for Compliance Scale. Some of the strongest findings from this  

study concern the antecedents to compliance (triggers) with workplace requests. Important 

outcomes included (a) the close alignment between the qualitative and quantitative findings 

on reasons for compliance, (b) that both sets of findings further broadly supported the 

Reasons for Compliance Scale, developed in Study 2, (c) no significant variation in trigger 

activation between leadership and management requests, and (d) the further validation of 

the internal consistency of each factor in the scale. These findings support the formulation 

of a Workplace Persuasion Framework, now described. 

The workplace persuasion framework, consists of five factors: client/business  

interests, self-interest, organisational factors, dyadic relationships, and the nature of the 

request. The frequency/strength with which each of the seven reasons for compliance was 
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endorsed (see Tables 6.7 and 6.8), and the conceptual alignment of external consequences, 

external attributes, and intrinsic motivation as factors pertaining to self-interest, supports 

the formulation of a five-factor model. Client/business interests accounted for 39.2% (M = 

3.74) of reasons offered for compliance; organisational factors accounted for 20.6% (M = 

2.87); the nature of the task accounted for 15.7% (M = 3.63); features of the request/dyadic 

relationship accounted for 8.8% (M = 3.15); self-interest factors (combined external 

consequences, external attributes, and intrinsic motivation; M = 2.04) accounted for 15.7%. 

The application of these five factors and their relationship to Cialdini’s (1984) six 

principles of persuasion is further examined in Chapter 7.  

 Enhanced understanding of followers and leaders and their interactions. The 

relationships found between the exchange, apprising, and inspirational appeal tactics and 

compliance triggers are consistent with the propositions of Barbuto’s (2000) compliance 

trigger theory which until now have received limited empirical support. Further rigorous 

research is required to establish the connection between influence tactics and triggers. 

Enhanced understanding of this connection could fruitfully advance knowledge of follower 

– leader interactions. While explanations may be offered to account for numerous 

unhypothesised relationships found between individual influence tactics and compliance 

triggers in this study, the exercise seems somewhat meaningless given concerns raised 

regarding the accuracy of the influence tactics data. 

  The associations between collaboration and consultation tactics with shorter 

relationship duration suggest employees recognise the need to offer support and consult 

newer colleagues more so than they do when interacting with, and seeking the cooperation 

of, well-known/long standing colleagues where shared understandings of reciprocal roles 
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would have had time to develop. The lack of associations between dyadic relationship 

duration with both compliance triggers and manner of compliance may be explained by the 

small sample size and/or the untested manner of compliance measure used. Further research 

in this area may prove useful in revealing the importance, or not, of workforce longevity.  

  The finding that there were no relationships between the direction of requests and 

reasons for compliance is somewhat surprising given how frequently at interview, 

participants noted their reason for compliance was related to the request coming from a 

supervisor/leader. In a strong bureaucratic structure, such as that found in DoE secondary 

schools, the role of the organisational trigger was expected to figure more prominently in 

downward requests. Perhaps the results suggest that, despite the entrenched bureaucratic 

structure, DoE schools – whose employees are predominantly well-educated professionals 

– are still subject to 21st century phenomenon, such as less regard for those in positions of 

authority. The finding may also reflect the emphasis given to students and their needs in 

schools, which is indicated in this study by the dominance of the client/business trigger. 

Future studies in different contexts, including the private sector, may show other triggers 

dominate. Future investigations into the direction of request as a moderator in the pathway 

between influence tactics and triggers and/or manner of compliance may also prove 

insightful. 

Manner of compliance. That the exchange influence tactic was positively 

correlated with negative manner of compliance, and apprising was negatively associated 

with positive manner, suggest that enhanced engagement with/completion of tasks may be 

achieved by downplaying any personal benefits of cooperation. Offering something in 

exchange for, and/or highlighting benefits of, cooperation may be interpreted as a bribe or a 



311 
 

 

payoff and, thus, hold negative connotations. Again, concerns regarding the validity of the 

influence tactics data indicate further rigorous research in this area is required.  

Findings that reluctance and resentment are less evident when employees are  

motivated intrinsically, and/or by the needs of clients and/or the business, suggest that 

leaders may find benefit in making clear how requests meet the needs of clients and/or the 

business. 

  Social identity. The relationships found between social identity and each of the  

client/business and request/dyad triggers make intuitive sense given there are items in both 

trigger subscales that relate to workplace relationships. There is, however, no obvious 

explanation for the positive association between social identity and the intrinsic motivation 

trigger, as the items that make up the intrinsic motivation sub-scale are task, not 

relationship, oriented. 

  The lack of relationships between social identity and manner of compliance is 

surprising given the logical conceptual associations between the variables and previous 

studies reporting positive relationships between social identity and employee behaviours. 

That said, the correlation between positive manner and social identity was just shy of 

statistical significance, rs = .20, p = .059.  A larger sample size, and/or refinement of the 

manner of compliance measure, may yield stronger results.  

Investigate following-leading behaviours and climate. The findings regarding the  

direct positive associations between the central variable of climate and the inspirational 

appeal tactic, positive manner of compliance, and the request/dyad trigger may be 

interpreted in several ways. First, climate may be promoting positive compliance, the use of 

inspirational appeal, and healthy dyadic exchanges, or, second, it is possible that 
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inspirational appeal, positive compliance, and healthy dyadic interactions are creating 

climate, or, third, both directions of causation may be operating. To the extent that there is 

truth in the second (or third) of these interpretations, then leaders would be wise to use 

inspirational appeal and promote healthy relationships with/between employees to enhance 

organisational climate and consequent workplace outcomes. 

Comparing worksites. Comparing worksites, using climate as the central variable, 

proved useful for understanding the phenomena under study. The observable trends in 

Table 6.13, while not statistically verifiable, indicate positive relationships between climate 

(both school and organisational), social identity, FLSi, and the proportion of leadership 

requests. Further, the pattern of scores suggests schools higher in these variables have 

lower levels of reluctance and resentment with task compliance. While not key to the study, 

the proportion of leadership requests emerged as a variable of interest for comparing 

schools and has led to a potentially interesting question for future investigation: Do the 

topics of workplace conversations/requests reflect, and possibly impact, organisational 

outcomes, such as climate, social identity, and organisational citizenship behaviours? 

 Additional outcome. In addition to the stated aims, an outcome from the study was 

the framework, an alternative to the work of Bales (1950) and others, for observing 

interactions within 21st century organisations. The framework comprises four core elements 

(interacts, clusters of interacts, interactions, and encounters), which were found to be useful 

as a guide to data collection. An indication of the frequency of interaction types can be seen 

in Table 6.15. 
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Table 6.15 

Frequency of Interaction Types for Whole Sample (N = 14) 

Primary Purpose of Interaction* Frequency 

Greet 84 

Humour 30 

Share information 180 

Chit chat 174 

Obtain information  191 

Seek clarification 75 

Request 177 

Apologise/explain 11 

Offer support 49 

Show gratitude 19 

Show care and concern 37 

Note. * As perceived by researcher.  

 

   Observations were effectively organised according to the elements, and specific 

interactions of interest were identified. Further, the typology of interactions was validated 

with interrater agreement checks. The findings from this study suggest the framework may 

be enhanced by removing seek clarification, as this is adequately covered by obtain 

information and adding complain/criticise and seek consolation/validation. Evidence 

supporting these recommendations is as follows. 

 The decision to remove seek clarification was prompted by six of the mismatched 

checked interactions involving these two interaction types and recognition that all seek 
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clarification interactions equally suited the to obtain information category. The two 

additional categories are suggested in response to interactions observed during the 

fieldwork. On three occasions, primary participants found the list of interaction types to be 

inadequate. One primary participant described her intention in initiating a conversation 

about her students’ poor exam results was to seek consolation and validation that her 

teaching was not the problem; specifically, she said “So, I think I was also trying to get 

some support to know that I wasn't a bad teacher”. This intention does not fit any other 

category.  

   Two other primary participants noted the need for an interaction category with 

negative overtones and suggested that to complain or criticise was most likely the intention 

of the interactions in question, for example, “I think it was to have a bit of a whinge.” At 

least four other observed interactions had negative overtones; for example, one teacher 

asked, “Has anyone got any boring crappy worksheets ...[for]… a ratbag class of many 

ratbag classes I have”.  

 

6.6  Limitations and Future Research  

 Limitations. The findings of this study must be considered in light of limitations 

associated with sample size, participant type, data collection methods, possible response 

bias, and subjectivity of some data interpretation.  

  Sample size. The smaller than intended sample size of both primary and secondary 

participants compromised the quantity of data available for analysis and brings into 

question the representativeness of the sample. This, in addition to participant self-

nomination, means the sample cannot be considered random. As correlation, the main 
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statistical analysis, does not rely on large samples, the findings retain relevance and 

meaning with the smaller (N = 64) than estimated minimum sample size (N =105), 

although, the lack of statistical power and the increased chance of making Type II errors is 

recognised. A limitation of correlational analyses, and of the cross-sectional design 

currently used, however, is that the direction of the relationships between variables 

(causation) cannot be determined.  

  About the qualitative data, saturation appeared to be reached with reasons for 

compliance. The same is not true, however, for the data on reasons for non-compliance and 

school climate; larger numbers of primary participants may have meaningfully extended the 

data in these respects. As the findings for non-compliance were limited, more research is 

recommended. The future investigation of non-compliance, particularly with regard to high 

level leadership requests, has potential to value add to the field and, subsequently, 

contribute substantially to organisational practice. 

  Future fieldwork researchers should endeavour to recruit larger samples. Incentives 

may support this objective and may also attract participants who are not helpful, as such 

participants are mostly likely underrepresented in the current study which required 

participants to self-nominate. As government departments rarely support the use of 

incentives to recruit study participants, future researchers may best be advised to consider 

the private sector. Research in the private sector offers the additional opportunity to extend 

understanding of the follower-leader switching phenomenon in organisational arrangements 

that may be considered more characteristic of the 21st century, that is, with flatter 

structures, greater flexibility, and more self-leadership. 
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Participant type. The number of primary participants in classified positions, 

specifically deputy principal and head of department, was lower than intended and likely 

compromised the scope of interactions observed. No deputy principals and only two heads 

of department volunteered (14.3% of the primary participant sample), which is 

considerably less than the 50% goal. Perhaps future researchers could avoid selection bias 

by engaging separately with those in positions of authority to encourage self-nomination; 

alternatively, researchers may consider stipulating, depending on the type of organisation 

approached, a more balanced representation of workplace hierarchy as requisite to the 

research.  

 A potential confound was identified between participants’ official job roles and the 

definition of core business, which informed both the determination of leadership requests 

and the subsequent calculations of FLS indices for individuals and schools. The data from 

primary participants who do not work in classrooms or with curriculum (e.g., finance 

officers) may potentially skew school results if staff profiles between schools are not 

comparable. While this scenario seems to have been realised with School 3 having the only 

finance officer in the study, a test to assess the possible impact of this situation on the data 

was conducted. Removing the results for this officer from the FLSi calculations meant the 

profiles for Schools 1 and 3 were identical: one head of department, one teacher, and one 

classroom based ancillary staff member. This adjustment made no difference to School 3’s 

FLSi, demonstrating that the inclusion of the finance officer data had no effect. Future 

researchers, however, would do well to consider work site profiles and make appropriate 

adjustments to mitigate the effect of potential confounds. 
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  Data collection methods. Data collection methods were both a strength, addressing 

calls in the literature for mixed methods research, and a limitation of this study. The 

reliance on crude data collection and recording methods when there are sophisticated 

technologies, such as CCTV and wearable video and audio recording devices, may 

correctly be considered a limitation. That said, however, the intrusive nature of such 

surveillance devices may make obtaining ethical clearance difficult and would most likely 

deter potential participants, both at an organisational and an individual level. The latter 

comment is offered in light of possible evidence of employees avoiding interactions with 

primary participants on the days of observation.  

  Despite the average score of 8.5 out of 10 by primary participants for typicality of 

interactions on the day of observation, several primary participants remarked their day was 

quieter than usual and the researcher noted several cancelled meetings and other behaviours 

which indicated some staff may have been uncomfortable with the research. The limitations 

of non-participant observation (Cooper et al., 2004) are acknowledged in this study, 

including the need to build trust with primary participants in a short period of time. 

Although field observational research has its own challenges, the benefits of rich sources of 

data and insights, and the partial avoidance of the limitations of questionnaire-based 

research, compensate for these challenges.  

  Obstacles to note-taking in the field included (a) people impeding the researcher 

from observing/hearing interactions, (b) high-noise levels at times, (c) friendly individuals 

wanting to socialise with/interrupt the researcher, (d) mobile observations that required 

notetaking while walking, and (e) several challenging environments for observations (e.g., 
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a standardised test situation, during which staff whispered to one another, and deaf 

interpreters communicating to one another with Auslan sign language). 

   Despite the rudimentary nature of the observational data collection technique, it 

effectively served its primary purpose, namely, to identify workplace requests for further 

investigation. Future researchers may eliminate the problems associated with observational 

research by narrowing the focus to email and/or other written communication only. This 

suggestion not only addresses difficulties associated with fieldwork observations but also 

improves the accuracy of the data collected, although these advantages must be weighed 

against the loss of non-verbal cues and of more dynamic aspects of face-to-face 

communication. 

The reliance on primary participants to provide emails of interest to the researcher 

and to forward email invitations to potential secondary participants may be considered a 

limitation of the research method. Two participants did not provide copies of emails 

discussed at interview and it is unknown how many of the email invitations to potential 

secondary participants were forwarded. Low response rates by potential secondary 

participants may partially be due to primary participants not forwarding the email 

invitations.  

Other difficulties associated with the fieldwork, potentially compromising the 

quality of data collected, include the time available for interview preparation and execution; 

for example, one participant forgot the interview was scheduled for after school and another 

developed a migraine during the afternoon before the interview. Social desirability bias 

(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003), self-deceptive behaviour (Barrick & 

Mount, 1996; Gur & Sackeim, 1979) and faking (e.g., Morgeson et al., 2007) may have 
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also impacted responses at both interview and within questionnaires. The use of explicit 

measures may also be considered a limitation as some cognitive processes operate outside 

people's awareness at times, and may nonetheless influence behaviour (Barsade, 

Ramarajan, & Westen, 2009; Greenwald & Banaji, 1995). 

Subjectivity. Despite attempts to mitigate subjectivity associated with data 

interpretation, including an interaction type check at interview and various interrater 

procedures, qualitative data interpretation remains inherently subjective (Garcia & Quek, 

1997). This was particularly problematic with the influence tactics data, with which there 

was poor alignment between interpretations by the researcher and secondary participants, 

and only reasonable alignment between the independent rater and the researcher. To 

minimise the risk of bias, the researcher remained aware of reflexivity and kept notes 

documenting decisions and reflections of the study. 

  Response bias. A limitation of the questionnaire also appears to relate to 

interpretation, specifically respondent interpretation of the instruction relating to the 

influence tactic item. The mismatch between researcher observations and secondary 

participant responses, and diverse reports by individuals in response to group requests, 

highlights this problem. Another limitation of the questionnaire may be its length, as not all 

participants completed all items.   

  Future research. Based on the key findings that relate positive climate to (a) the 

use of inspirational appeal when making requests, (b) relationships characterised by 

respect, loyalty, and trust, (c) words and tone of the request, and (d) follower-leader 

switching, future research should seek to explore each of these elements further. Research 

questions could include What does inspirational appeal sound like? How are respect, 
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loyalty, and trust developed between colleagues? What words and tones are most effective 

to encourage cooperation? And What are the antecedents to follower-leader switching?  

 

6.7  Conclusion 

This study met its objectives to (a) extend knowledge of following and 

followership, (b) enhance understanding of follower-leader interactions, including follower-

leader switching, and (c) investigate the relationship between following and leading 

behaviours and organisational outcomes (i.e., climate). The findings were strengthened by 

the use of like schools to minimise potential confounds, and multi-method, multi-source 

data. This study addressed calls in the literature for multi-paradigmatic research, integrated 

follower-leader models, multi-level data, and in situ research to understand workplace 

interpersonal dynamics. In doing so, it makes numerous, methodological, conceptual, and 

empirical contributions to the field.  

The FLSM model represents current thinking about follower-leader dynamics and 

positions this study at the cutting edge of followership/leadership research. Further 

application and refinement of this model could prove valuable for understanding the F-L 

switching phenomenon, particularly if investigated using sophisticated technologies, 

preferably with automated observation (and analysis), that support the collection of 

detailed, objective data in situ. The relationships identified between FLS and 

organisational variables in this study offer a platform for further consideration and 

research. 

The unique workplace model and scale used for understanding reasons for 

compliance with workplace requests was further tested with good results. The scope of this 
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tool for supporting enhanced understanding of leading, following, and other types of 

organisational compliance is promising. This idea receives elaboration in Chapter 7. 

Possible applications of the Workplace Persuasion Framework are also explained in 

Chapter 7. 

The scope for researching leadership has been explored with the method for 

operationalising leadership adopted in this study. While the conceptual differences 

between management and leadership are addressed in the literature, ways of 

operationalising both for empirical research seem scant. One key advantage of the method 

proposed and tested in this study is its specificity to individual workplaces. This context-

specific approach mirrors recommendations made for climate measures, as outlined 

previously in this chapter.  

Another conceptual contribution to emerge from this study is the social interaction 

framework guiding the fieldwork observations in this research. Elaboration of this tool 

and its application in future research is provided in Chapter 7. 

    Empirical contributions from this study are varied. While the newly developed 

measure for testing manner of compliance proved useful, the results suggest it would 

benefit from more extensive testing and refinement. A systematic procedure, such as that 

used for the development of the Reasons for Compliance Scale in this project, should be 

adopted. The numerous correlations between influence tactics and triggers and the 

unexpected associations between some of those correlated variables, along with the 

questions raised regarding the validity of the influence tactic data, suggest rigorous 

research in this area is required. 

  A key learning from this study relates to the value of mixed methods research. 
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This study was enhanced in numerous ways by using mixed methods. First, data 

triangulation enabled a substantial issue with the reporting of influence tactics to be 

exposed, raising doubts as to the validity of those findings. Second, the triangulation of 

interview and quantitative data (both DoE and fieldwork) reinforced conclusions drawn 

about school climate. Third, a richer description and understanding of school climate was 

generated by asking participants at interview to both describe their school’s climate and 

consider its underlying causes. This seems important given climate is essentially 

phenomenological and thus may be misrepresented when reduced to forced-choice, 

quantitative measurement techniques. That said, the multiple level quantitative data used 

in this study further supported the assessment of each school’s climate, albeit limited due 

to the single organisational climate score for each school. Similarly, the analysis of data 

(both quantitative and qualitative) by both site comparison and aggregation across sites 

enhanced knowledge and understanding of the variables under investigation. 

   The unusual combination of variables in this study provides a novel perspective on 

the relationship between intra-psychological and interpersonal processes and 

organisational outcomes. Future research could build on, and test, the findings to further 

understanding of these connections. 

  Overall, the takeaway message from this study is that to fully understand 

followership, (and consequently leadership), following and leading must be investigated 

using integrated models, such as the FLSM, in ways that acknowledge the macro (e.g., 

climate), meso (e.g., interpersonal relationships) and micro (e.g., cognitive/affective/ 

motivational reasons for compliance) conditions and implications of the phenomena. To 
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achieve such empirical investigation requires complex research designs and methods such 

as those used in this study.  
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7.0  Summary and Conclusion     

  

7.1  Chapter Overview  

This chapter has two aims. The first is to evaluate the achievements of this research 

project in relation to the overall aims and intentions presented in the introduction, Chapter 

1. The second is to consider the theoretical, empirical, and practical implications of the 

findings. This discussion is organised under five project aims as introduced in Chapter 1. 

The chapter concludes by (a) presenting research findings that are most likely to inspire 

future research and (b) highlighting the key contributions of the research project and the 

core argument of the thesis.  

 

7.2 Achievement of Project Aims 

Aim 1: to enhance understanding of both following and leading by conceptualising 

and efficaciously operationalising acts of leadership and followership 

 As stated in the introduction, the core argument of this thesis is that for the field to 

meaningfully progress, following and leading must be conceptualised and defined to make 

clear how they are distinctive and yet interrelated behavioural processes. Building on 

findings and conclusions drawn from the systematised review of literature (Study 1), the 

essence of leading was determined to be influence; and, as the essence of following must 

complement that of leading, compliance (deferring to the requests of others) was 

conceptualised to be the essence of following. These concepts informed the 

operationalisation of follower and leader acts for both Study 2, the development of the 

Reasons for Compliance Scale, and Study 3, the mixed methods field research. Enhanced 

understandings of both leading and following emerged from these studies. Importantly, 
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learnings about followership enhance understanding of leadership and vice versa, such is 

the interdependent nature of the phenomenon. 

The 7-factor scale developed in Study 2 and further tested in Study 3, offered  

insight into the reasons why followers follow in response to workplace requests. Study 3 

results further supported those from Study 2, indicating that the reasons followers follow in 

response to requests are (a) concern for clients and business operations, (b)  task related 

factors, such as the time available and the skills required by the follower to complete the 

request, (c) features of the dyadic interaction, including interpersonal features and the way 

requests are made, (d) intrinsically motivating forces such as personal interest in, and value 

for, the task, (e) organisational factors, such as the follower’s job description and the 

authority of the person making the request, (f) external attributes, such as impression 

management, and (g) external consequences such as rewards and negative implications. 

The internal consistency for each factor was assessed in Study 3 as being acceptable 

(>.6,<.7) for organisational factors, good (>.7,<.8) for task related features and intrinsic 

motivation, and very good (>.8) for the four other factors, using Cronbach’s alpha. This 

knowledge seems new; as far as can be ascertained, there is no other measure of reasons for 

compliance with workplace requests.  

 In terms of furthering our understanding of leadership, the questionnaire data from 

Study 3 leads to two different conclusions regarding the possible impact of leaders on 

following.  The first conclusion, drawn from findings relating to reasons for compliance 

(triggers) alone, is that leader impact (through actions and relationships) on followers’ 

decisions to follow (at least in the fieldwork school environment) is not as dominant as the 

leader privileged narrative that permeates the literature would suggest. That client/business 
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interests and task features triggers were activated more strongly than the follower-leader 

dyad trigger (request/dyad features) suggests the decision to comply (follow) may be more 

follower-centric, or at least more dependent on non-leader contextual factors, than 

previously thought.  

  That said, findings from Study 3 regarding the relationship between influence 

tactics and compliance triggers do not completely support this follower-centric conclusion 

but rather lend weight to the leader privileged proposition. By examining the role of 

influence tactics in interactions intending to attain compliance, Study 3 showed that, 

alongside their general prevalence, influence tactics appear to impact reasons for 

compliance (see Table 6.11), though results are mixed. Of the numerous correlations found 

(39 of a possible 77), the influence tactics most strongly correlated (>.4) with compliance 

triggers were collaboration, consultation, and inspirational appeal. While these results may 

be interpreted to suggest there is greater engagement by followers when leaders use 

collaboration, consultation, and inspirational appeal, it is important to also consider the 

possible meaning of the negative relationship found between collaboration and positive 

manner of compliance. Together these results indicate that while engagement may be 

strong when collaboration is used to influence, follower engagement may not be positive.  

   Other relationships shown between influence tactics and manner of compliance 

provided further insight into leadership; specifically, the negative associations found 

between each of apprising and collaboration with positive manner of compliance, and the 

positive correlation between exchange and negative manner of compliance. These findings 

together with (a) the positive relationships identified between  organisational climate and 

both inspirational appeal and the request/dyad features trigger, and (b) the negative 
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relationships between the client/business and intrinsic motivation triggers and negative 

manner of compliance, suggest that organisational outcomes may be better achieved by 

leaders who build respectful relationships with followers and inspire them with requests 

that highlight benefits to clients and the organisation. A positive manner of compliance may 

be better achieved when requests are delivered in ways that appeal to the values of 

followers. All interpretations relating to influence tactics from this research are offered 

tentatively given the questions raised regarding the validity of the influence tactics data in 

Study 3, and the non-experimental nature of the research conducted. 

  The positive correlations between social identity and three triggers (intrinsic 

motivation, request/dyad features, client/business), as well as total triggers, indicate there 

are moderately strong positive relationships between the reasons why members follow and 

the strength of their identification with their work mates (their sense of belonging). These 

relationships suggest there is greater motivation to undertake tasks when members identify 

more strongly with their colleagues. For this reason, organisations may benefit from having 

procedures, programs, and cultures that promote social identity (sense of belonging) and 

camaraderie. This suggestion is supported by research conducted with 641 US employees 

that found group members reported higher group performance, more engagement at work, 

and less burnout when their leaders acted as identity entrepreneurs (Steffens et al., 2014). 

These findings are further supported by the strong positive association found between 

social identity and climate in Study 3.    

   As all relationships between social identity and manner of compliance were not 

significant, it seems that how members follow (e.g., conscientiously, or reluctantly) is not 

impacted by social identity or vice versa. This is perhaps a counter intuitive finding, 
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although further research with larger sample sizes is recommended given the almost 

significant positive correlation between social identity and positive manner, rs = .20, p = 

.059.  

Aim 2: to enhance understanding of both following and leading by empirically 

investigating following and leading within the follower-leader switching paradigm 

As the findings from Study 3 were attained within the follower-leader switching 

paradigm, all learning documented in response to Aim 1 also pertains to Aim 2. 

Additionally, however, the FLSM used in Study 3 enabled other learning. Specifically, the 

trends in the between-schools comparative data (Table 6.13) indicated positive associations 

between switching with climate, social identity, and reduced negative affect with task 

completion. These findings suggest that work environments where individuals lead and 

follow freely, regardless of organisational position and according to the needs of the 

situation, may be the result of, or may result in, more positive climates. These workplaces 

also appear to be characterised by members who identify more strongly with their 

colleagues and complete tasks with lower levels of reluctance and resentment.   

These data trends may be considered validating for those 21st century organisations 

that have flattened structures and where self-leadership characterises their modes of 

operation. Study 3 results, including the FLS data and the relationships between influence 

tactics with climate and manner of compliance, may also provide direction to those 

organisations struggling with poor climate and/or other unfavourable workplace outcomes 

such as low employee retention. 

Other findings to emerge from the investigations into the direction of requests 

(fundamental to the FLSM) concern the lack of relationships between positional authority 
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and each of compliance triggers, manner of compliance, and 10 of 11 influence tactics 

(personal appeal being the exception). The logical conclusion drawn from these results, 

alongside other Study 3 findings such as the organisational trigger scoring the third lowest 

mean, is that organisational position does not appear to have a strong impact on the reasons 

why or the manner in which team members complete tasks. A reasonable, albeit tentative, 

conclusion is that the features of the request, including the tactics used, play a bigger role in 

explaining how and why members follow. 

Aim 3: to test and build theory 

  Study 1 identified little empirical evidence in support of the main followership 

theories of the powerful follower (Kelley, 1992) and the courageous follower (Chaleff, 

1995), thus supporting doubts regarding their validity and relevance. The construct and 

criterion validity of the scales developed to measure these theories were inconsistently 

tested and found to be weak overall. This finding, along with calls in the literature to move 

towards more integrated follower-leader models and emerging theories such as IFT (Sy, 

2010) and co-construction belief (Carsten & Uhl-Bien, 2009), informed the development 

and testing of theoretical frameworks and models in this research. The two main theoretical 

contributions from the current research are the FLSM and compliance triggers identified in 

the Reasons for Compliance Scale; both are more aligned with current thinking. Each of 

these conceptual frameworks is now further described and examples of how they may be 

applied to future research are provided. 

The FLSM. The newly created FLSM, designed to research moment by moment 

follower-leader interactions, represents current thinking about follower-leader dynamics 

and positions this study at the forefront of followership/leadership research although the 

model is still in its inception. Further application and refinement of this transactional 
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model could prove useful for understanding the F-L switching phenomenon, particularly if 

investigated using sophisticated technologies that support the automated collection and 

analysis of detailed, objective data in situ.  

Acknowledging, however, that leadership occurs not only at a transactional, but also 

at a transformational level, the FLSM may be modified to investigate follower-leader 

switching at a more abstract level. To this end, the core features of the FLSM have been 

taken to create a generic version of the model that may have application in a range of 

follower-leader switching situations, including those that are transformational. Figure 7.1 

illustrates a generic form of the FLSM (FLSM-g) showing three core features: (a) 

attempted leadership behaviour (influence) and direction, (b) acceptance or not of 

influence, and (c) two outcomes: (i) follower-leader switching or standard leadership and 

(ii) individual and organisational effects. Rejection of influence (non-compliance) 

indicates that leadership has not occurred.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

Figure 7.1. Generic version of the FLSM (FLSM-g) 
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This generic model enables components of leadership types that are primarily about 

“influencing meanings, values and beliefs” (Alvesson & Blom, 2019, p.28), rather than 

influencing for task completion, to be examined. Studies using definitions such as this 

would require different operationalisation of both leading and following to those found in 

Study 3. They would also most likely investigate more formal follower-leader encounters 

than those examined in Study 3 and would require extended time frames. 

  An example of how such research might be conducted is now provided. 

Organisational individuals could be tracked (more likely track themselves) as they engage 

in projects and/or training events over an extended work period, such as three or six 

months. Identifying which projects and training events pertain to core (leadership) or 

operational (management) business could be determined using a similar process to that 

used in Study 3. Alternatively, definitions such as those provided by Grint (2010), who 

distinguished between tame (management, seen before) and wicked (leadership, never 

seen this before) problems, may prove useful. As the literature is thick with descriptions of 

the differences between leadership and management (e.g., Alvesson & Blom, 2019; 

Bârgău, 2015; Connolly, et al., 2019; Kotterman, 2006), researchers may choose 

conceptual and operational definitions of leadership and management that best suit their 

context and research aims. The behaviours (i.e., leader or follower) of research participants 

in each project or training event would need to be identified/classified and the leadership 

impact could be measured using pre- and post-event tools that focus on beliefs, values, and 

meaning (in keeping with the definition of transformational leadership). Diaries may prove 

to be useful for recording additional data relating to followers’ professional growth (in 

response to transformational leadership) over the set period, or as a more realistic (though 
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perhaps not as rigorous) alternative to pre- and post-objective measures of leadership 

impact.  

  Presuming there are multiple participants from a single organisation, FLSi could be 

calculated for individuals and aggregated to provide a worksite/organisation score, as seen 

in Study 3. Within the context of 21st century workplaces and the realities of globalisation, 

this type of research may prove to be particularly useful for organisations wishing to 

investigate follower-leader switching within and between their own diverse worksites or 

work units. The notion of a number of different and competing cultures (sub-units) within 

one organisation is well documented (e.g., Chandler, 2020; Nightingale, 2018; Pfeffer & 

Pfeffer, 1981). The richness in researching such organisational diversity may come from 

addressing questions regarding the extent to which these differences can be traced back to 

micro-level processes as captured by the FLSi. 

    While research supporting the application of the FLSM at a transformational level 

of leadership is conceptually possible (as outlined above), the complexities and difficulties 

of conducting such research are recognised. Careful design and exceptionally good 

communication between the researcher and participants would be foundational to such 

research. Primary participants would need to be well informed, committed, diligent, and 

organised for such research to be successful, and researchers would need to assume and 

maintain a close connection with primary participants for the duration of the study.  

  In organisations with flattened structures and no formal hierarchy, the FLSM may 

still have meaningful application. The current formula for calculating the FLSM indices 

could be modified to  

      FLSi =  
𝑁𝑓𝑖+𝑁𝑙𝑖 

|𝑁𝑓𝑖−𝑁𝑙𝑖|
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  where Nfi = the number of follower acts conducted by an individual and Nli = the number 

of leader acts conducted by that same individual. Calculations are not possible with scores 

of zero. Using this formula, higher indices indicate proportionally more follower-leader 

switching for an individual and lower indices indicate proportionally less follower-leader 

switching for an individual. Again, individual scores (indices) may be aggregated to 

provide FLS indices for organisational units/sites.  

  In addition to these modified applications of the FLSM for future research, there 

may be value in future studies investigating the contextual and individual antecedents to 

follower-leader switching. The information obtained from such research could prove 

particularly useful for practical application given the positive association between 

follower-leader switching and climate tentatively suggested by Study 3 findings.  

  The Reasons for Compliance (Following) Scale. An important contribution of this 

research project, both conceptually and practically, is the Reasons for Compliance Scale. 

Developed in Study 2, the scale affirmed some elements and highlighted possible 

shortcomings of compliance and associated theory/conceptual models. Barbuto’s (2000) 

framework which provided the main theoretical platform for the study was found to be 

lacking in areas important to understanding the motivations behind follower compliance. 

These included social conscience (benefits to others), task related features, and the ways in 

which requests are made. The practical application of the scale and suggestions for future 

research are addressed in the discussion of Aim 5 where the tools to emerge from this 

project receive attention. 
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  Currently, there is an assumption attached to the Reasons for Compliance Scale that 

non-compliance is simply the result of an absence of compliance triggers. While this 

intuitively makes sense, research is needed to either confirm or dispute this assumption. It 

is possible, for example, that non-compliance reflects the near-simultaneous receipt of 

incompatible requests, or that a request evokes multiple incompatible triggers. Qualitative 

methods, in the first instance, seem most appropriate for this endeavour. Future researchers 

may wish to consider Barbuto’s (2000) zones of resistance as a potential theoretical 

framework for such research (see Chapter 3). 

Aim 4: to offer clarity to the field of leadership hindered by ambiguity and 

contradictions, including the widely lamented confound between leadership and 

management 

 The clarity offered to the field of leadership from this research project is covered by 

four main contributions: (a) conceptualising, defining, and operationalising leaders and 

followers by behaviours not roles/positions, (b) offering a method by which leadership and 

management may be differentiated in both research and practice, (c) providing an 

empirically derived framework, and measure, of the psychological factors that underpin 

following/compliance with workplace requests, thus providing possible guidance for 

leaders and managers to maximise compliance (maximise influence), and (d) the FLSM 

which supports the identification and measurement of the follower-leader switching 

phenomenon, potentially exposing where sources of organisational influence (leadership) 

lie. 

 Defining leaders and followers by behaviours, and not organisational position, 

addresses concerns with the current literature that studies rarely measure or observe acts of 
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leading and following per se, but rather measure attributes, behaviours, and beliefs of 

individuals who hold leader and/or follower positions. These concerns have called into 

question the validity of findings to emerge from role-based research and have consequently 

raised doubts regarding the usefulness of role-based definitions for accurately 

understanding either leading or following. In contrast, defining leaders and followers by 

behaviours, as demonstrated in both Studies 2 and 3, offers a way forward to enhancing the 

validity and meaningfulness of future research. 

 The frequently lamented confound between leadership and management was 

addressed in Study 3 by differentiating acts/requests of leadership and management and 

subsequently operationalising both for the purposes of the study. While the literature is 

thick with conceptual elaborations of the differences between leadership and management, 

methods for operationalising each for research are scant. While the method adopted in 

Study 3 met the needs of this research, it is not offered as best practice for all contexts, or 

as being without limitations. It is, rather, a suggestion that may stimulate the creation of 

alternative ways for defining and operationalising the phenomena for future research. One 

key advantage of the method proposed and trialed in this study is its specificity to 

individual workplaces. This context specific approach seems worthwhile given it reflects 

recommendations made for climate measures, as outlined in Chapter 5.  

  As Study 1, the systematised review of literature, supported the contention that 

leadership is a socially constructed process in which role-based followers have agency, 

Studies 2 and 3 sought to build on those findings and in doing so have potentially 

contributed clarity to leader practice through enhanced understanding of followership. The 

findings from Study 3, particularly the dominance of client/business interests and task 
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features triggers in followers’ decisions to comply, suggest, contrary to the dominant leader 

privileged paradigm in the literature, that the leadership process may be more follower-

centric, as previously noted. Taken together, the findings from Studies 1, 2, and 3 provide 

clear direction for future research to embrace integrated models/theories of leading and 

following that acknowledge the active role of followers in the leadership process. Such 

models have application in both role-based and behaviour-based paradigms. Future 

researchers are encouraged to distinguish explicitly between each paradigm and use these 

distinctions to clarify their research intentions. An integrated theoretical approach appears 

to most accurately represent the reality of the follower-leader phenomenon and may help 

avoid the well-publicised pitfalls of the leadership literature. 

Aim 5: to contribute concepts, tools, and findings that support and encourage future  

research 

 Concepts. The concepts from this research project that offer most scope to future 

researchers relate to paradigms, research methods, and data analysis.  

  Paradigms. Study 1 highlighted the notion of two paradigms within the literature—

one role-based and the other behaviour-based (Baker et al., 2011; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). 

Accompanying the behaviour-based paradigm was the concept of follower-leader switching 

(Baker et al., 2011; Dillard, 2013; Pearce, 2016; Sherrill, 2015) which, while flagged in 

earlier research (e.g., Campbell & Kinion, 1993), is essentially a 21st century idea. The 

behaviour-based paradigm and the concept of switching complement the recently identified 

open system structures thought to characterise 21st century organisations (Foster, 2013). 

Defining and operationalising followers by their behaviours (compliance in response to 

leadership requests) in Study 3 has contributed clarity to the followership construct by 

distinguishing between subordinates and followers (Hinrichs & Hinrichs, 2014).  
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 The interpretation of field theory (Lewin, 1943) whereby social dynamics, other 

than those created by formal leadership, may impact the development of a team’s collective 

qualities, proved useful for exploring the relationship between climate and the other 

workplace variables of interest in Study 3. Future research could further test this 

interpretation of the theory to investigate the relationships between workplace social 

dynamics and other variables of interest. Other important conceptual contributions include 

(a) the typology of compliance triggers which comprise the Reasons for Compliance Scale 

that is later discussed as a tool to emerge from this research, and (b) differentiating 

leadership and management requests using the concepts of core and operational business, 

specific to the organisation under study. 

 Research methods. Research methods of note in this project included (a) 

operationalising leadership and management as influence attempts and following as 

compliance in response to those attempts, (b) using like schools in an attempt to minimise 

potential confounds, (c) collecting (observational) data in situ, and (d) using mixed methods 

for data triangulation and enrichment purposes. While the first three methods listed here 

are, as far as can be ascertained, absent in past followership research, the use of mixed 

methods and in situ research are established, though not common, in this field. It is hoped 

the effective use of these research methods in Study 3 may inspire future researchers to 

heed the recommendations in the literature to use more multi-paradigmatic approaches and 

new ways of thinking and operationalising variables for study. There is also scope to use 

the concepts of core and operational business in future research to examine workplace 

conversations. Such studies might test for associations between the prevalence of 
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conversation types and various organisational and/or individual outcomes such as climate, 

performance, and well-being.  

 Data analysis. Determined by the multi-paradigmatic approach and the distinctive 

methods that underpin this research project, the data analysis process was correspondingly 

uncommon. In addition to standard analytic methods applied to the qualitative and 

quantitative data, qualitative data was frequently assessed quantitatively (e.g., counting 

observed interactions and/or interview comments) and qualitative data was frequently used 

to support, challenge, or explain quantitative data (e.g., climate and influence tactic data). 

Another feature of the data collection and analysis that is relatively uncommon was the 

inclusion of corporate level (archival) climate data to complement the study specific 

climate data. Both whole sample and comparative analyses by schools were undertaken to 

enrich the meaning made from the findings in Study 3. To triangulate data and enrich the 

meaning from data analyses, quantitative findings using descriptive statistics and inferential 

statistics were considered alongside qualitative findings. The varied methods of data 

analysis adopted in Study 3 matched the research objectives, including its exploratory 

intent.  

  Tools. Numerous tools emerged from this research project including the FLSM, the 

Reasons for Compliance Scale, the manner of compliance measure, the social interaction 

framework (lens) that enabled the fieldwork observations, and as elaborated below, the 

Workplace Persuasion Framework. The FLSM was previously discussed in relation to Aim 

3.  

While yet to undergo confirmatory analysis, the Reasons for Compliance Scale 

was further tested in Study 3 and returned useful results. The scope of this tool for 
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understanding compliance, including following, in organisations is broad. The scale has 

potential to enlighten organisations regarding antecedents to compliance with particular 

types of requests. Such information has distinct advantages over the data provided by 

generalised compliance/motivation measures, as it incorporates variables specific to 

requests, such as task and request/dyad related features, found to be integral to the 

decision-making process. As the literature recognises that businesses lack understanding 

of the contextual factors that influence follower behaviours (Carsten et al., 2010), it is 

salient to highlight that this new scale offers a seemingly valid way of addressing 

contextual factors while researching the quintessential follower behaviour - compliance. 

  The data obtained using the new compliance scale is likely to have predictive value 

and can, therefore, be used in efforts to maximise compliance by shaping requests 

according to the seven factors identified in the scale. This may need to be done mindfully, 

however, given the scale is yet to undergo confirmatory factor analysis and yet to be 

thoroughly tested in a range of workplaces.  

Perhaps the greatest asset of the Reasons for Compliance Scale is its versatility. The 

scale may be used to measure many and varied forms of compliance, including that 

associated with both leadership and management. The scale may be used to understand the 

psychological factors (triggers) involved in compliance with everyday 

requests/instructions and it may, subject to some wording modification, be used at 

executive levels of leadership to assess the reasons for compliance with strategic direction. 

As the scale was developed using data from employees who work across a variety of 

industries (e.g., education, health, retail, telecommunications, mining) in a number of 

multi-cultural countries (e.g., USA, UK, Australia, and Portugal) and found support in a 
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school setting in Study 3, its versatility is expected to reliably extend to a range of 

organisations. 

Further research investigating differences between organisations, types of work, 

and/or cultures is needed to confirm the scale’s breadth of relevance, as well as the 

usefulness of the subsequently derived Workplace Persuasion Framework, discussed later. 

One group of workers that appears to be underrepresented in the sample used to develop 

the scale, for example, is blue collar workers. Similarly, the samples used to develop the 

scale, although multi-cultural, are dominated by western nations. Future research would 

most rigorously be accomplished using mixed methods, to attend to the possibility that 

factors unrepresented in the current scale may emerge. This mixed methods approach may 

be achieved through the addition of an open-ended question at the end of the current 

questionnaire that seeks to establish if there were any reasons outside of those listed, that 

impacted the decision to comply with the request/direction.  

The pattern of trigger strength is expected to vary between profit driven and public 

service organisations, bureaucracies and open system organisations, and eastern and 

western workforce cultures.  While there is no compliance trigger research to substantiate 

this expectation, past studies that have differentiated followers by private or public sector 

employment (e.g., Crawford & Daniels, 2014; Gilbert & Hyde, 1988), power distance 

(e.g., Kirkman, Chen, Farh, Chen, & Lowe, 2009; Lee, Pillutla, & Law, 2000) and culture 

(e.g., Casimir & Li, 2005; Casimir & Waldman, 2007) have reported differences in 

subordinate behaviour that lend support to the claim. Further research would make these 

differences more apparent and may provide industry/culture specific guidelines that would 

enhance the predictive validity of the framework.  
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As the types of requests (i.e., management or leadership) used by respondents to 

provide data for developing the Reasons for Compliance Scale are unknown, future 

research could further investigate the validity of the findings for leadership studies by 

testing only leadership requests or conducting analyses that differentiate between 

leadership and management requests. While findings from Study 3 support the idea that 

compliance trigger activation is not significantly different between leadership and 

management requests, the sample was homogenous and small, so further investigataion is 

necessary. While there are currently no compelling reasons, theoretical or empirical, to 

suspect the reasons for compliance may differ between management and leadership 

requests, only rigorous empirical research can confirm this. 

The manner of compliance measure, trialled in Study 3, was previously untested 

and may benefit from either further testing with larger samples and/or redevelopment using 

a more rigorous procedure. The findings from Study 3 that identified relationships between 

manner of compliance and each of climate, two triggers, and influence tactics suggest that 

understanding the manner in which tasks are completed may be beneficial if used to inform 

organisational practice.  

The 11-item social interaction observation framework/lens used to collect 

observational data consisted of four core elements: interacts, clusters of interacts, 

interactions, and encounters. While this simple framework proved to be mostly effective for 

gathering data about interactions, information obtained from interviews led to three 

adjustments. Specifically, seeking clarification (adequately covered by obtain information) 

was removed from the framework and complain/criticise and seek consolation/validation 
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were added to make a 12-item framework. The rationale for these changes is provided in 

Chapter 6. The revised 12-item framework is shown in Table 7.1.  

Table 7.1 

Social Interaction Framework (Lens) for Workplace Observations- Revised 

Purpose of Interaction/Interact 

greet/farewell 

create humour 

share/give information  

socialise – chit chat  

obtain information 

make a request 

offer support/assistance 

apologise/offer explanation 

show gratitude 

show care and concern 

complain/criticise 

seek consolation/validation 

 

This framework is not limited in its application to the variables of interest in Study 

3. It may have relevance to other research topics, such as workplace well-being or 

productivity, that may benefit from the investigation of workplace interactions at a 

transactional level. For example, researchers may wish to investigate the possible 



343 
 

 

relationships between the proportion of particular interactions (such as complain/criticise, 

show gratitude, and create humour) and employee well-being or productivity. Importantly, 

unlike, and complementing, Bales’s Interaction Process Analysis (1950) and the subsequent 

Systematic Multiple Level Observation of Groups procedures (SYMLOG: Bales, Cohen, & 

Williamson, 1979), the social interaction lens developed for Study 3 was not designed to 

understand group dynamics. Rather, it was developed to assist with the observation of 

momentary interactions, with a particular focus on workplace requests, between 

organisational members.  

  Growing out of findings from using the Reasons for Compliance Scale, the 

Workplace Persuasion Framework (see Figure 7.2) may prove to be a useful practical 

tool for organisational leaders. As a ready reference, the visual representation of the 

framework provides a succinct overview of the key factors in workplace persuasion and 

may be easily referred to when considering at whom to direct, and how to couch, workplace 

requests to maximise compliance.  
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  As depicted, this framework suggests that maximum compliance may be obtained 

by highlighting client, business, and employee benefits when making requests, along with 

ensuring targeted employees have the skills, equipment, and time to complete requests. The 

framework serves as a reminder to leaders of the benefits of developing relationships built 

on trust and respect. It also prompts leaders to consider the manner in which requests are 

made and the alignment, or lack thereof, between the task and the job descriptions of 

targeted employees. When compliance is not forthcoming with workplace requests, this 

framework may serve as an analytical tool for understanding non-compliance, at least until 

further studies indicate the reasons for non-compliance with workplace requests is not 

merely, or mainly, the absence of these factors. 

  While there are some loose overlaps between Cialdini’s (1984) six principles of 

persuasion and the Workplace Persuasion Framework, such as liking and reciprocation 

with the dyadic interaction factor, and authority with the organisational factor, overall, the 

Workplace Persuasion Framework offers distinctive factors. These differences seem logical 

given the different context for which each framework was developed: Cialdini’s principles 

were initially developed for interactions between salespeople and customers while the 

Workplace Persuasion Framework pertains to compliance between colleagues. 

  The findings and future research. The findings from this 3-study project most 

likely to encourage future research include  

• support, albeit formative, for the recently developed Implicit Followership Theory 

Scale (IFT: Sy, 2010) and the Co-production Belief Scale (Carsten & Uhl-Bien, 

2009) 

• the psychometric properties of the Reasons for Compliance Scale  
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• the positive associations suggested between follower-leader switching and 

organisational climate  

• the relationships identified between influence tactics and compliance triggers 

• the positive direct associations found between school climate and each of 

request/dyad features trigger, positive manner of compliance, and the inspirational 

appeal influence tactic 

• the rank order (prevalence) of compliance trigger activation in school settings 

• the issues raised from triangulating the influence tactic data. 

  These findings highlight the potential value of (a) two followership measures 

identified in the literature review (Study 1, Chapter 2) and (b) three variables developed for 

and tested in Study 3: follower-leader switching, manner of compliance, and reasons for 

compliance. The findings regarding the established variables of organisational climate, 

influence tactics, and social identity may also inspire future research as all are considered 

integral to organisational processes and outcomes. 

 

7.3  Conclusion 

  This research project has made a number of contributions to the field including  

(a) identifying the disconnect between followership theory and empirical research in Study 

1, (b) the findings from Study 1 that strongly suggest leadership outcomes are contingent 

upon aspects of follower trust, follower identification, and the follower-leader dyadic 

relationship, (c) a workplace model and measure for understanding follower-leader 

switching (the FLSM and the FLSM-g), (d) the Reasons for Compliance Scale, (e) a 

conceptual and practical contribution to resolving the confound between management and 
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leadership that dogs the literature, (f) highlighting the importance and value of mixed 

methods research applied to organisational issues and settings, (g) the conceptual and 

practical contribution of the Workplace Persuasion Framework for organisations, and (h) 

the conceptual and practical contribution of a framework/lens for studies of workplace 

interactions, an alternative to the work of Bales (1950) and others.  

In developing the Reasons for Compliance (Following) Scale, this project has 

provided one possible answer to the question Why do followers follow? In short, this 

research shows there are multiple factors impacting decisions to comply with workplace 

requests: intra-psychological (e.g., personal values), inter-personal (including influence 

tactics), practical considerations (e.g., organisational role) and anticipated outcomes 

(including benefits to self or others) of (non) compliance. The role of climate either on, or 

as the result of, follower-leader dynamics is an important feature of the research. 

  Overall, this research has sought to privilege followers while conceptualising and 

defining leadership and followership in ways that make clear how they are distinctive, yet 

interrelated, behavioural processes. Additionally, it has shown that the study of 

followership cannot be divorced from the study of leadership (or vice versa) and 

followership should not be investigated separately from macro (e.g., climate), meso (e.g., 

social interactions) and micro (e.g., cognitive/affective/motivational states, including 

triggers and social identity) phenomena. Given extensive calls in the literature for 

followership research to avoid the widely lamented shortcomings of the leadership 

literature, it is suggested that the field fast track to using multiple methodologies and 

integrated follower-leader models that enable the investigation of distinctive behaviours to 

enhance understanding of organisational processes and outcomes.  
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Appendix 2A    

Process, definitions, and criteria used to allocate studies in the systematised review to topic 

categories 

 

Process Considerations 

A. Using an inductive approach, topic categories were generated by answering, in eight 

words or less, the question What is the key learning about followers from this 

research paper?  

B. The categories have hierarchical significance in that they represent a dimension from 

follower passivity to follower activity/agency. The number 10 indicates that followers 

have the greatest influence/impact in these studies. Where papers were deemed to 

give equal attention to two or more topics, the paper was allocated to the category 

with the highest number. 

C. The terms IV (independent variable), DV (dependent variable), moderator and 

mediator used in the descriptors below, applied to both qualitative and quantitative 

research. The application of these terms to qualitative studies was conceptual, not 

literal. 

Topic Categories: Definitions and Criteria 

1. Perceptions of Followers/hip 

These studies seek to explore how participants, mostly followers, perceive and experience 

followership. Followership scales/measures are not used. Such studies may describe 

follower qualities, such as honesty, or behaviours, such as resistance. They may also 

report the experience of followers as they perform their role. These papers may be 
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qualitative or quantitative and may use scales/measures that are not followership 

measures/scales, such as personality scales. 

2. Measuring Followers/hip 

These studies use a followership scale, such as Kelley’s Powerful Follower (PF: 1992), to 

measure and describe a sample of followers. Occasionally, but not always, demographic 

features of the sample participants, such as gender or age, may also be measured and form 

part of the description. No other scales/measures are used to describe followers in studies 

that belong in this category. No organisational variables/outcomes are included. 

3. Understanding Followers/hip  

These studies use an existing scale, such as Kelley’s PF (1992), and at least one other 

scale/conceptual framework, such as job satisfaction or OCB or personality, to describe 

followers/followership. 

4. Conceptual Frameworks 

The key purpose or outcome of these studies is to produce a follower/ship 

construct/typology. These studies most often use qualitative research methods but may 

use quantitative or mixed methods. 

5. Followership Scale Development 

The key purpose and outcome of these studies is to produce a measure (scale). The scale 

may be developed using an existing followership construct such as Chaleff’s (1995) 

Courageous Follower or Sy’s (2010) Implicit Followership theory, or a new construct. 

6. Follower-Leader Similarity  

The key purpose of these studies is to investigate if followers and leaders share common 
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traits/features. Some, but not all, of these studies examine the impact of follower-leader 

similarity/difference on organisational outcomes.  

7. Follower Perceptions and Preferences  

These studies investigate follower preferences, evaluations, and/or perceptions about 

leadership. Key variable/s are often stated as a follower/employee perception. Some of 

these studies elaborate on how these perceptions impact on organisational outcomes.  

8. The Dyadic Experience  

Papers in this category are primarily concerned with either (a) leader-follower 

interactions [behavioural] or (b) relationships [emotional]. Key concepts found in these 

papers include follower independence, follower resistance, LMX, TMX, OMX, trust, and 

role shifting.  

9. Followers Influence Leader Behaviours/Experiences 

These studies examine the impact followers may have on leader behaviours/experiences 

(DV). The IV in such studies is most often, but not always, a follower variable. 

10. Followers Influence Leadership Outcomes  

These studies investigate how follower variables, most often as mediators or moderators  

(occasionally IVs), impact on leadership/organisational outcomes. These studies most 

often have leader IVs, such as transformational leadership, servant leadership or leader 

humility. 
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Appendix 2B 

Overview of conceptual models for followers from the systematised review of literature 

 

Author/date Attributes and skills Behaviours Typology  

Carsten et al., 

(2010) 

Attributes 

Team player  

Positive attitude  

Initiative/proactive Behaviour  

Flexibility/openness  

Communication skills  

Loyalty/support  

Responsible/dependable  

Taking ownership  

Mission conscience 

Integrity 

 

Expressing opinions  

Obedience/deference  

 

 

Passive: important to do things the 

‘leader’s way’, obedience and 

deference. Unconcerned with 

contextual variables such as 

leadership type 

Active: want input in decisions, but 

only expressed opinions when 

given the opportunity, concerned 

with leadership styles and 

contextual variables 

Proactive: desire ownership and 

accountability, constructive 

challenging, voicing concerns, 

initiating communication, 

concerned with leadership styles 

and contextual variables. 

    

Kean et al., 

(2011) 

 Fluid Process: 

Socially co-constructing leadership: 

reciprocal active partnership 

Doing following: active process 

based on follower’s assessment of 

leader  

Standing by: passive, waiting for 

instruction, not proactive 

Resisting following: resist, refuse or 

side-track leadership attempts 
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Author/date Attributes and skills Behaviours Typology  

Vondey (2012) 

 

 

Team player  

Willing  

Listening  

Agree or disagree 

On time  

Active  

Extra versus bare minimum 

 

Supportive  

Attitude  

Less experienced  

Passive 

 

Prototype Behaviours 

Doing what you are 

told/asked/supposed to do  

Decision making  

Questioning  

Following directions, orders  

Going along with  

 

Offering/not offering opinions 

Getting the job done  

Not complaining  

Working hard  

Following through 

 

 

 

Danielsson (2013) 

 

  Workmates: individuals working 

closely with one another on a joint 

task, on the same level 

Co-workers: the vertical 

relationship between a chief and 

subordinates 

Colleagues: individuals who 

pursue the same profession, but not 

necessarily same workplace or 

level 

 

Prilipko 

(2014) 

Interpersonal relations 

Group relations/moving people toward 

a common goal 

Openness to others’ views/listening 

skills /prudence 

Work-related knowledge 

Embracing change/adaptability  
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Communication  

Reliability/conscientiousness  

Creativity  

Emotional intelligence  

Author/date Attributes and skills Behaviours Typology  

 

Prilipko 

cont. 

Social support/empathy  

Flexibility 

Motivation  

Courage  

Good judgment  

Candour  

Diplomacy  

Ability to find knowledge 

  

Gilstrap & Morris 

(2014) 

  Uninvested followers 

demonstrate neither personal 

investment in their organisation nor 

the motivation to take on 

organisational responsibilities; 

minimal involvement not reliable 

members 

Invested followers  

demonstrate personal investment 

(resources & time); motivated to 

assist the organisation attain its 

goals.  

Leader preparation followers 

consistently take on leadership 

duties & demonstrate motivation to 

become leaders. 

 

Mohammadzadeh 

et al., (2015) 

  Prototypes  

Constructive perception of work  

Immediate relation with the work 

Wide working area  

Expert  

Team member and creativity  
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Acceptance of poor working 

conditions  

Job competencies  

Productivity at work  

 

Author/date Attributes and skills Behaviours Typology  

 

Mohammadzadeh 

et al., cont. 

  

  Punctuality/timeliness  

Rule of law  

Mighty arm of leader 

Source of information  

Supporting the leader  

Consultant  

Good relationship 

Moral virtues 

Human skills and social 

relationships  

Integrity  

Morality/ethics 

 

Initiation 

Pioneering  

Intellectual independence  

Sense of ownership and beneficiary  

Responsibility  

Personal excellence  

Antiprototypes    

Role deviances  

Destructive behaviours 

Obedience  

Incompetency  

Indifference  

Blue colour * 
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Author/date Attributes and skills Behaviours Typology  

 

Manning & 

Robertson 

(2016) 

  

Relations behaviours  

Listening actively  

Providing support 

Providing praise and encouragement  

Working flexibly with others 

Generating a sense of security 

 

Task behaviours  

Planning work activities  

Implementing tasks 

Completing tasks 

Supplying information  

Using technical, specialist or 

professional knowledge and skills  

 

Change behaviours  

Convergent or critical thinking 

Divergent or creative thinking 

Scanning the wider environment 

Persuasive influencing 

Being committed and showing 

enthusiasm 

 

*  Blue colour conveys inherent and natural problem of followership and includes predictable routine work, requiring a narrower view and more attention to 

efficiency than effectiveness in the work, and lastly less influence on others or on work 
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Appendix 3A  

Note of approval from Griffith University Human Research Ethics for scale development 

research 

 

 

 

RIMS Griffith 

Wed 1/24/2018 6:55 AM 
GRIFFITH UNIVERSITY HUMAN RESEARCH ETHICS REVIEW  

 

Dear APro Graham Bradley 

 

I write further to the additional information provided in relation to the provisional approval granted 

to your application for ethical clearance for your project "NR: Investigating reasons why employees 

comply with workplace requests." (GU Ref No. 2018/036).  

 

This is to confirm that this response has addressed the comments and concerns of the HREC. 

 

The ethics reviewers resolved to grant your application a clearance status of "Fully Approved". 

 

Consequently, you are authorised to immediately commence this research on this basis. 

 

 

Regards 

 

Dr Gary Allen 

Senior Policy Officer 

Office for Research 

Bray Centre, Nathan Campus 

Griffith University 

ph: 3735 5585 

fax: 5552 9058 

email: g.allen@griffith.edu.au 
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Appendix 3B 

Reasons for compliance questionnaire items used in initial pilot test [N = 102 items]. 

 

When making my decision to COMPLY with the request I was influenced by whether... 

1. the task/activity was a serious issue 

2. doing the task/activity would be good for my well-being 

3. I would be compensated for the added workload 

4. there was some incentive (financial or otherwise) to carry out the task/activity 

5. my decision would make someone indebted to me 

6. my decision would make me indebted to someone 

7. the request was made in a patronising way 

8. my decision was out of character for me 

9. doing the task/activity would assist me in achieving a promotion 

10. my decision was in line with what my supervisor had directly requested from me 

11. the person who asked me to do the task/activity had the authority to direct me to do it 

12. my decision would be followed-up on by my supervisor 

13. I wanted to do as I was told 

14. I wanted to prove that I could do the task/activity 

15. my decision aligned with my personal values 

16. my decision would impact a client 

17. my decision would inconvenience a client 

18. my decision would benefit a client 

19. my decision would facilitate the maintenance of a good relationship between our 

company and a client 

20. needs of clients and customers would be impacted by my decision 

21. the request was within my job scope 

22. the task/activity was my responsibility 

23. the request aligned with the strategic priorities of my work unit 

24. it was mandated in my employment agreement with my organisation 

25. carrying out the task/activity would promote more trust from my supervisor 
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26. carrying out the task/activity would showcase my talents at work 

27. I cared about getting recognition for my abilities 

28. my supervisor would respect my decision 

29. my decision would have positive consequences for me 

30. I enjoyed doing the task/activity 

31. I had the opportunity to influence how the task/activity would be carried out 

32. my decision would damage my relationship with the person who made the request 

33. my decision would create conflict with the person who made the request 

34. my decision would have appeared rude/bad mannered 

35. my decision would reflect poorly on me 

36. completing the task/activity was urgent 

37. completing the task/activity was important to the organisation 

38. the task/activity was a priority 

39. I would have felt bad if I didn't help out with the activity/task 

40. doing the task/activity would ensure that we wouldn't lose business 

41. doing the task/activity provided an opportunity to increase business 

42. doing the activity/task would lead to efficiency savings later 

43. doing the task/activity would provide an opportunity for me to earn more money 

44. doing the task/activity would help to advance my career 

45. I respected the person who made the request 

46. I had a good relationship with the person who made the request 

47. the request was asked of me in a kind and respectful manner 

48. I cared about demonstrating my loyalty to the person who made the request 

49. I wanted to be a team player 

50. the request was made of me directly 

51. I actually had decision-making freedom to refuse the request 

52. the task/activity could be delayed 

53. the task/activity could be delegated to someone else 

54. it was easier for me to do the task/activity than not to 

55. I had the skills to do the task/activity 

56. I had the capacity to do it 
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57. the task/activity was easy for me to do 

58. the task/activity was quick for me to do 

59. I was the best person to carry out the task/activity 

60. I was happy to carry out the task/activity 

61. I was given adequate notice to complete the task/activity 

62. the rationale for doing the activity/task was clear 

63. the request was in line with my personal ethics 

64. I wanted to help others through my decision 

65. completing the task/activity would benefit others 

66. the requested task/activity was reasonable 

67. carrying out the task/activity would result in a safer workplace 

68. my colleagues would support my decision 

69. my supervisor would support my decision 

70. my decision was compliant with the law 

71. I had the appropriate equipment and resources to carry out the task/activity 

72. I had time to complete the activity/task 

73. my decision was based on my rank and position in the organisational structure 

74. my decision was based on my social position within the organisational structure 

75. my decision would garner admiration from others 

76. my decision would help me to obtain approval from others 

77. my decision would increase my influence with my colleagues 

78. my decision would help me to avoid negative consequences 

79. the person making the request had expertise important to the task/activity 

80. I was trained in how to complete the task/activity 

81. I supported the completion of the task/activity 

82. I had space in my workload to complete the activity/task 

83. I agreed with the approach in carrying out the task/activity 

84. my decision was the right thing to do 

85. my decision was the ethical thing to do 

86. my decision was in my best interest 

87. my decision was in the best interest of my team 
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88. the request was a personal favour for a colleague who wasn't able to carry out the 

task/activity 

89. doing the task/activity was necessary in order to cover for an absent colleague 

90. anyone else was available to do the task/activity 

91. the request was made in front of others so I couldn't say no 

92. it would have been obvious if I didn’t complete the requested task/activity 

93. the person who made the request had widespread influence 

94. my decision would put my job in jeopardy 

95. doing the task/activity well was important to me 

96. I believed that completing the task/activity was important 

97. I cared if the task/activity was done correctly 

98. I wanted to be as productive as possible 

99. doing the task/activity would provide a good career development opportunity 

100. doing the task/activity would provide me with professional satisfaction 

101. my decision would demonstrate good professional practice 

102. I was going to do it anyway 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



361 
 

 

Appendix 3C 

Questionnaire items for the development of the Reasons for Compliance Scale (main study) 

  

Demographic Information 

What is your sex? 

In what year were you born? 

What is the highest level of education you have attained? 

In which country were you born? 

In which country do you currently live? 

Work Related Questions 

In which industry do you work? (or, if not currently working, in which industry did you 

most recently work?) 

What is your current position in your organisation? 

Do you currently supervise other employees? 

Dyad (Request) Information 

Who made this request of you? 

How long have you known this person? 

How long have you worked with this person? 

Compliance Measure (How) 

I complied as fully as was practical. 

I complied as immediately as was practical. 

I tried to comply with this request as conscientiously as I could. 

I complied reluctantly. 

I complied with resentment. 
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Reasons for Compliance (Why) 

I had time to complete the activity/task. 

Doing the task/activity well was important to me. 

The task/activity was within my job scope. 

I would be compensated for the added workload. 

My decision would improve my relationship with the person who made the request. 

I hoped my compliance would enhance my status in the eyes of the person who made the 

request. 

I enjoy this task/activity. 

The needs of clients and customers would be impacted on by my decision. 

The way I was asked encouraged me to comply. 

I felt loyalty towards the person who made the request. 

The person who asked me had the authority to do so. 

The request aligned with the priorities of my work unit. 

I had space in my workload to complete the activity/task. 

I cared if the task/activity was done correctly. 

The task/activity was my responsibility. 

There was some incentive (financial or other) to carry out the task/activity. 

My decision would help avoid conflict with the person who made the request. 

I hoped to obtain the admiration/approval of my colleagues with my decision. 

I find this task interesting. 

To not comply may have inconvenienced a client. 

The words used by the person making the request persuaded me to comply. 

I felt obliged to the person who made the request. 

My decision was in line with what my supervisor had directly requested from me. 
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My decision was in the best interest of my work team. 

I had the appropriate equipment/resources to carry out the task/activity. 

Completing the task was consistent with my principles. 

The task/activity was part of my duty statement/job description. 

Doing the task/activity would provide me with the opportunity to earn more money. 

My decision would make someone indebted to me. 

I hoped my talents would be showcased. 

Doing the task would provide me with professional satisfaction. 

My decision would benefit a client. 

The tone used by the person making the request encouraged me to complete the task. 

I respected the expertise of the person making the request. 

My decision would be followed up/checked by someone in the organisation. 

My decision was in the best interest of the business/organisation. 

I had the skills to do the task/activity. 

The task/activity was in line with my ethics. 

I felt I may lose some benefits (financial or other) if I did not comply. 

I needed to comply to keep onside with the person making the request. 

I may have lost the respect of others had I not complied. 

I considered the request a personal challenge. 

My decision would help maintain a good relationship between our company and a client. 

I trusted the person who made the request. 

Complying with this request would help the organisation achieve its goals. 

The person making the request was a friend. 

Organisational Commitment (OC: Meyer & Allen, 1997) 

I do not feel any obligation to remain with my current employer. 
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Even if it were to my advantage, I do not feel it would be right to leave my organisation 

now. 

I would feel guilty if I left my organisation now. 

This organisation deserves my loyalty. 

I would not leave my organisation right now because I have a sense of obligation to the 

people in it. 

I owe a great deal to this organisation. 

Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB: Williams & Anderson, 1991) 

I help others who have been absent. 

I help others who have heavy workloads. 

I assist my supervisor with his/her work (when not asked). 

I take time to listen to co-workers' problems and worries. 

I go out of my way to help new employees. 

I take a personal interest in other employees. 

I pass along information to co-workers. 

External Self-Concept (ESC: Barbuto & Scholl, 1998) 

It is important to me that others approve of my behaviour. 

I often make decisions based on what others will think. 

I work harder on a project if public recognition is attached to it. 

If choosing jobs I want one that allows me to be recognised for successes. 

Those people who make the most friends have lived the fullest lives. 

I give my best effort when I know that it will be seen by the most influential people in an 

organisation. 

Attention check items 

(1) To show that you are reading carefully, please click somewhat influential here. 

      (2a) Regardless of the reason you complied, this question is just checking that you are 

paying attention.  Please answer not applicable and move to the next page. 
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      (2b) The last question on the previous page was included just to see if you are paying 

attention.  It seems that you did not follow the instructions.  The question is given again 

below. Please read it carefully and follow the instructions. 
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Appendix 3D 

Eigenvalues and parallel analysis (main study N = 438) 

                 

         SPSS (study) Eigenvalues                       Online Parallel Analysis Engine E’values                   

 

 

***************************************************

* 

Monte Carlo PCA for Parallel Analysis 

Version 2.5 

 

 

3/17/2018   7:44:52 AM 

Number of variables:     46 

Number of subjects:     438 

Number of replications: 100 

 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––

–Eigenvalue #     Random Eigenvalue     Standard Dev 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––

– 

      1               1.6900               .0423 

      2               1.6153               .0323 

      3               1.5580               .0273 

      4               1.5121               .0234 

      5               1.4699               .0203 

      6               1.4344               .0184 

      7               1.3990               .0184 

      8               1.3661               .0170 

      9               1.3338               .0178 

 

3/17/2018   7:45:09 AM  Monte Carlo PCA for Parallel Analysis  ©2000,2010 by Marley W. Watkins. All rights reserved. 

Based on parameters provided (Respondent N = 438; Items N = 46) the engine calculated 

eigenvalues from randomly generated correlation matrices. The number of factors to retain is the 

number of study eigenvalues, generated from the SPSS dataset, that are larger than the 

corresponding random eigenvalues (Horn, 1965). 
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Appendix 3E 

 

Pattern and structure matrices for maximum likelihood with oblimin rotation of seven 

factor solution of Reasons for Compliance Scale (main study N = 438) 

 

           Item                                                                            Pattern coefficients 

 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7 

My decision would 

benefit a client. 

.91 .12 -.06 .02 -.08 -.01 -.03 

To not comply may have 

inconvenienced a client. 

.83 .07 -.01 .19 .01 -.09 -.12 

My decision would help 

maintain a good 

relationship between our 

company and a client. 

.77 .08 .01 -.01 -.06 -.05 -.04 

The needs of clients and 

customers would be 

impacted on by my 

decision. 

.76 .04 -.00 -.00 -.05 .08 .06 

Complying with this 

request would help the 

organisation achieve its 

goals. 

.58 -.14 .06 -.23 .04 -.03 .09 

My decision was in the 

best interest of the 

business/organisation. 

.53 -.14 -.02 -.20 .13 -.10 .06 

My decision was in the 

best interest of my work 

team. 

.43 -.17 .04 -.21 .19 -.06 .18 

The task/activity was in 

line with my ethics. 

.33 -.05 .05 -.18 .06 -.05 .30 

Doing the task/activity 

would provide me with 

the opportunity to earn 

more money. 

.07 .83 -.04 -.16 .05 -.01 .02 

There was some incentive 

(financial or other) to 

carry out the task/activity. 

.08 .79 -.01 -.07 .03 .03 .13 

I would be compensated 

for the added workload. 

-.03 .68 .07 -.08 -.01 .02 .21 
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My decision would make 

someone indebted to me. 

.04 .48 .19 -.13 -.04 -.12 -.14 

I felt I may lose some 

benefits (financial or 

other) if I did not comply. 

.09 .44 .19 .09 .28 -.01 -.20 

I hoped my compliance 

would enhance my status 

in the eyes of the person 

who made the request. 

-.08 .05 .78 -.16 -.03 -.01 .13 

My decision would 

improve my relationship 

with the person who made 

the request. 

-.01 .05 .72 -.08 -.16 -.11 .21 

I hoped to obtain the 

admiration/approval of 

my colleagues with my 

decision. 

.00 .10 .64 -.17 .02 -.08 .00 

I needed to comply to 

keep onside with the 

person making the 

request. 

.03 .12 .50 .27 .29 -.12 -.12 

My decision would help 

avoid conflict with the 

person who made the 

request. 

.15 .09 .49 .38 .15 .00 .03 

I may have lost the 

respect of others had I not 

complied. 

.14 .08 .40 .04 .29 -.14 -.20 

I find this task interesting. .03 .21 -.03 -.71 .04 -.15 -.00 

I enjoy this task/activity. .02 .17 -.05 -.68 .01 -.15 .06 

Doing the task would 

provide me with 

professional satisfaction. 

.24 .02 .15 -.64 -.01 -.04 .04 

I considered the request a 

personal challenge. 

-.02 .12 .16 -.61 .02 -.18 -.18 

I hoped my talents would 

be showcased. 

-.01 .21 .44 -.51 .02 .01 -.09 

Doing the task/activity 

well was important to me. 

.07 -.00 -.05 -.42 .17 -.02 .12 
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I cared if the task/activity 

was done correctly. 

.21 -.16 -.00 -.39 .13 -.04 .18 

The task/activity was part 

of my duty statement/job 

description. 

.04 .06 -.14 -.04 .74 .00 .21 

The task/activity was my 

responsibility. 

-.02 .11 -.15 -.14 .69 .04 .17 

My decision was in line 

with what my supervisor 

had directly requested 

from me. 

.02 -.03 .14 -.06 .69 -.07 -.05 

The person who asked me 

had the authority to do so. 

-.07 -.00 .21 .03 .58 -.07 -.01 

The task/activity was 

within my job scope. 

.05 -.04 -.15 .04 .45 -.07 .39 

My decision would be 

followed up/checked by 

someone in the 

organisation. 

.12 .21 .20 .02 .42 -.09 -.07 

The request aligned with 

the priorities of my work 

unit. 

.30 -.02 -.04 -.07 .35 .04 .27 

The tone used by the 

person making the request 

encouraged me to 

complete the task. 

-.00 .04 -.04 .07 .12 -.87 -.10 

The words used by the 

person making the request 

persuaded me to comply. 

.10 .06 -.09 .00 .06 -.80 -.09 

The way I was asked 

encouraged me to comply. 

.07 -.00 -.02 -.15 -.01 -.68 .08 

I felt loyalty towards the 

person who made the 

request. 

.00 -.18 .17 -.12 -.05 -.64 .13 

I trusted the person who 

made the request. 

.09 -.15 .12 -.14 .01 -.60 .14 

I respected the expertise 

of the person making the 

request. 

.04 -.13 .09 -.17 .16 -.58 .05 
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The person making the 

request was a friend. 

-.07 .18 -.00 .04 -.21 -.54 .16 

I felt obliged to the person 

who made the request. 

.04 -.05 .30 .27 .30 -.30 -.05 

I had space in my 

workload to complete the 

activity/task. 

-.03 .16 .05 .05 .05 -.15 .62 

I had the appropriate 

equipment/resources to 

carry out the task/activity. 

.13 -.03 .11 -.01 .06 -.01 .60 

I had time to complete the 

activity/task. 

-.06 .15 .05 .06 .09 -.09 .55 

I had the skills to do the 

task/activity. 

.29 -.12 .05 -.14 .05 -.09 .44 

Completing the task was 

consistent with my 

principles. 

 

.24 -.13 .12 -.18 .14 .00 .41 
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         Item                                                                     Structure coefficients                        

 

 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7 

My decision would 

benefit a client. 

.86 .11 .11 -.23 .25 -.23 .20 

To not comply may have 

inconvenienced a client. 

.77 .10 .18 -.04 .29 -.26 .07 

My decision would help 

maintain a good 

relationship between our 

company and a client. 

.75 .11 .17 -.23 .24 -.26 .16 

The needs of clients and 

customers would be 

impacted on by my 

decision. 

.74 .04 .09 -.22 .23 -.14 .24 

Complying with this 

request would help the 

organisation achieve its 

goals. 

.70 -.07 .15 -.42 .30 -.28 .33 

My decision was in the 

best interest of the 

business/organisation. 

.67 -.08 .11 -.38 .36 -.30 .33 

My decision was in the 

best interest of my work 

team. 

.62 -.10 .15 -.39 .41 -.30 .42 

The task/activity was in 

line with my ethics. 

.50 .00 .13 -.37 .29 -.28 .47 

Doing the task/activity 

would provide me with 

the opportunity to earn 

more money. 

.15 .84 .28 -.22 .17 -.23 .07 

There was some incentive 

(financial or other) to 

carry out the task/activity. 

.16 .77 .27 -.20 .17 -.21 .16 

I would be compensated 

for the added workload. 

.08 .70 .29 -.20 .13 -.21 .20 

My decision would make 

someone indebted to me. 

.10 .58 .40 -.19 .07 -.29 -.10 
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I felt I may lose some 

benefits (financial or 

other) if I did not comply. 

.16 .54 .43 .05 .36 -.20 -.14 

I hoped my compliance 

would enhance my status 

in the eyes of the person 

who made the request. 

.13 .31 .79 -.25 .21 -.39 .13 

My decision would 

improve my relationship 

with the person who made 

the request. 

.17 .29 .74 -.22 .13 -.44 .20 

I hoped to obtain the 

admiration/approval of 

my colleagues with my 

decision. 

.19 .34 .72 -.25 .24 -.41 .06 

I needed to comply to 

keep onside with the 

person making the 

request. 

.15 .31 .65 .19 .43 -.34 -.10 

I may have lost the 

respect of others had I not 

complied. 

.28 .28 .59 -.03 .44 -.37 -.08 

My decision would help 

avoid conflict with the 

person who made the 

request. 

.20 .24 .56 .27 .33 -.21 -.02 

I hoped my talents would 

be showcased. 

.20 .40 .55 -.53 .17 -.32 .05 

I felt obliged to the person 

who made the request. 

.20 .12 .48 .16 .44 -.43 .03 

I find this task interesting. .29 .30 .18 -.77 .15 -.37 .26 

I enjoy this task/activity. .27 .25 .13 -.75 .12 -.36 .30 

Doing the task would 

provide me with 

professional satisfaction. 

.46 .14 .26 -.74 .18 -.34 .29 

I considered the request a 

personal challenge. 

.19 .27 .33 -.62 .10 -.38 .04 

I cared if the task/activity 

was done correctly. 

.42 -.10 .07 -.51 .28 -.24 .40 
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Doing the task/activity 

well was important to me. 

.28 .04 .05 -.49 .25 -.20 .32 

The task/activity was part 

of my duty statement/job 

description. 

.36 .09 .09 -.16 .78 -.21 .42 

My decision was in line 

with what my supervisor 

had directly requested 

from me. 

.31 .11 .35 -.12 .74 -.30 .16 

The task/activity was my 

responsibility. 

.29 .14 .07 -.22 .70 -.17 .38 

The person who asked me 

had the authority to do so. 

.20 .14 .38 -.03 .63 -.28 .13 

My decision would be 

followed up/checked by 

someone in the 

organisation. 

.31 .35 .44 -.08 .54 -.33 .08 

The task/activity was 

within my job scope. 

.30 -.04 -.02 -.12 .53 -.21 .53 

The request aligned with 

the priorities of my work 

unit. 

.51 .01 .09 -.25 .51 -.19 .45 

The tone used by the 

person making the request 

encouraged me to 

complete the task. 

.23 .21 .36 -.13 .30 -.85 .11 

The words used by the 

person making the request 

persuaded me to comply. 

.30 .20 .29 -.20 .25 -.79 .14 

The way I was asked 

encouraged me to comply. 

.32 .14 .28 -.36 .21 -.74 .30 

I felt loyalty towards the 

person who made the 

request. 

.25 .01 .37 -.32 .18 -.72 .31 

I trusted the person who 

made the request. 

.35 .03 .35 -.36 .26 -.72 .35 

I respected the expertise 

of the person making the 

request. 

.34 .05 .36 -.35 .36 -.70 .29 
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The person making the 

request was a friend. 

.05 .25 .21 -.13 -.04 -.53 .20 

I had the appropriate 

equipment/resources to 

carry out the task/activity. 

.34 .01 .13 -.24 .29 -.25 .66 

I had space in my 

workload to complete the 

activity/task. 

.20 .19 .16 -.19 .27 -.34 .64 

I had the skills to do the 

task/activity. 

.50 -.07 .11 -.38 .31 -.32 .60 

Completing the task was 

consistent with my 

principles. 

.48 -.061 .16 -.38 .37 -.27 .57 

I had time to complete the 

activity/task. 

.14 .16 .11 -.13 .25 -.25 .55 
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Appendix 6A 

Procedure for selecting schools 

 

Acknowledging the large body of literature that indicates teaching climate in schools has 

the largest impact on student outcomes, and that organisational climate is the key driver of 

teaching climate (Hart, Sutherland, Tan, & Oski, 2014), the researcher provided her 

principal supervisor the 2016 like schools [S-XXV] school opinion survey data, teacher 

only items, for the selection of schools procedure. He prepared the following document. 

 

Selecting Schools for Joy 

 

 

My understanding of the brief: 

- To select three ‘like’ S.E. Qld state high school, one of which has high SOS ratings 

of school climate, one of which has moderate SOS ratings of school climate, and 

one of which has low SOS ratings of school climate, 
 

 

My understanding of the meaning of ‘climate’ 
 

- Usually defined as the perceptions of policies, practices, and procedures shared by 

organisational members.  It is often reflected in the ‘ambience’, feeling tone, 

relational quality, etc. of the organisation/school 

- Sometimes thought to be a reflection or surface manifestation of the deeper culture 

- Climate strength refers to the extent of consensus among members about these 

matters.  Climate may predict organisational outcomes like satisfaction, 

performance and retention, and these relationships may be moderated by climate 

strength.  

- Much contemporary research investigates quite highly focused aspects of climate – 

like service climate, safety climate, ethical climate, etc.  
 

 

Items Used in the School Opinion Survey (SOS) – Staff School Report (teaching staff 

only, Qld 2013-2016 
 

1. I feel confident in my knowledge of evidenced-based teaching and learning 

practices. 

2. I feel confident applying evidenced-based teaching and learning practices. 

3. I feel confident in my knowledge of the Australian and Queensland curriculums. 

4. I feel confident embedding education for sustainability across the learning areas. 

5. I feel confident embedding Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander perspectives across 

the learning areas. 
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6. I feel confident using curriculum support materials to enhance student learning at 

this school. 

7. I feel confident using student assessment data to improve student achievement at 

this school. 

8. I feel confident meeting the learning needs of all of my students at this school. 

9. I feel confident engaging all of my students in learning at this school. 

10. I feel confident managing the behaviour of all of my students at this school. 

11. I feel confident delivering environmental education for sustainability. 

12. I feel confident collaborating with teaching colleagues. 

13. I feel that students receive a good education at this school. 

14. I feel that students with disability receive the same educational opportunities as all 

other students at this school. 

15. This school provides students with opportunities to experience different age 

appropriate responsibilities. 

16. This school supports me in implementing Curriculum into the Classroom 

(C2C) materials. 

17. This school has the buildings and infrastructure to support teaching and learning 

practices. 

18. Overall, I feel that teaching at this school is rewarding. 

 

 

Which 3-5 of these items are most likely to best capture school climate? 

Most of these items seem to measure either (a) attitudes to the school, or (b) aspects of 

professional self-efficacy.  

But, given the definition of climate above, I’d opt for items 9, 12, 13, 16, and 18 

 

 

Schools Chosen  
 

Applying those criteria, I select (in alpha order) ****SHS, ****SHS, and ****SHS. 

 

 

Some References to Climate 
 

Patterson, M. G. et al. (2005). Validating the organisational climate measure: Links to 

managerial practices, productivity and innovation. Journal of Organisational 

Behaviour, 26, 379-408. 

Schneider, B., Ehrhart, M. G., & Macey, W. H. (2013). Organisational culture and climate. 

Annual Review of Psychology. 64, 361-368. 
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Appendix 6B 

Sample email invitation sent to school principals 

 

Dear ******* 

I am writing to offer your school an opportunity to participate in a unique research project 

and to introduce myself as the key researcher.  DET has approved this Griffith University 

study (letter attached), designed to investigate workplace interactions and to offer potential 

insight into Collaborative Empowerment (DET’s current business model, part of State 

Schools Strategy 2017-2021).  Your school is one of four Queensland secondary schools 

invited to participate in the research. 

I would ask that you do not share this email with any of your staff at this time, as doing so 

will preclude them from participating in the study and this may not be in the best interest of 

your school, should you choose to participate in the research. 

The Research Project 

In short, the project has been designed to increase understanding of workplace interactions 

and their outcomes. It involves observations, interviews, and a brief questionnaire of staff 

only.  Importantly, the observed interactions are not evaluated or rated in any way. 

Disruption to participating schools is expected to be minimal, with only six voluntary 

participants (teaching/non-teaching staff) required for the observation and interview part of 

the study.  

Expected Benefits 

Expected benefits to your school include the provision of a detailed profile of your school’s 

workplace interactions in a report that will also examine the possible relationships between 

those interactions and your school’s climate.  The research is expected to provide evidence 

to support understanding of leadership density in your school and conditions that may be 

contributing to a climate in which quality teaching and learning can thrive (Australian 

Professional Standards for Principals). The study is designed to identify the micro-

communication and cognitive processes that underpin cooperation (collaboration) and 

shared power (empowerment). Your confidential school report will contain school specific 

data on cooperation and empowerment, thereby providing potential evidence of DET’s 

Collaborative Empowerment business model in your school. DET is expected to benefit 

from this research as an aggregated report for the schools (deidentified) involved will be 

prepared. This report may assist DET to further their understanding of collaborative 

empowerment and how it may be measured in schools.  
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Appendix 6C 

 

Content of phone call/face to face meeting with school principals 

 

 

Schools: Three large DET like secondary schools 

Aim: To investigate the types and frequency of interactions between organisational 

individuals and consider how these interactions may affect organisational climate. Focus in 

on requests. 

Participants: staff only (no students/parents/community members) 

Six primary participants in each school 

• Three leaders, e.g., HODs, HOSEs, and Deputy Principals, and three non-leaders 

• Shadowed for one school day by key researcher (Joy) with a semi-structured 

interview [< 90 minutes] after school. 

Secondary participants 

• Staff who have interacted with a primary participant (had a request made of them) 

on the day of observation may receive an email asking them to complete an online 

questionnaire (hopefully 10 per primary participant = 60 per school) 

Respect for participants is our primary consideration.  

• Participants freely consent to their involvement in the research and understand their 

right to withdraw at any time.  

• Confidentiality is assured, and individuals will be deidentified in all 

documentation. 

• Data will be securely stored. 

Interactions are not evaluated; there is no judgement (no bad/good/right/wrong); the 

researcher considers all interactions as neutral.  Interactions are observed, recorded and 

discussed with the primary participants. 

Presentation to staff to recruit primary participants and inform all staff of the research. 

School will be asked to provide 2018 SOS data 

Follow up email will be sent with attachments: consent forms, including principal consent 

form for school participation. 

Research Team: APro Graham Bradley, Dr Elliroma Gardiner, and Joy Ganter 



380 
 

 

Appendix 6D 

 

Principal information and consent forms 

 

 

A Study of Workplace Interactions 

INFORMATION SHEET – Principals 
GU ref No. 2017/113 

 

Research Team Associate Professor Graham Bradley 

Dr Elliroma Gardiner 

Joy Ganter 

School of Applied Psychology 

Graham Bradley phone: (07) 567 88743  

Graham Bradley email: g.bradley@griffith.edu.au  

Joy Ganter phone: 0438170120 

Joy Ganter email:  joy.ganter@griffithuni.edu.au 

 

Purpose of the research 

The purpose of this research is to investigate the nature of workplace interactions in schools. 

The research project consists of two school-related studies. The first of these involves fieldwork 

to be conducted in three state secondary schools and the second of these school studies will be 

conducted using the data from the fieldwork and school opinion survey data. These studies form 

part of the research project required for Joy Ganter’s PhD. 

 

What you will be asked to do  

You will be asked to: allow the researcher to present to your staff at staff meeting/s to inform all 

staff of the research and to recruit primary participants; allow researcher access to the school for 

observation and interview purposes for up to six days over the period of no more than a month;  

allow the researcher access to your staff notices for the six days she will be present in your school; 

and allow approximately 60 of your staff (teaching and non-teaching) to complete a brief, 

anonymous questionnaire about one particular school-based interaction that has been observed. 

Information about the research, including the PowerPoint, will be made available to you for your 

reference but we request that this not be shared with anyone either inside or outside the school. 

You will also be asked to either (a) provide the researcher with a copy of your 2017 and 2018 

School Opinion Survey – Staff School Report (all staff items) data, or (b) give the researcher 

permission to access this data from DoE. 

 

The basis by which schools and employees were selected  

The three schools participating in the research are ‘like schools’; selected for their similar size 

and socio-economic indicators. Six school employees (“primary” participants) will be asked to 

volunteer for this study (the fieldwork).  These participants will each be observed by the 

researcher for one day and will then be interviewed after school on the same day. The interviews 

will include some discussion of relevant staff notices, staff emails, and school climate and culture. 

The interviews will be audio recorded. Approximately 10 people who interact with each primary 

participant on the day of observation will be invited to complete an online questionnaire. Those 
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who complete the questionnaire are considered “secondary participants” in the research. 

Timelines  

It is expected that the key researcher will spend no more than six days in your school, in addition 

to the initial staff meeting/s where participants will be invited to participate. Approximately 20 

minutes of staff meeting time is requested. The interviews with primary participants are expected 

to take between 60 and 90 minutes. The completion of the online survey by secondary 

participants is expected to take approximately 15 minutes. 

 

 

The expected benefits of the research 

The expected benefit for your school is that you will obtain information regarding the types and 

nature of interactions that are prevalent in your school and how these may be contributing to your 

workplace climate and other outcomes.  

The research is expected to contribute to the body of empirical knowledge about employee 

interactions and subsequent workplace behaviours. It is anticipated the research will provide 

insight into: types of workplace interactions; the reasons behind certain workplace decisions and 

behaviours; and a description of how those interactions and behaviours may relate to workplace 

outcomes, such as staff satisfaction and other measures of workplace climate.  To conduct this 

analysis, the School Opinion Survey data of participating schools is required. The consent form 

includes a section where you may express your support for this analysis and agree to provide, or 

have provided through DoE, the staff SOS data for 2017 and 2018.  While the research findings 

may prove useful to other organisations, they will have particular relevance to schools.   

 

Risks to you 

Minimal risks have been identified. Respect for persons is paramount in this research project. 

Participants are free to withdraw at any time without explanation or penalty. The observed 

interactions are to be counted and described but not evaluated in any way. There will be minimal 

disruption to school routines. Schools and individual participants are deidentified in all written 

reports. All e-documentation and audio recordings are passcode protected and all hard copy 

documents are kept in locked cabinets at Griffith University.  Audio recordings are erased 

immediately following transcription. Data will be retained for a period of five years. 

 

Your confidentiality 

The data will be “non-identifiable”. This means your school’s name is not included on any 

written research results documentation. The school’s name is replaced by a code, known only to 

the researchers, on these working documents. Research results will be reported to DoE and 

may also be disseminated via academic journal articles and /or conference presentations and 

papers.  

 

Your school’s participation is voluntary and you are free to withdraw from the study at 

any time. 

 

 

Feedback to you 

You will be provided with a confidential report for your school.  DoE will be provided with a 

report outlining the overall results for the complete study (3 schools), with schools and 
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participants deidentified. Participating staff will be given the option to receive a one-page 

summary of the school report. 

 

Questions /further information 

For additional information about the project, please contact Joy Ganter. 

Contact Phone: 0438170120 

Contact Email:  joy.ganter@griffithuni.edu.au 

 

The ethical conduct of this research 

Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical 

Conduct in Human Research.  Should you have any concerns or complaints about the ethical 

conduct of the research project please contact the Manager, Research Ethics on 3735 4375 or 

research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

 

Privacy Statement – non disclosure [In accordance with Queensland Information Standard 42] 

NB: The Commonwealth Privacy Commissioner has classified opinions as personal 

information 

 

The conduct of this research involves the collection, access to and/or use of information from 

staff at your school. The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to third 

parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal or other regulatory authority 

requirements.   A deidentified copy of this data may be used for other research purposes.   

However, the school’s anonymity will at all times be safeguarded.   For further information, 

consult the University’s Privacy Plan at   http://www.griffith.edu.au/about-griffith/plans-

publications/griffith-university-privacy-plan or telephone (07) 3735 4375. 
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A Study of Workplace Interactions 

CONSENT FORM-Principals 
GU ref No. 2017/113 

 

Research Team 

 

Associate Professor Graham Bradley 

Dr Elliroma Gardiner 

Joy Ganter 

 

School of Applied Psychology 

Joy Ganter phone: 0438170120 

Joy Ganter email:  joy.ganter@griffithuni.edu.au 

  

 
By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information package and in 

particular: 

• I understand that I will arrange for the key researcher to address the school staff; that six 

volunteers from my staff will be shadowed by the researcher for a day, and will be 

interviewed by the researcher after school that same day for up to 90 minutes to discuss the 

researcher’s observations, some staff notices and relevant emails (as determined by staff 

member);  

• I understand approximately 60 staff, who interact with the primary participants will be asked 

to complete an online questionnaire, a link to which will be emailed to potential secondary 

participants by primary participants; 

• I understand that the research includes audio recordings of the afterschool interviews (with 

participant permission); 

• I understand I will give the researcher access to our daily staff notices on the days she is 

on site; 

• I understand I will supply, or give permission to the researcher to access through DoE, a 

copy of our 2017 and 2018 School Opinion Survey – Staff School Report (all staff items) 

data; 

• I understand I will receive a report of the findings for my school and the primary 

participants will be given the option to receive a summary of that report; 

• I understand DoE receives a report of the findings for the three schools involved, with all 

schools and participants deidentified; 

• I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction and I may ask others of the research 

team if I wish; 

• I understand the risks involved; 

• I understand that there will be no direct benefit to me, personally, from my school’s 

participation in this research; 

• I understand that my school’s participation in this research is voluntary and that I am free 

to withdraw my school at any time, without explanation or penalty; 

• I understand that the staff and the school will not be identified in any publications or 

external presentations resulting from this research; and 

• I understand that I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith University 

Human Research Ethics Committee on 3735 4375 (or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au) if 

I have any concerns about the ethical conduct of the project.  
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I agree for my school to participate in the following aspects of the project: 

(please tick)  

 Fieldwork observations (approximately six staff members, observed for one day each) 

 Staff interviews with approximately six staff (between 60 and 90 minutes in duration) 

  Staff online questionnaire (estimated to take 15 minutes) to be completed by 

approximately 60 staff members 

 The comparative case study using my school’s school opinion survey data. I will supply 

the researcher with a copy of our 2017 and 2018 School Opinion Survey – Staff School Report 

(all staff items) data, OR 

 The comparative case study using my school’s school opinion survey data. I give 

permission for the researcher to request a copy of my school’s 2017 and 2018 School Opinion 

Survey – Staff School Report (all staff items) data from DoE. 

School Name 

 

 

 

Principal’s 

Name 
 

Signature 

 

 

Date 
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Appendix 6F 

 

Email sent to potential secondary participants 

 

 

 
Email subject line: Request to complete a 10-15 minute survey as part of Griffith University 

research project being conducted here at **SHS 

Email body: 

Hi ‘Primary Participant name’.  Please forward this email to …………….[secondary participant 

name or description]  and please delete this line of red text before doing so. Many thanks -Joy 

Hi 

Joy Ganter, researcher from Griffith University, has asked me to send you this email as part of the 

research being conducted here at CSHS about workplace interactions and school climate. 

If you have completed this survey before for another CSHS staff member, please DO NOT 

complete it again. 

Otherwise, if you could spare 10-15 minutes to complete an online survey, your input would be 

appreciated. Your confidentiality and anonymity are assured.  

You will be asked for an interaction code. Your ID code is  S4P4SP1 (please copy this code to 

save you retyping). 

The items in the survey, links below, relate to a request I (Primary Participant name) made on 

Day/date: specifically, I asked you to ……………….[description of request written here] 

Please choose ONE of the following  

1.       If you complied/intend to comply with my request please complete the survey found 

using this link: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/VMSBT5G  

 

2.       If you did NOT comply/do not intend to comply with my request, please complete 

the survey found using this link: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/VMNVC7J  

3.       If you have not yet decided whether you are going to comply or not with my request 

please completed the survey found using this link: 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/VMG72SH   

It would be ideal if you could complete this survey within the next 24 hours. If, however, you don’t 

get around to it for a few days that AOK too. Thank you for considering this request. 
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Appendix 6G 

 

Note of approval from Griffith University Human Research Ethics for fieldwork 
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Appendix 6H 

 

Queensland Department of Education letter of endorsement 

 

                                                                                                      

                                             Department of  

                                                                                                              Education and 

Training 

5 September 2017  

 
Dear Colleague, 
 
Ms Joy Ganter of Griffith University has the Department's approval to approach your 
school inviting participation in the research project titled An observational study of 
workplace interactions in Queensland state secondary schools. 

 

The acceptance of the invitation to participate is entirely voluntary and at your discretion. 

 
This letter provides you with information about the Department's terms and 
conditions for research conducted on state school sites to inform your decision as to 
whether or not your school will participate in this research. The Department supports 
the conduct of quality research in State schools and values the potential contribution 
of good research in informing educational policy and professional practice. 
Participation in research, however, may impact on the daily operations of schools, and 
it is therefore imperative that discretion is used when deciding whether to agree 

to research involving your school. 
 
As a minimum, the researcher should provide you with the following documentation 
to inform your decision regarding school research participation: 
 

• an information statement which describes the research, identifies who will be 
involved (e.g. students, teachers, parents/caregivers) and explains what will be 
required of these participants; 
• the informed consent form for you to sign to indicate your agreement that school 
staff, students and/or parents/caregivers can be invited to participate in the research; 
• a copy of the' approval to approach letter from central office or a regional office 
(where applicable); 
• a copy of the final ethical clearance from their institution's Human Research Ethics 
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Committee; 
• full copies of any data collection instruments such as surveys, questionnaires, and 
interview schedules to be used in the study; 
• a copy of all current Blue Cards and/or exemption notices from Blue Card Services at 
www.bluecard.gld.gov.au for any researcher(s) seeking access to children on school 
sites. 
 

Most importantly, participation in any research is voluntary, and you have the right to 
decline your school's participation in a research project, even if approval to approach 
your school has been granted at central office or regional level. It is also 
recommended that you monitor any research activities conducted in your school and 
you may, if you wish, withdraw your support for the research study at any time 
without penalty. 
 

At the conclusion of research involving your school, the researchers are required to 
provide you and participants with a written report summarising the main findings of 
the study. 
 

Should you require further information on the research application process, please 
feel free to contact Senior Research Officer, Tanya Murray, Strategic Policy and 
Intergovernmental Relations on (07) 3034 5945. Please quote the file number 
550/27/1854 in future correspondence. 
 

 
Yours sincerely 

~ 

Dr Angela Ferguson 

Director 

Research Services 

Strategic Policy and Intergovernmental Relations 
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Appendix 6I 

 

Primary participant consent form 

 

 

A Study of Workplace Interactions 

CONSENT FORM-Primary Participants 
GU ref No. 2017/113 

 

Research Team 
 

Associate Professor Graham Bradley 

Dr Elliroma Gardiner 

Joy Ganter phone: 0438170120;  email:  joy.ganter@griffithuni.edu.au 

School of Applied Psychology 

 

By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information package and in 

particular: 

• I understand that my involvement in this research will include being shadowed by a 

researcher for a day; meeting with the researcher after school that same day to discuss the 

researcher’s observations, relevant staff notices and relevant emails I may have sent or 

received on that school day, and school climate and culture. This interview/discussion may 

take up to 90 minutes. In the interview I will be given the opportunity to verify the accuracy 

of some of the researcher’s observations;  

• I understand that I will later receive a transcript of our discussion so that I may verify the 

contents of the interview transcript and/or make suggestions for change; 

• I understand that I will be asked to send potential secondary participants an email with a link 

to an online questionnaire; 

• I understand that I will be asked to provide demographic information to support the analyses 

of data; 

• I understand that the research includes an audio recording of my afterschool meeting with 

the researcher; 

• I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction and I understand I may ask other 

questions of the research team if I wish; 

• I understand the risks involved; 

• I understand that there will be no direct benefit to me from my participation in this 

research; 

• I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary and that I am free to 

withdraw at any time, without explanation or penalty; 

• I understand that my name and other personal information that could identify me will not 

be used on any documents. All participants are deidentified in publications or 

presentations resulting from this research; and 

• I understand that I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith University 

Human Research Ethics Committee on 3735 4375 (or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au) if 

I have any concerns about the ethical conduct of the project.  

 

  I agree to participate in the project. 

 

Name  

 

Signature 

 

Date 
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Appendix 6J 

 

Sample of fieldwork notes 
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Appendix 6K 

Template used to summarise observed requests in preparation for interviews 

 

Interview Summary Sheet:  Requests made BY PP (N=10)          S_____ PP_____           Date: 

# Direction of 

request U D 

L Other’s 

Position 

F2F 

Email 

Phone  

S.P. 

Email  

    

Summary of interaction Influence Tactics 

1      

2      

3      

4      

5      

6      

7      

8      

9      

10      
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Interview Summary Sheet:  Requests made TO PP (N=10)   S____ PP____   Date: 

# Direction of 

request U D 

L Other’s 

Position 

F2F 

Email 

Phone 

Act 

(C) 

(NC)      

Description of Interaction Reasons for 

action/decision: C or NC 

1      

2      

3      

4      

5      

6      

7      

8      

9      

10      
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Appendix 6L 

 

Interview format 

 

 

Interview 

1. OK to record? 

2. Check in re feelings 

3. Any interaction of particular significance to you? 

4. Typicality of interactions 1-10 (Hawthorne effect check) 

5. Check-in re observations of interaction types (purpose) – using sheet. Up to 10; at 

least one of each type observed 

…………………………………………………………………………………………. 

Requests made of PP (all made during the day of observation).  

Compliance or non-compliance. Reasons: [2 Prompts]: anything else? 

………………………………………………………………………………… 

Requests made of others (made during the day of observation).  

Any particular approach taken/consideration given to the person is how the request was 

worded?  [2 prompts]: anything else?     Influence strategies? 

……………………………………………………………….…………………. 

EMAILS – requests made of others 

+ ask PP to cut and paste emails to sheet (with position of requestor and requestee) –  

no names needed 

…………………………………………………………………………….. 

Finally, a discussion of the school’s climate  

To support this discussion, a simple definition is provided:  Climate describes the shared 

perceptions of the people in a group or organisation. It is often reflected in ambience, 

feeling, tone. This definition was provided to PP on a sheet of paper. 

 

6. How would you describe the climate of  ***SHS? (what do people feel when they 

work at /walk into ***SHS) 

7. What factors do you think contribute to the climate of  ***SHS ? 
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Appendix 6M 

 

Purpose [type] of interaction sheet given to primary participants during interview 

 

 

 

Purpose of Interaction 

To 

greet/farewell 

create humour 

share information  

socialise – chit chat  

obtain information 

seek clarification 

make a request 

offer support/assistance 

apologise/offer explanation 

show gratitude 

show care and concern 
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Appendix 6N 

 

Definition of climate given to primary participants at interview 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Climate describes the shared perceptions of the people 

in a group or organisation. It is often reflected in 

ambience, feeling, tone. 
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Appendix 6O  

 

Non-compliance (resistance) questionnaire 

 

 

Information for participants 

 

Investigating Reasons Why Employees Comply with Workplace Requests 

 

Who is conducting the research?            

Chief Investigator:  Associated Professor Graham Bradley 

School of Applied Psychology, Griffith University, Queensland, Australia 

+61 (07) 56788743 

g.bradley@griffith.edu.au 

Student researcher: Joy Ganter 

joy.ganter@griffithuni.edu.au 

Ph. + 61 0438170120 

 

What is the study about? 

The aim of the study is to investigate why people comply with requests made of them at 

work. More specifically, we want to understand how relationships, incentives, the nature of 

the request, and school climate influence an individual’s decision to carry out a request 

made of them.  

This study is part of a larger research project being conducted by Associated Professor 

Graham Bradley, Dr Elliroma Gardiner, and Joy Ganter as part of Joy’s PhD, aimed at 

investigating people’s experiences at work. 

 

Who can take part? 

Identified staff employed at schools participating in the fieldwork study. These employees 

have received an email inviting them to complete this questionnaire. 

 

How long will it take? 

The questionnaire is estimated to take 10 minutes to complete. 

 

What does the study involve? 

The study involves you answering questions about a particular workplace interaction 

involving a request made of you. Please note that your participation in this study is 

completely voluntary and you can withdraw at any time prior to submitting the completed 

questionnaire. Should you choose to participate, your results will remain strictly 

confidential at all times. 

 

Can I get a copy of the results? 

Yes. We are happy to email a summary of the findings to you after the study has been 

completed. If you would like a copy of the results, please email your request to 
joy.ganter@griffithuni.edu.au 
 

Why should I take part?  What are the benefits of this research? 
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Taking part in this study will give us a better understanding of the factors that influence 

decision-making at work and the relationship between school climate and workplace 

interactions. 

Risks to you 

There are no expected risks involved in this research. All participants are asked to volunteer 

their participation in the study, and all participants are free to withdraw at any time prior to 

questionnaire submission, without reason. No overly personal information is requested. 

 

Does this study have ethics approval? 

Yes. This study has been cleared in accordance with the ethical review process of Griffith 

University (GU Ref No. 2018/036). You are free to discuss your participation with the 

Chief Investigator Associate Professor Graham Bradley (g. bradley@griffith.edu.au; +61 

(07) 5678 8743) or Joy Ganter (joy.ganter@griffithuni.edu.au; +61 0438170120) who is the 

student researcher. Alternatively, if you would like to speak to an officer of the University 

not involved in the study, you may contact the Griffith University Office of Research via 

phone on +61 (07) 3735 4375 or email research‐ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

 

Your confidentiality. Who will have access to my data? 

 All information collected is anonymous and will remain confidential and will not be 

disclosed to third parties. No one apart from the research team will have access to your 

data. Your data will be stored on a secure server for a minimum of five years, after which it 

will be destroyed. When reporting the results of the study no individual data will be 

presented -all results will be reported at the group level.  A deidentified copy of this data 

may be used for other research purposes. However, your anonymity will at all times be 

safeguarded. 

 

More information.  Who do I contact if I have questions? 

Please feel free to download a copy of this page for your records. Should you have any 

questions or wish to discuss the study in more detail, do not hesitate to contact the chief 

researcher, AP Graham Bradley. He can be contacted via email at 

g.bradley@griffith.edu.au or via phone on +61 (07) 5678 8743. 

Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical 

Conduct in Human Research.  If you have any concerns or complaints concerning the 

ethical conduct of the research you should contact:  The Manager, Research Ethics, Office 

for Research, Bray Centre, Nathan Campus, Griffith University (ph: +61 (07) 37354375 or 

email: research-ethics@griffith.edu.au). 

 

Your informed consent. 

Please note that completion and submission of the questionnaire will be taken as evidence 

that you have given your informed consent to participate in this study. 

 

Thank-you for agreeing to take part in this survey.    

In this survey, we will ask you about one particular workplace interaction and your opinion 

of school climate. Before we ask you about these things, we would first like to ask you a bit 

about your background.    
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Please remember that this survey is completely anonymous and confidential. Survey 

information is only viewed by the researchers.   

 

 

 

Q1. Please copy the interaction number you received in your email here. 

 

 

 

  

Q2. Please nominate your sex. 

            Male 

Female 

Other 

 

Q3. What is your age in years 

    

 

 

 

Q4. How long have you been an employee with the Queensland Department of Education? 

  

 

 

 

 

Q5. How long have you worked in your current school? 

 

 

 

 

Q6. Who made this request of you? 

      Subordinate 

      Peer/colleague 

      Supervisor 

      Other 

 

Q7. How long have you worked with this person? 

      Less than 3 months 

      3-12 months 

      12 months – 5 years 

      Over 5 years 

 

Q8. Please describe in as much detail as possible why you chose to not comply with the 

request made by your work colleague. 
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Q9. Please describe how you felt about the request. 

 

 

  

Q10. The following eleven statements relate specifically to how your colleague made the request. 

Please indicate the relevance of each statement by choosing one of the five options from not at all to 

a great deal. 

  
not at 

all  

(no 

label)  
somewhat  

(no 

label)  

a great 

deal – 

 

My colleague legitimated the request by referring to 

policy, prior agreements, or other documents.  

     

 

My colleague suggested I have the skills and qualities 

necessary for the request to be completed.  

     

 

My colleague explained how my cooperation would yield 

benefits.  

     

 

My colleague used pressure and/or demanded I carry out 

the request.  

     

 

My colleague offered me something in exchange for my 

cooperation.  

     

 

My colleague offered to assist with either resources or 

other support to enable me to carry out the request.  

     

 

My colleague inspired me with his/her request.  
     

 

My colleague asked me to complete the task/activity as a 

favour.  

     

 

My colleague mentioned/brought others when s/he made 

the request.  

     

 

My colleague used rational persuasion, logical reasons 

and/or facts.  

     

 

My colleague asked me to suggest ways in which the 

request /task might be completed.  
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Q11. The next six statements relate to how you feel about your school. Please indicate how 

much you agree or disagree with these statements, using one of the five options form 

strongly disagree to strongly agree. 

 

  
Strongly 

disagree – 

(no 

label) – 

Neither agree 

nor disagree – 

(no 

label) – 

Strongly 

agree – 

 

People are treated fairly and consistently 

at my school.  

     

 

Students are encouraged to do their best 

at this school.  

     

 

Staff are well supported at this school.  
     

 

The school leadership team are willing to 

act on suggestions to improve how things 

are done.  

     

 

Staff at my school work as a team to 

deliver improved outcomes.  

     

 

I feel that staff morale is positive at my 

school.  

     

 

Q12. The next statements relate to how you feel about your school colleagues. Please indicate how 

much you agree or disagree with each statement by selecting one of the seven options from strongly 

disagree to strongly agree. 

  
Strongly 

disagree – 

(no 

label) 

– 

(no 

label) 

– 

Neither agree 

nor disagree – 

(no 

label) 

– 

(no 

label) 

– 

Strongly 

agree – 

 

I identify with my school 

colleagues.  

       

 

I feel committed to my 

school colleagues.  

       

 

I am glad to be in this group 

of colleagues.  

       

 

Being in this collegiate 

group is an important part of 

how I see myself.  

       

 

Thank you for your kind contribution to our research. Your time is very much appreciated. 
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Appendix 6P  

 

Undecided (fence sitting) questionnaire 

 

 

Information for participants 

 

Investigating Reasons Why Employees Comply with Workplace Requests 

 

Who is conducting the research?            

Chief Investigator:  Associated Professor Graham Bradley 

School of Applied Psychology, Griffith University, Queensland, Australia 

+61 (07) 56788743 

g.bradley@griffith.edu.au 

Student researcher: Joy Ganter 

joy.ganter@griffithuni.edu.au 

Ph. + 61 0438170120 

 

What is the study about? 

The aim of the study is to investigate why people comply with requests made of them at 

work. More specifically, we want to understand how relationships, incentives, the nature of 

the request, and school climate influence an individual’s decision to carry out a request 

made of them.  

This study is part of a larger research project being conducted by Associated Professor 

Graham Bradley, Dr Elliroma Gardiner, and Joy Ganter as part of Joy’s PhD, aimed at 

investigating people’s experiences at work. 

 

Who can take part? 

Identified staff employed at schools participating in the fieldwork study. These employees 

have received an email inviting them to complete this questionnaire. 

 

How long will it take? 

The questionnaire is estimated to take 10 minutes to complete. 

 

What does the study involve? 

The study involves you answering questions about a particular workplace interaction 

involving a request made of you. Please note that your participation in this study is 

completely voluntary and you can withdraw at any time prior to submitting the completed 

questionnaire. Should you choose to participate, your results will remain strictly 

confidential at all times. 

 

Can I get a copy of the results? 

Yes. We are happy to email a summary of the findings to you after the study has been 

completed. If you would like a copy of the results, please email your request to 
joy.ganter@griffithuni.edu.au 
 

Why should I take part?  What are the benefits of this research? 
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Taking part in this study will give us a better understanding of the factors that influence 

decision-making at work and the relationship between school climate and workplace 

interactions. 

Risks to you 

There are no expected risks involved in this research. All participants are asked to volunteer 

their participation in the study, and all participants are free to withdraw at any time prior to 

questionnaire submission, without reason. No overly personal information is requested. 

 

Does this study have ethics approval? 

Yes. This study has been cleared in accordance with the ethical review process of Griffith 

University (GU Ref No. 2018/036). You are free to discuss your participation with the 

Chief Investigator Associate Professor Graham Bradley (g. bradley@griffith.edu.au; +61 

(07) 5678 8743) or Joy Ganter (joy.ganter@griffithuni.edu.au; +61 0438170120) who is the 

student researcher. Alternatively, if you would like to speak to an officer of the University 

not involved in the study, you may contact the Griffith University Office of Research via 

phone on +61 (07) 3735 4375 or email research‐ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

 

Your confidentiality. Who will have access to my data? 

 All information collected is anonymous and will remain confidential and will not be 

disclosed to third parties. No one apart from the research team will have access to your 

data. Your data will be stored on a secure server for a minimum of five years, after which it 

will be destroyed. When reporting the results of the study no individual data will be 

presented -all results will be reported at the group level.  A deidentified copy of this data 

may be used for other research purposes. However, your anonymity will at all times be 

safeguarded. 

 

More information.  Who do I contact if I have questions? 

Please feel free to download a copy of this page for your records. Should you have any 

questions or wish to discuss the study in more detail, do not hesitate to contact the chief 

researcher, AP Graham Bradley. He can be contacted via email at 

g.bradley@griffith.edu.au or via phone on +61 (07) 5678 8743. 

Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical 

Conduct in Human Research.  If you have any concerns or complaints concerning the 

ethical conduct of the research you should contact:  The Manager, Research Ethics, Office 

for Research, Bray Centre, Nathan Campus, Griffith University (ph: +61 (07) 37354375 or 

email: research-ethics@griffith.edu.au). 

 

Your informed consent. 

Please note that completion and submission of the questionnaire will be taken as evidence 

that you have given your informed consent to participate in this study. 

 

Thank-you for agreeing to take part in this survey.    

In this survey, we will ask you about one particular workplace interaction and your opinion 

of school climate. Before we ask you about these things, we would first like to ask you a bit 

about your background.    
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Please remember that this survey is completely anonymous and confidential. Survey 

information is only viewed by the researchers.   

 

 

 

Q1. Please copy the interaction number you received in your email here. 

 

 

 

  

Q2. Please nominate your sex. 

            Male 

Female 

Other 

 

Q3. What is your age in years 

    

 

 

 

Q4. How long have you been an employee with the Queensland Department of Education? 

  

 

 

 

 

Q5. How long have you worked in your current school? 

 

 

 

 

Q6. Who made this request of you? 

       Subordinate 

       Peer/colleague 

       Supervisor 

       Other 

 

Q7. How long have you worked with this person? 

       Less than 3 months 

       3-12 months 

       12 months – 5 years 

       Over 5 years 

 

Q8. Please describe in as much detail as possible why you are undecided about whether or 

not you will comply with the request made by your work colleague. 
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Q9. Please describe how you felt about the request. 

 

 

 

  

Q10. The following eleven statements relate specifically to how your colleague made the request. 

Please indicate the relevance of each statement by choosing one of the five options from not at all to 

a great deal. 

  
not at 

all  

(no 

label)  
somewhat  

(no 

label)  

a great 

deal – 

 

My colleague legitimated the request by referring to 

policy, prior agreements, or other documents.  

     

 

My colleague suggested I have the skills and qualities 

necessary for the request to be completed.  

     

 

My colleague explained how my cooperation would yield 

benefits.  

     

 

My colleague used pressure and/or demanded I carry out 

the request.  

     

 

My colleague offered me something in exchange for my 

cooperation.  

     

 

My colleague offered to assist with either resources or 

other support to enable me to carry out the request.  

     

 

My colleague inspired me with his/her request.  
     

 

My colleague asked me to complete the task/activity as a 

favour.  

     

 

My colleague mentioned/brought others when s/he made 

the request.  

     

 

My colleague used rational persuasion, logical reasons 

and/or facts.  

     

 

My colleague asked me to suggest ways in which the 

request /task might be completed.  
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Q11. The next six statements relate to how you feel about your school. Please indicate how 

much you agree or disagree with these statements, using one of the five options form 

strongly disagree to strongly agree. 

 

  
Strongly 

disagree – 

(no 

label) – 

Neither agree 

nor disagree – 

(no 

label) – 

Strongly 

agree – 

 

People are treated fairly and consistently 

at my school.  

     

 

Students are encouraged to do their best 

at this school.  

     

 

Staff are well supported at this school.  
     

 

The school leadership team are willing to 

act on suggestions to improve how things 

are done.  

     

 

Staff at my school work as a team to 

deliver improved outcomes.  

     

 

I feel that staff morale is positive at my 

school.  

     

 

Q12. The next statements relate to how you feel about your school colleagues. Please indicate how 

much you agree or disagree with each statement by selecting one of the seven options from strongly 

disagree to strongly agree. 

  
Strongly 

disagree – 

(no 

label) 

– 

(no 

label) 

– 

Neither agree 

nor disagree – 

(no 

label) 

– 

(no 

label) 

– 

Strongly 

agree – 

 

I identify with my school 

colleagues.  

       

 

I feel committed to my 

school colleagues.  

       

 

I am glad to be in this group 

of colleagues.  

       

 

Being in this collegiate 

group is an important part of 

how I see myself.  

       

 
 

Thank you for your kind contribution to our research. Your time is very much appreciated. 
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Appendix 6Q 

 

Compliance with request questionnaire 

 

  

Information for participants 

 

Investigating Reasons Why Employees Comply with Workplace Requests 

 

Who is conducting the research?            

Chief Investigator:  Associated Professor Graham Bradley 

School of Applied Psychology, Griffith University, Queensland, Australia 

+61 (07) 56788743 

g.bradley@griffith.edu.au 

Student researcher: Joy Ganter 

joy.ganter@griffithuni.edu.au 

Ph. + 61 0438170120 

 

What is the study about? 

The aim of the study is to investigate why people comply with requests made of them at 

work. More specifically, we want to understand how relationships, incentives, the nature of 

the request, and school climate influence an individual’s decision to carry out a request 

made of them.  

This study is part of a larger research project being conducted by Associated Professor 

Graham Bradley, Dr Elliroma Gardiner, and Joy Ganter as part of Joy’s PhD, aimed at 

investigating people’s experiences at work. 

 

Who can take part? 

Identified staff employed at schools participating in the fieldwork study. These employees 

have received an email inviting them to complete this questionnaire. 

 

How long will it take? 

The questionnaire is estimated to take 10 minutes to complete. 

 

What does the study involve? 

The study involves you answering questions about a particular workplace interaction 

involving a request made of you. Please note that your participation in this study is 

completely voluntary and you can withdraw at any time prior to submitting the completed 

questionnaire. Should you choose to participate, your results will remain strictly 

confidential at all times. 

 

Can I get a copy of the results? 

Yes. We are happy to email a summary of the findings to you after the study has been 

completed. If you would like a copy of the results, please email your request to 
joy.ganter@griffithuni.edu.au 
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Why should I take part?  What are the benefits of this research? 

Taking part in this study will give us a better understanding of the factors that influence 

decision-making at work and the relationship between school climate and workplace 

interactions. 

Risks to you 

There are no expected risks involved in this research. All participants are asked to volunteer 

their participation in the study, and all participants are free to withdraw at any time prior to 

questionnaire submission, without reason. No overly personal information is requested. 

 

Does this study have ethics approval? 

Yes. This study has been cleared in accordance with the ethical review process of Griffith 

University (GU Ref No. 2018/036). You are free to discuss your participation with the 

Chief Investigator Associate Professor Graham Bradley (g. bradley@griffith.edu.au; +61 

(07) 5678 8743) or Joy Ganter (joy.ganter@griffithuni.edu.au; +61 0438170120) who is the 

student researcher. Alternatively, if you would like to speak to an officer of the University 

not involved in the study, you may contact the Griffith University Office of Research via 

phone on +61 (07) 3735 4375 or email research‐ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

 

Your confidentiality. Who will have access to my data? 

 All information collected is anonymous and will remain confidential and will not be 

disclosed to third parties. No one apart from the research team will have access to your 

data. Your data will be stored on a secure server for a minimum of five years, after which it 

will be destroyed. When reporting the results of the study no individual data will be 

presented -all results will be reported at the group level.  A deidentified copy of this data 

may be used for other research purposes. However, your anonymity will at all times be 

safeguarded. 

 

More information.  Who do I contact if I have questions? 

Please feel free to download a copy of this page for your records. Should you have any 

questions or wish to discuss the study in more detail, do not hesitate to contact the chief 

researcher, AP Graham Bradley. He can be contacted via email at 

g.bradley@griffith.edu.au or via phone on +61 (07) 5678 8743. 

Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical 

Conduct in Human Research.  If you have any concerns or complaints concerning the 

ethical conduct of the research you should contact:  The Manager, Research Ethics, Office 

for Research, Bray Centre, Nathan Campus, Griffith University (ph: +61 (07) 37354375 or 

email: research-ethics@griffith.edu.au). 

 

Your informed consent. 

Please note that completion and submission of the questionnaire will be taken as evidence 

that you have given your informed consent to participate in this study. 

 

Thank-you for agreeing to take part in this survey.    

In this survey, we will ask you about one particular workplace interaction and your opinion 

of school climate. Before we ask you about these things, we would first like to ask you a bit 

about your background.    
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Please remember that this survey is completely anonymous and confidential. Survey 

information is only viewed by the researchers.   

 

 

 

Q1. Please copy the interaction number you received in your email here. 

 

 

 

  

Q2. Please nominate your sex. 

            Male 

Female 

Other 

 

Q3. What is your age in years 

    

 

 

 

Q4. How long have you been an employee with the Queensland Department of Education? 

  

 

 

 

 

Q5. How long have you worked in your current school? 

 

 

 

 

Q6. Who made this request of you? 

       Subordinate 

       Peer/colleague 

       Supervisor 

       Other 

 

Q7. How long have you worked with this person? 

       Less than 3 months 

       3-12 months 

       12 months – 5 years 

       Over 5 years 
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Q8. Please rate each of the following statements to describe how you responded to that 

request. Respond with one of five options from not at all true to extremely true. 

 

  

not true 

at all – 

slightly 

true – 

somewhat 

true – 

very 

true  

extremely 

true – 

I complied as fully as was practical.          

 

I complied as immediately as was practical.     
     

 

I tried to comply with this request as conscientiously as I 

could.  

     

 

I complied reluctantly.  
     

 

I complied with resentment. 

 

     

 

Q9.  Please rate each of the following statements to describe how each of the factors 

influenced your decision to comply with the request. Respond with one of the five options 

from not at all influential to extremely influential. 

 

  
not at all 

influential – 

slightly 

influential – 

somewhat 

influential – 

very 

influential  

extremely 

influential – 

 

I had time to complete the 

activity/task.  

     

 

Doing the task/activity well was 

important to me.  

     

 

I would be compensated for the 

added workload.  

     

 

My decision would improve my 

relationship with the person who 

made the request.  

     

 

I hoped my compliance would 

enhance my status in the eyes of 

the person who made the request.  

     

 

I enjoy this task/activity.  
     

 

The needs of clients and customers 

would be impacted on by my 

decision.  

     

 

The way I was asked encouraged 

me to comply.  
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not at all 

influential – 

slightly 

influential – 

somewhat 

influential – 

very 

influential  

extremely 

influential – 

I felt loyalty towards the person 

who made the request.  
     

 

The person who asked me had the  

authority to do so.  

 

To show that you are reading carefully,  

please click somewhat influential here. 

 

Q10. Please rate each of the following statements to describe how each of the factors influenced 

your decision to comply with the request. Respond with one of the five options from not at all 

influential to extremely influential. 

 

I had space in my workload to 

complete the activity/task 

 

I cared if the task/activity was done 

correctly. 

 

The task/activity was my 

responsibility.  

     

 

There was some incentive 

(financial or other) to carry out the 

task/activity.  

     

 

I hoped to obtain the 

admiration/approval of my 

colleagues with my decision.  

     

 

I find this task interesting.  
     

 

To not comply may have 

inconvenienced a client 

(student/family/other).  

     

 

The words used by the person 

making the request persuaded me 

to comply.  

     

 

My decision was in line with what 

my supervisor had directly 

requested from me.  

     

 

My decision was in the best 

interest of my work team.  
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Q11. Please rate each of the following statements to describe how each of the factors influenced 

your decision to comply with the request. Respond with one of the five options from not at all 

influential to extremely influential 

 

 not at all 

influential  

slightly 

influential  

somewhat 

influential  

very 

influential  

extremely 

influential  

 

I had the appropriate 

equipment/resources to carry 

out the task/activity.  

     

 

Completing the task was 

consistent with my principles.  

     

 

The task/activity was part of 

my duty statement/job 

description.  

     

 

Doing the task/activity would 

provide me with the 

opportunity to earn more 

money.  

     

 

Doing the task would provide 

me with professional 

satisfaction.  

     

 

My decision would benefit a 

client (student/family/other).  

     

 

The tone used by the person 

making the request 

encouraged me to complete 

the task.  

     

 

I respected the expertise of the 

person making the request.  

     

 

My decision would be 

followed up/checked by 

someone in the organisation.  

     

 

My decision was in the best 

interest of the 

school/organisation.  

     

 

      

Q12. Please rate each of the following statements to describe how each of the factors influenced 

your decision to comply with the request. Respond with one of the five options from not at all 

influential to extremely influential 
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not at all 

influential – 

slightly 

influential – 

somewhat 

influential – 

very 

influential 

– 

extremely 

influential – 

 

I had the skills to do the 

task/activity.  

     

 

I felt I may lose some benefits 

(financial or other) if I did not 

comply.  

     

 

I needed to comply to keep 

onside with the person making 

the request.  

     

 

I may have lost the respect of 

others had I not complied.  

     

 

I considered the request a 

personal challenge.  

     

 

My decision would help 

maintain a good relationship 

between our school and a 

client.  

     

 

I trusted the person who made 

the request.  

     

 

Complying with this request 

would help the organisation 

achieve its goals.  

     

 

The person making the request 

was a friend.  

     

 

Q13. The following eleven statements relate specifically to how your colleague made the request. 

Please indicate the relevance of each statement by choosing one of the five options from not at all to 

a great deal. 

  
not at 

all – 

(no 

label)  
somewhat  

(no 

label)  

a great 

deal – 

 

My colleague legitimated the request by referring to 

policy, prior agreements, or other documents.  

     

 

My colleague suggested I have the skills and qualities 

necessary for the request to be completed.  
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not at 

all – 

(no 

label)  
somewhat  

(no 

label)  

a great 

deal – 

My colleague explained how my cooperation would 

yield benefits.  

 

My colleague used pressure and/or demanded I carry out 

the request.  

     

 

My colleague offered me something in exchange for my 

cooperation.  

     

 

My colleague offered to assist with either resources or 

other support to enable me to carry out the request.  

     

 

My colleague inspired me with his/her request.  
     

 

My colleague asked me to complete the task/activity as a 

favour.  

     

 

My colleague mentioned/brought others when s/he made 

the request.  

     

 

My colleague used rational persuasion, logical reasons 

and/or facts.  

     

 

My colleague asked me to suggest ways in which the 

request /task might be completed.  

     

 

 

Q14. The next six statements relate to how you feel about your school. Please indicate how 

much you agree or disagree with these statements, using one of the five options form 

strongly disagree to strongly agree. 

 

  
Strongly 

disagree – 

(no 

label) – 

Neither agree 

nor disagree – 

(no 

label) – 

Strongly 

agree – 

 

People are treated fairly and consistently 

at my school.  

     

 

Students are encouraged to do their best 

at this school.  

     

 

Staff are well supported at this school.  
     

 

The school leadership team are willing to 

act on suggestions to improve how things 

are done.  

     

 

Staff at my school work as a team to 

deliver improved outcomes.  
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Strongly 

disagree – 

(no 

label) – 

Neither agree 

nor disagree – 

(no 

label) – 

Strongly 

agree – 

 

I feel that staff morale is positive at my 

school.  

     

 

Q15. The next statements relate to how you feel about your school colleagues. Please indicate how 

much you agree or disagree with each statement by selecting one of the seven options from strongly 

disagree to strongly agree. 

  
Strongly 

disagree – 

(no 

label) 

– 

(no 

label) 

– 

Neither agree 

nor disagree – 

(no 

label) 

– 

(no 

label) 

– 

Strongly 

agree – 

 

I identify with my school 

colleagues.  

       

 

I feel committed to my 

school colleagues.  

       

 

I am glad to be in this group 

of colleagues.  

       

 

Being in this collegiate 

group is an important part of 

how I see myself.  

       

 

 

Thank you for your kind contribution to our research. Your time is very much appreciated. 
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Appendix 6R 

 

Exercise used to assess the adequacy of 11 descriptors for influence tactics (Yukl, Seifert, & 

Chavez, 2008)  

 

 

Influence Tactics 
Please match Descriptor A (left column) with the best match Descriptor B (right column) by 

writing the corresponding number (1-11) in the Matching Number column. The purpose of this 

exercise is to see how well descriptors for an existing influence tactic scale (Yukl, Seifert, & 

Chavez, 2008) align with 11 items intended to form an influence tactic scale. 

Descriptor A Matching 

Number 

 Descriptor B 

My colleague legitimated the 

request by referring to policy, 

prior agreements or other 

documents. 

 1. The agent uses logical arguments 

and factual evidence to show that a 

request or proposal is feasible and 

relevant for important task 

objectives. 
My colleague suggested I have 

skills and qualities necessary for 

the request to be carried out. 

 2. The agent asks the target person to 

suggest improvements or help plan 

a proposed activity or change for 

which the target person's support is 

desired. 
My colleague explained how my 

cooperation would yield benefits. 

 3. The agent appeals to the target's 

values and ideals or seeks to arouse 

the target person's emotions to gain 

commitment for a request or 

proposal. 

 
My colleague used pressure 

and/or demanded I carry out the 

request. 

 

 4. The agent offers to provide 

assistance or necessary resources if 

the target will carry out a request or 

approve a proposed change. 

My colleague asked me to 

suggest ways in which the 

request/task might be completed. 

 5. The agent explains how carrying out 

a request or supporting a proposal 

will benefit the target personally or 

help to advance the target's career. 
My colleague offered me 

something in exchange for my 

cooperation. 

 6. The agent uses praise and flattery 

before or during an attempt to 

influence the target person to carry 

out a request or support a proposal. 
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My colleague offered to assist 

with either resources or other 

support to enable me to carry out 

the task. 

 7. The agent asks the target to carry 

out a request or support a proposal 

out of friendship or asks for a 

personal favour before saying what 

it is. 

 
My colleague inspired me with 

his/her request. 

 8. The agent offers something the 

target person wants, or offers to 

reciprocate at a later time, if the 

target will do what the agent 

requests. 
My colleague asked me to 

complete the task/activity as a 

favour. 

 

 9. The agent seeks to establish the 

legitimacy of a request or to verify 

that he/she has the authority to 

make it. 
 

My colleague mentioned/brought 

others when s/he made the 

request  

 10. The agent uses demands, threats, 

frequent checking, or persistent 

reminders to influence the target to 

do something. 
 

My colleague used rational 

persuasion, logical reasons, 

and/or facts. 

 

 11. The agent enlists the aid of others, 

or uses the support of others, as a 

way to influence the target to do 

something. 
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Appendix 6S 

Interrater procedure sheet: User-friendly influence tactics descriptors 

 

 

1. Legitimate: My colleague legitimated the request by referring to policy, prior 

agreements, or other documents.  

 

2. Skills: My colleague suggested I have the skills and qualities necessary for the 

request to be completed.  

 

3. Cooperation: My colleague explained how my cooperation would yield benefits.  

 

4. Pressure: My colleague used pressure and/or demanded I carry out the request.  

 

5. Exchange: My colleague offered me something in exchange for my cooperation.  

 

6. Assistance: My colleague offered to assist with either resources or other support to 

enable me to carry out the request.  

 

7. Inspiration: My colleague inspired me with his/her request.  

 

8. Favour: My colleague asked me to complete the task/activity as a favour.  

 

9. Others: My colleague mentioned/brought others when s/he made the request.  

 

10. Rational persuasion: My colleague used rational persuasion, logical reasons and/or 

facts.  

 

11. Suggestions. My colleague asked me to suggest ways in which the request /task 

might be completed.  
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Appendix 6T 

Example: Tabulated summary of primary participant requests 

School 1 

Primary Participant # 1  

Secondary 

participan

t unique 

identifier 

code 

Influence 

tactic 

(participant 

identified 

and/or 

researcher 

observation) 

Direction 

of Request 

Mediu

m  

Leadership 

(L) or 

Managemen

t (M) 

Questionnair

e completed 

IT score >2  

FLS

M 

S or 

Ns 

P1SP1 Rational 

persuasion + 

coalition  

Lateral email L RP = 4 N 

P1SP2 Rational 

Pers + 

Personal 

appeal  

Upward F2F L  

 

X N 

P1SP3 Rational 

persuasion 

Upward email M App = 3 

Ingrat = 3 

N 

P1SP4 Rational 

persuasion 

Upward email M Coal = 3 

App = 3 

N 

P1SP5 Nil Lateral F2F L X N 

P1SP6 Rational 

persuasion + 

Legitimate + 

Pressure? 

Lateral  email L Coal = 4 

Legit = 4 

Ingrat = 4 

App = 3 

N 

P1SP7 Ingratiation Lateral email M Requ for 

info 

X N 

P1SP8 Rational 

persuasion  

Lateral email L Legit = 3 N 

P1SP9 Consultation 

+ Rational 

Persuasion + 

collaboratio

n   

Down email L Ingrat = 5 

Exch = 4 

Coll = 3 

RP = 4 

S 

P1SP10 Nil 

observed/ 

identified by  

PP 

Downwar

d  

 

F2F L Scores of 1 

for all ITs 

S 

Note. F2F = face to face interaction.  X = questionnaire not completed by potential secondary participant. RP 

= rational persuasion. App = apprise. Coal = coalition. Legit – legitimate. Ingrat = ingratiate. Exch = 

exchange. IT= influence tactic.  Perfect match between IT observations and secondary participant report. 

Partial match between IT observations and secondary participant reports. FLSM: S – standard interaction N = 

non-standard interaction 
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Appendix 6U 

Examples of leadership and management requests 

 

Leadership requests are those requests that relate to core business (advancing student 

learning and/or creating a safe, fair environment) and the focus of the request is a 

subject/topic for which professional development would be available. 

When determining if professional development activities would be available on a particular 

topic, the researcher considered the Australian professional standards for teachers 

(Queensland College of Teachers: QCOT, 2011, p.4) see table below and relied on her 

experience of over 30 years with DoE.  

Domains of teaching Standards 

Professional knowledge Know students and how they learn 

Know the content and how to teach it 

Professional practice Plan for and implement effective teaching and learning 

Create and maintain supportive and safe learning 

environments 

Assess, provide feedback and report on student learning 

Professional engagement Engage in professional learning 

Engage professionally with colleagues/parents/carers and the 

community 

Teacher standards (as opposed to other school employees’ standards) were used to define 

leadership (core business) requests as QCOT (2011) states “The greatest resource in 

Australian Schools is our teachers. They account for the vast majority of expenditure in 

school education and have the greatest impact on student learning, far outweighing the 

impact of any other education program or policy.” (p.2) 

Examples of leadership requests 

• A teacher asked a year level coordinator to contact parents of a student and develop 

a plan to support the student while she recuperates from illness. (Professional 

development is available on the topic of student well-being, including the 

development of support plans). 
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• A teacher asked a subject coordinator to provide materials (images and solutions) to 

guide her in grading student assessment items. (Professional development is 

available on all areas of curriculum, including assessment). 

• A teacher asked a teacher aide to implement a specific support strategy for a senior 

student on an external placement and also asked her to work together to develop a 

support plan for the same student. (Professional development is available on senior 

curriculum, including the management of students on external placements). 

• A teacher sat alongside an administration officer giving multiple directions and 

making several requests of the officer regarding changes required to a senior school 

curriculum document. (Professional development is available on senior curriculum). 

• A master teacher asked a class teacher to review a PowerPoint and word sort 

activity and inform her of additional curriculum requirements for that class. 

(Professional development is available on all areas of curriculum). 

• A master teacher asked the principal to provide clarification regarding his 

expectations of her in her current role as pedagogical coach. (Professional 

development is available on pedagogical coaching). 

• A science teacher asked a lab assistant to complete numerous tasks in preparation 

for a Year 12 Science practical demonstration. (Professional development is 

available on Senior Science curriculum, including experiments and practical 

demonstrations). 

• A pedagogical coach asked teachers to prepare a planning sheet as part of a Year 8 

Media unit, as part of the inquiry cycle/dialogical coaching process used at the 

school. (Professional development is available on all areas of curriculum and 

pedagogical coaching). 

• A pedagogical coach asked a teacher to collate a bank of resources for use with the 

Year 8 Media unit. (Professional development is available on all areas of curriculum 

and pedagogical coaching). 

• A teacher asked a deputy principal to address staff at a staff meeting regarding duty 

of care, supervision expectations, and their roles for the school athletics carnival. 

(Professional development is available on duty of care and athletic events, as part of 

Physical Education curriculum). 

• A head of department requested roll class teachers inform and stress the importance 

to students of returning paperwork to obtain their unique student identifier (USI) 

number, critical for any future study. Teachers were also asked to complete 

paperwork regarding same and send students who had lost their forms to see the 

head of department. 

• A teacher requested a teacher aide supervise and support a student to complete a 

worksheet before he returned to class. (Professional development is available on all 

areas of curriculum and student supervision/management) 
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• A teacher requested another teacher to team teach high jump with her the following 

week. (Professional development is available on Physical Education curriculum). 

Examples of management requests 

• A teacher asked the business services manager (BSM) to approve an order for 

stationery required for a student workshop being conducted by an external provider. 

• A teacher asked BSM to check if DoE has a preferred supplier to organise travel for 

staff. 

• A head of department asked an administration officer to put a notice on Facebook 

regarding playgroup. 

• A deaf interpreter asked a teacher to be put on (given access to) the Learning Place 

(e-platform for curriculum) English extension group. 

• A teacher asked another teacher to release students early from class so they could 

catch a bus to an excursion. 

• A head of department directed a teacher to hand out test papers face down. 

• A finance officer asked cleaners to fill out a form to obtain personal protective 

clothing and equipment. 

• A head of department asked the information technology support officer to fix her 

Outlook. 

• A finance officer asked the BSM to make a decision regarding a cleaner’s request to 

change her roster. 

• A finance officer asked the facilities officer to come to the administration block to 

meet with a plumber. 

• A head of department asked a teacher aide to do some photocopying for her. 

• A teacher asked a lab assistant to move a senior class practical experiment to a 

different day on the schedule. 

• A music teacher asked a supply teacher to ensure chairs were put in and keyboards 

were put away. 

• A teacher asked the facilities officer to fix the clock in her room. 
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Appendix 6V 

Example of school climate data (qualitative) thematic analysis 

 

SCHOOL 1 Primary participant comments: Climate 

Participant 1 Participant 2 Participant 3  Climate themes 

a lot of great 

people to bounce 

ideas off 

 

sharing  collegial  Collegial 

fairly positive, 

solutions 

focussed 

positive vibe positive on the 

whole 

 Positive 

     

enjoy working 

here, 

happy/enjoy work fun  Happy/fun 

safe, protected supportive supportive  Supportive 

proud to work 

here, 

proud    Proud 

love being here     

  

professional 

 

 

 Miscellaneous 

  hardworking  Miscellaneous 

some resistance to 

change by older 

staff 

   Miscellaneous 

 open, welcoming, 

relaxed, exciting, 

 

 

 

 Miscellaneous 

  satisfying, 

individual, 

different/alternative 

 Miscellaneous 

Note. A concept must be mentioned by two or more participants for it to be considered a theme 
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Appendix 6W 

Example of school climate data (qualitative) thematic analysis using colour coding 

 

SCHOOL 2 Primary participant comments: Climate 

Partic 1 Partic 2 Partic 3 Partic 4 Partic 5 Partic 6 Partic 7 Climate 

themes 

very nice, 

nice feel, 

supportive 

very 

good 

school  

nice,  

nice school, 

nice people, 

welc’ing, 

warm  

accepting, 

friendly, 

relaxed, 

lovely, 

supportive, 

kind, close, 

thoughtful, 

helpful, 

collabor’ve 

welc’ing, 

safe, 

inviting, 

positive 

positive, 

people 

care, 

individuals 

matter 

positive, 

solid 

support 

Positive 

Supportive 

Welcoming 

hardwork’g  Hardwork’g   dedicated   Hardworking  

 

want best 

for students 

 

student 

oriented 

  

closeness 

between 

staff and 

students 

  

aspirationa

l students, 

staff pride 

in students 

  

Student 

oriented 

proud -

Show case 

work 

most are 

glad to 

work at 

XSHS 

 glad to 

work here 

– landed 

on my feet 

  lucky to 

be here 

Grateful  

  

Divided: 

positive, 

proact, 

wishing 

to move 

forward 

vs those 

unaccep

ting of 

change. 

  

Two 

schools: 

one wants 

strong, 

strict, 

hierarchy 

(traditional

); the other 

is more 

collaborati

ve.  

Occasional 

clashes, 

back 

stabbing 

and 

bitching. 

   

There is 

a group 

that is 

resistant 

to 

change; 

they 

sabotage

. 

 

Divided 
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Note. A concept must be mentioned by two or more participants for it to be considered a 

theme 

SCHOOL 1 Primary participant comments: Reasons for climate 

 

• Our values- dignity, diversity, quality learning, open communication-are lived and 

breathed; taken seriously in how staff interact with students; it’s not “you haven’t 

followed this rule – it’s you haven’t respected someone’s dignity”.  

This creates an atmosphere about just being a good citizen (makes XSHS different) 

• Relaxed dress code – different feel, levels out the playing field between staff and 

student, yet – there is still a definite demarcation  

• Each student has their own identity – point of difference between XSHS and other 

schools 

• The leadership – strength and clarity of the Principal and DPs which aligns the 

HODs: strong vision and values – student focussed 

• The people – teachers and parents who want to be here and want to send their kids 

here. 

• Dress Code – students can express personalities  

• Subject choices support students to express personal preferences 

• Staff believe in and are trying to do the best for students 

• Parents have a high interest in their kids 

• Administration support of staff 

• Staff support and advocate for one another/staff/people support one another 

• Socio economics of community 

• Open days – promote pride in the school 

• Students are well behaved 

• People are good at their jobs – people are positive 

• People are open to change and accepting everybody (inclusive and diverse) 

 

Yellow = leadership factors 

Red = staff factors 

Green = factors that promote individual identity 

Dark blue = students  

Light blue = community factors 

Purple = parents 
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Appendix 6X 

Primary participants’ (N = 14) reasons for compliance with requests (interview data) 

mapped onto seven factors from the Reasons for Compliance Scale 

 

Reasons offered                 Factor numbers  Other 

Participant “quote” 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 factors 

School 1         

 

“Reasonable” request* + “helped the student” 

+ knowledge of the student 

 

  

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Participant job + important for student and 

support for the team member 

 

 

    

 

   

 

“They needed them” (support team) + “I could 

help” 

 

 

 

      

 

 

“She’s fantastic”; “recognition and trust” +  

not detrimental to students 

 

       No student 

detriment 

Expectations of the unit + participant job 

 
        

“Reasonable request” * + in alignment with 

team vision + relationship building 
        

 

“it’s a really good idea for the student” 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

   

“Expectation” to help “for the greater good” + 

meet parent needs; helps department head + 

it’s important 

 

 
 

 

       

‘good girl’ 

+ greater 

good 

Covering self and others against possible 

criticism + for student’s QCE 

 

        

Best interest of students; help a colleague + 

self -interest “I don’t have to hear… 

complaints” 

 

        

“Trust her judgement” (mentor/expert) + 

reciprocal support (pay back for support given 

in past) 

 

 

        

pay back 
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Reasons offered                   Factor numbers  Other 

Participant “quote” 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 factors 

“It looks negative if you don’t” – especially as 

it was such as easy/fair request* (reputation 

management) +“It would help me as well” 

        

         

“We had time”+ “help me as well” + 

impression management (“makes me 

look more positive”) + relationship 

management (known each other “for 

years and years”) + owed it to her 

 

       owed 

Hierarchy-“She’s above me” + “good 

opportunity to do some Maths work 

with [student]”. Rational reason [class 

not covered]* 

            

          

Opportunity to showcase work “I 

showed off a bit” + best interest of team 

“everyone is on the same page” 

 

         

Parent request & “students’ benefit” + 

“she is my boss” 

 

         

School 2         

Assist a colleague “make her life 

easier” 

 

Help a colleague + students work was 

there 

 

 
 

 

 

       

“Just helping to support the school” 

(best interest of organisation) 

 

        

Best interest of student  

 
        

“Expectation of me to facilitate” 

 

        

“didn’t require a great deal of effort”        
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Reasons offered                                                                Factor numbers                         Other                                         

Participant “quote” 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 factors 

 

“She had important information to add 

to the [student] task” 

 

 

 

       

“Make it as easy as possible for the 

students” + to “follow her protocols” 

 

         follow  

protocols 

“Because he’s the principal” + 

recognise team talent/work (best 

interest of team) + belief in leader’s 

aim; worthwhile (values alignment) 

 
 

 

       

 

Values alignment (“I can see the value 

again and the purpose of what we’re 

doing”) 

 

    

 

   

 

 

Head of Department; part of my role+ 

“He said I was the best person for the 

job” + “within my capabilities to do so” 

 

        

Reasonable request* + “hierarchy 

thing” + “I like to please people” 

 

        

“…within my capabilities” + to help 

 

       
 

Proximity of requestor (standing 

behind)+ “my boss” + “helping him” 

 

        

Support a school initiative + “I am the 

keeper of the year books” 

 

        

“Not a lot of effort… makes sense” for 

participant to do it (time) + “good 

working relationship” 

 

          future 
exchange 

“She’s my boss” + “that’s my job”  

 

        

“Within the scope” of participant’s job 

 

        

“Part of my STEM job” + fits with head 

of department’s vision 

 

        

Valid request* + fits with “what my 

kids had to do” 
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Reasons offered                                                              Factor numbers                            Other                                         

Participant “quote” 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  factors 

 

“A student needed help” 

 

 

 

       

Wanted to  

 

        

“Doing the right thing” + committed to 

do so  

 

       previous 

commit 

Supporting the program + supporting 

the person leading the program 

 

        

“He is my boss and he wanted to” 

 

        

“My job” + time was available  

 

        

“I trust them” + self-interest + have to 

walk the talk to “get credibility with 

staff”+ “we are supposed to” + “that’s 

the big picture” 

 

        

School 3 

 

“She needed that information” + “my 

job to give it to her” 

 

        

“They’ll need them” (their work) + 

“part of my job” + legal requirement 

 

        legal  

“Help her out”+ “I didn’t want any 

angst between them” 

 

        

Mandated business with a deadline 

(compliance report/return) + “helps 

them get their job done too”     

 

 
 

       

Help out/support a colleague 

 
        

“Just made it a little bit easier for her” + 

students need the attention 

 

        

 

 

 



     431 
 

 

Reasons offered                                                              Factor numbers                            Other                                         

Participant “quote” 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  factors 

 

Necessary for student learning + job 

description + avoid complaints  

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

   

In the best interest of students + able to   

accommodate (suited teacher who had 

available resources) 

 

        

Help colleague, relieve her of pressure, 

+ easy to work with person + it was 

important; “I did want to do it” 

 

        

 

Reasonable /logical request* + “chain 

of command” + “I am experienced + 

modelling to students how to behave 

when given an instruction (cooperate)  

 

        

“Create positive relationships with 

students” + contribute to the team  

 

 
 

       

Manner of request (consulted – not 

assumed) + felt comfortable with 

request/responsibility   

 

        

“…my job description” + had the 

experience/knowledge 

 

        

Competence + exchange (future benefit) 

+ “she is a friend…I trust her”  

 

        

As a team “we help each other out .. 

“same purpose to teach kids” 

 

        

“Listen to your colleagues and do what 

they say” + “I was just trying to help” 

 

        listen to 
team 

 

“…working as a team – help each other 

out” 

 

        

Note. Factor names: 1 = Client/business interests; 2 = External consequences; 3 = External attributes; 4 = 

Intrinsic motivation; 5 = Organisational factors; 6 = Request/dyad) features; 7 = Task related features. * 

Fair/reasonable request = is difficult to map as there are several reasons why the request may have been 

reasonable 
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Appendix 6Y 

Interrater procedure sheet: User-friendly descriptions of reasons for compliance 

 

Reasons for Compliance 

1. Client/Business Factor 

My decision would benefit a client                                                                                                 

My decision was in the best interest of the business/organisation 

My decision was in the best interest of my work team 

 

2. External rewards/consequences 

There was incentive (financial or other) to carry out the task/activity 

I felt I may lose some benefits (financial or other) if I did not comply 

 

3. Esteem with others 

I hoped my compliance would enhance my status/relationship with the requestor 

I hoped to obtain the admiration/approval of my colleagues with my decision 

I may have lost the respect of others had I not complied 

 

4. Intrinsic motivation 

I find this task interesting /enjoy this task 

Doing the task well was important to me 

 

5. Organisational factors 

The task was part of my duty statement/job description…my responsibility 

The person who asked me to do the task/activity had the authority to do so 

My decision would be followed up (checked) by someone in the organisation 

 

6. The request/person making the request 

The tone/words used by the person making the request encouraged me to comply 

I felt loyalty to the person who made the request 

I trusted/respected the person who made the request 

 

7. Task factors 

I had space/time in my workload to complete the activity 

I had the appropriate equipment/resources /SKILLS to carry out the task/activity 

Completing the task was consistent with my principles 
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Appendix 6Z 

Examples of influence tactics from fieldwork observations* 

 

Legitimating: my colleague legitimated the request by referring to policy, prior 

agreements, or other documents 

- Request for admin officer to source preferred travel supplier was followed by “It is 

part of the memorandum of understanding the school has with Cairns Training 

Academy” 

- Request for deputy principal to remind staff of supervision responsibilities at 

athletics carnival as part of “duty of care”. 

Ingratiation: my colleague suggested I have skills and qualities necessary for the request 

to be carried out 

- Request to share class management strategies was preceded by “I understand you 

teach 8M and that you have been successful in managing their behaviour” 

Coalition: my colleague mentioned/brought others when s/he made the request 

- Request for a year level coordinator to intervene re a student’s absences was 

followed by “I have had one of her teachers also question her absence and they have 

a concern she is missing out on valuable lessons” 

- Request for a teacher to support an unwell student was preceded by “I am not sure if 

Mina’s parents have been in touch yet …..I told them you would be in touch….” 

Rational Persuasion: my colleague used rational persuasion, logical reasons, and/or facts 

- Request to conduct a work placement visit was proceeded by “He is at risk QCE 

wise” 

- Request for students to be released from class early was accompanied by “we need 

to leave no later than 10.45 to ensure we catch our bus” 

Exchange: my colleague offered me something in exchange for my cooperation 

- Request (to head of department) to attend conference was followed by “I am keen to 

do a presentation at a team meeting after the event to share what I will learn during 

the conference” 

- Request for colleague (also husband) to help her repair musical instruments at 

lunch-time was preceded by an offer to collect lunch for them both so that “He will 

be more likely to help because we will have eaten” 

Personal appeal: my colleague asked me to complete the task/activity as a favour 

- Request for a colleague to send a student to the staffroom included “pretty please” 
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- Request for help to repair a guitar. “Can you help today? …I really need it today” 

 

Pressure: my colleague used pressure and/or demanded I carry out the request 

- Request to the finance officer to prioritise a stationery order included “these items 

are needed for the workshop tomorrow …..please approve the order as a matter of 

urgency”. 

Collaboration: my colleague offered to assist with either resources or other support to 

enable me to carry out the request 

- Request to monitor a student on work placement included “If I can help check with 

Sandy – [then] we can make a plan” 

 

 

* Only eight of 11 possible tactics were evident in fieldwork observations. There were 

no observations or reporting by primary participants of: 

Apprising: my colleague explained how my cooperation would yield benefits 

Inspirational appeal: my colleague inspired me with his/her request 

Consultation: my colleague asked me to suggest ways in which the request/task might be 

completed. 
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