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Abstract

This doctoral dissertation was driven by an indmrato study how employees
behave toward each other from an interactive petsygewhere all members of
an organization are considered active contributéensployeeshigolds this per-
spective and acknowledges the importance of produatelationships. The
objective of this dissertation is to contributetb@ conceptual and methodolo-
gical development of employeeship. The aims arénéurto construct and present
the Employeeship-Leadership-Relationship Mo@dlR) that visualizes the lead-
ership, peer employee, and leader-follower persmectof employeeship, to
present and test two questionnaires by which the Elodel is operationalized,
and to study the behavioral factors of the ELR Mdde., verticalleadership
behavior horizontalpeer employee behavioand reciprocatongruent leader-
follower behavioy relative topsychological climate

Three studies were conducted of which two were aogbiand carried out at
Stockholm-Arlanda airport in Sweden. The first engall study included the
apron and passenger services of a ground handimgpany, tower and ground
control of air traffic service, and an airline’s esption division. The second
empirical study included the same divisions ofghe@und handling company and
the ground control of air traffic service. The pisglogical climate was measured
with the Creative Climate Questionnair€CCQ); Ekvall, 1990), the leadership
behavior with a modified version (Holmkvist, 2004f)the Leader Effectiveness
and Adaptability DescriptionfLEAD; Hersey & Blanchard, 1988), the peer
employee behavior with théour Employeeship QuestionnaiéEQ; Appendix
B), and the congruent leader-follower behavior wamputed based on the re-
sponses from corresponding items of the LEAD an@YE

In the first study RPaper ) employeeship was contextualized relative to other
established organizational concepts. The studyéurtontributed to the concep-
tualization of employeeship and defined ittae behavior that constitutes the
dynamic process of mutual work relationships betw&e or more employees
based on task and social abilitie¥he study also presented the ELR Model,
suitable methods to collect data, and researchtiquesto test the model fol-
lowed by a discussion of possible strengths andi@hmings. The main conclu-
ding remark was that the ELR Model covers the hadmaal perspective of top-
down driven leadership, the horizontal perspectigeer employee, and the
reciprocal perspective of leader-follower behavitowsbe included in the same
analysis.



The purposes of the first empirical studyaper I) were to test the ELR
Model, the YEQ, and the combination of the LEAD &8Q. To do so it was
hypothesized that the three factors of the ELR Naderelated with selected
psychological climate dimensions with which emplesi@p shares some con-
ceptually central components. It was further hypsibed that congruent leader-
follower behavior augmented the value of leaderdl@pavior and its positive
correlation with the climate dimensions. The resglhowed that: 1) there is a
relation between the ELR Model’s three factors enapsychological climate, 2)
the YEQ measures behaviors relevant to the ELR Maaled 3) congruent
leader-follower behavior partly augments the imaoce of leadership behavior
in explaining psychological climate.

The second empirical studydper Ill) replicated the analyses of the first
empirical study with an amended design that: 1)dei the factors of the ELR
Model based on four situational dimensiomsdividual-successindividual-
hardship group-successandgroup-hardshipand 2) included follow-up data to
determine if the results could be replicated. Time was to perform a detailed
investigation of the ELR Model in order to providemore complete picture
about its applicability. The question was whether situational dimensions of
leadership, peer employee, and congruent leadiemfet behaviors were related
to the psychological climate. The most importamdiing was that congruent
leader-follower behavior is related to psycholopmanate with some variations
between the situational dimensions. A hierarchiearession analyses also
showed that congruent leader-follower behavior aemm the importance of
leadership behavior and its relationship to psyatjchl climate. The results
were partly supported in the follow-up study.

The main conclusions were that congruent leadéovi@r behavior expands
leadership beyond the traditional conceptions aihéd leadership and subordin-
ation in organizational hierarchies, that orgamaret should use this finding in
their training programs and include followers iadership development, and that
the ELR Model can facilitate the understanding oWvremployeeship works in
different work situations where leaders and followan learn how to support
each other to reach congruent behavior.

Keywords: employeeship, ELR Model, leadership, éddllower behavior,
employee behavior, work relationships, psycholdgiteate
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Introduction

Introduction

Surrounding conditions and basic needs of research

It is widely recognized that airports are one @& thajor bottlenecks in the future
of aviation (SESAR-consortium, 2006). Many airpoaie already working at

maximum capacity and hence are investing in neways and bigger terminals.
Other ways to improve capacity are to better thec@adures regarding arrival,
turn-round, and departure. The turn-round conctdrasactivities that take place
while the aircraft is standing at the gate. Exammé activities are: passenger
boarding, baggage handling, fuelling, cateringacieg, and de-icing. It is an
extensive list of activities which requires intrand inter-organizational co-
operation as teams and organizations have the eaenarching goal of prepar-
ing the aircraft in time for the next flight. To prove this there is a need to
change the way the organizations share informatsnwell as improvements
and harmonization in technology. One such attesygtlled collaborative deci-
sion making (CDM), which is initiated on a Europelamel and either imple-

mented or in the process of being implemented araé major European air-
ports. One of these is Stockholm-Arlanda airpo$weden.

Collaborative decision making (CDM)

CDM is an operational concept (e.g., new technagloggrk procedures, and
assignments) aimed at facilitating airport turnadyprocesses both on a local
airport level and on an integrated European le8eiccessful CDM demands
cooperation and information sharing between alltigpating stakeholders.
CDM is expected to be implemented at Stockholm-+Ad&airport in two steps.
The first step concerns the arrival phase. By imgleting new technology the
airport aims at enhancing the predictability conoeg the target in-block time,
that is, the time the aircraft takes to reach the.gThe second step concerns the
departure phase including the turn-round processpoove the target off-block
time, that is, the time the aircraft takes to let#hwe gate and being prepared for
takeoff.



An Employeeship Model

The Stockholm-Arlanda and Lund University collabora tion

There has been an ongoing collaboration between (tf&/air navigation service
provider), Swedavia Swedish airports, and Lund ©rsity since 1998, which
has resulted in numerous master theses and twordbdissertations concerning
psychological, organizational, and human factoreets in Swedish air traffic
control. A need for further research was identifieliowing the introduction of

CDM at Stockholm-Arlanda airport. New technologydawork procedures

affecting tasks, methods, and inter-organizati@mdlaboration were soon to be
implemented.

In 2005 representatives from Stockholm-Arlanda@irand Lund University
agreed to launch a new project. The aim was toydeatlership employeeship
andpsychological climatall through the change and implementation proesss
it was of utmost importance that the changes didhawe a negative impact on
the work of the affected employees. It was alsad#etto use a climate question-
naire that focused on innovation and change. Intmvaand willingness to
change were assumed to be difficult to create & rbgulated business that
governs airports, but nevertheless important ireotd manage the forthcoming
changes. The representatives of Stockholm-Arlariqaord were interested in
gaining information about the relation between shedied factors and the key
performance indicators (e.g., on-time demand aretliptability) in order to
facilitate the implementation and to transfer kneadge between different group-
ings.

It was planned to conduct three measurement roahdse ground handling
company, one airline’s operations division, anddh&eund and tower controls of
air traffic service. Due to several delays in inmpénting technology and proced-
ures related to CDM, the research design was andeiithe final design relevant
for this dissertation consisted of two measurementxrder to develop and test
an employeeship model.



Research Objectives

Research objectives

This doctoral dissertation is driven by the insfina to study how employees
behave toward each other, not from a single petisgeof either leadership or
followership, but from an interactive perspectivieare all members of an organ-
ization are considered as active contribut@sployeeships an organizational
concept that encompasses this perspective and wlgdges the importance of
productive relationships and collaboration betwesaworkers and between
leaders and followers. Therefore, the objectivéhed dissertation is to contribute
to the theoretical development of employeeship fr@rmpsycho-organizational
perspective as well as the development of methddssessment that can sup-
port the study, learning, and practical improvermaftwork behaviors.

General research aims

This dissertation aims at describing and concepingl employeeship; con-
structing and presenting th&mployeeship-Leadership-Relationship Model
(ELR) developed by Bertlett, Johansson, and Aradg2010) that visualizes the
leadership, employee, and leader-follower perspesti of employeeship;
presenting and testing two questionnaires throudiichwthe ELR Model is
operationalized; and studying the different beh@alifactors of the ELR Model
relative to the psychological climate.
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Research setting

In this dissertation it is not assumed that the Bll&tiel applies more or less to a
specific business, organization, position, or mets of change as contrasted with
normal operations. Thus, it is not assumed thatdbelts presented here regard-
ing the airport sector will deviate compared toufet collected data of other
businesses. The model is in an early stage and thestill not sufficient empir-
ical data to answer such research questions. i&fitlfmation about the research
setting provides valuable input about the participdao whom the results apply.

Outside the scope of this study, it is, howevelielied that different factors
such as power distance, participation, and org#aira structure and culture
influence the possibility to instill employeeshipdause the ELR Model. There-
fore, this is taken up in chapter 8 as it is sugggkeshat future research should
address these questions.

Stockholm-Arlanda airport

Stockholm-Arlanda airport is Sweden’s largest, wain connections to 176
destinations. There are about 250 organizatior&atkholm-Arlanda and some
15,000 employees. During 2009 Stockholm-Arlanda 1@#®,500 aircraft move-
ments and 16.1 million inbound and outbound tragelads with most large inter-
national airports, it is possible to host confeemctrade fairs, and events at
Stockholm-Arlanda. Swedavia, the owner of Stockhélianda, is a State-
owned airport company that is responsible for tperation and improvements.
Their main task is to operate and develop a cdet#¥e, safe, and smoothly
functioning airport. Swedavia’'s revenue comes fthencustomers.

Ground handling

Ground handling manages the service requiremenenadircraft between the
time it arrives at a terminal gate and the timgeparts. Accuracy is important in
ground handling services in order to optimize then{round time (the time
during which the aircraft must remain parked at ¢fage). Participants of the
ground handling company work either with apron asgenger service.



Research Setting

Apron service

The apron service is a team-based division thatiges services on the apron
including work tasks such as:

o Guiding the aircraft into and out of the parkingspi@on
o0 Towing the aircraft

o Handling luggage

o Handling air cargo

o Refueling

0 De-icing the aircraft

Passenger service
Passenger service operates inside the airportriatmith tasks such as:

o Providing check-in counter services for the passeng

o Providing gate arrival and departure services (teyrequired to meet a
flight on arrival as well as provide departure s&8 including boarding
passengers and closing the flight)

o Staffing the transfer counters and airline lounges

Air traffic service (ATS)

Air traffic service is a generic term which incledair traffic control, flight infor-
mation, flight weather, and flight rescue servichs. traffic control can in turn
be divided into different subgroups such as towartol and ground control.
The air traffic control officers of tower controtearesponsible for the active
runway surfaces. Tower control clears aircrafttekeoff and landing, ensuring
that prescribed runway separation will exist atteles. In order to guarantee
smooth and safe operations at an airport, it iakmolute necessity that there is a
highly disciplined communication process betweeroived actors (e.g., tower
control, pilots, and vehicle drivers). In a genemanner, air traffic controllers
work individually, responsible for an assigned sfiecsector. The work is
conducted in a coordinated way with close coopamatrith other air and ground
sectors. To be able to handle surface movemendassiafe and orderly manner,
specified sectors are manned with controllers nesipée for ground control.
Ground control generally includes management oiways, inactive runways,
holding areas, and some transitional aprons orset®ons where aircraft arrive,
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having vacated the runway or departure gate. Allrait, vehicles, or people
being in these areas are required to have cleafammeground control. Ground
control is vital to the operation of the airpoityce the way this is carried out can
have an impact on the sequencing of departureafiras well as influencing
safety, efficiency, and airport capacity. This I tsituation at Stockholm-
Arlanda airport, as in most other airports of taeme size. Normal working hours
are applied with planned breaks depending on volantkedensity of traffic. The
controllers work in shifts and provide around-thec& services. Air traffic
service is under the control of the Swedish airigetion service provider LFV
and is supervised by the Swedish Aviation Authority

An airline's operations division

Operations control is an important area in anra@rtompany. Normally the main
tasks are to manage short-term scheduling, crewagemnent, flight planning,

and weight and balance. Operations control can ibeledl into two phases,

strategic and tactical. Strategic operations consr@oncerned with scheduling
and planning. This phase generates the schedudéraraft rotations and crew

trips and is generally updated on a monthly or @ealsbasis. The tactical phase
manages the execution of the airline schedules dailg basis. This involves

pre-planned schedules, flight dispatch, schedaeking, and updating and re-
scheduling due to deviations and irregular openatio

The connection between the research setting and the
research project’s objectives

Inter- and intra-organizational collaborations aeezessary in order to develop a
functional collaborative decision making (CDM). Seroentral issues of intra-
organizational collaboration are the relationstbpsveen all employees, that is,
between leaders and followers of different orgaioral levels and between co-
workers of the same hierarchical level. The cengsle in this dissertation will
be intra-organizational relationships.



Theoretical Framework

Theoretical framework

The dissertation focuses on tlgmployeeship-Leadership-Relationship Model
(ELR) which illustrates the conceptualization oadership, followership, and
peer relationships as components of employeeshpldyeeship incorporates
both an employee perspective and a leadership gerep. These different
perspectives can separately and interactively havienpact on the interpretation
of organizational function and organizational omes. In employeeship it is
argued that effective relationships are determimetioth the employees’ and the
leaders’ ability to adapt and match their behavretative to personal and situ-
ational factors (e.g., task and social abilitied)is means that the ELR Model
includes three factors relevant for the study ofpleryeeship: the top-down
perspective ofeadership behavigrthe horizontal perspective peer employee
behavior and by including both leader and employee bemawiothe same
analysis it also covers the reciprocal perspeativeongruent leader-follower
behavior It may be noted that the model is in accordanith the tradition in
social cognitive theory where behavior is explaiireterms of personality, situ-
ation, and their interaction.

This chapter provides a brief introduction to thetbrs included in terms of
leadership, employeeship, and psychological clim@tee presentation is rather
compact sincé’aper | provides a detailed presentation of how employipeish
conceptualized including the leadership perspectaed how employeeship
relates to psychological climate. Before comindhat, a presentation about the
historical background of employeeship is providetdat employeeship means to
the author, and how it became the research togiu®vork.

Reflections at the outset of a journey

This doctoral dissertation has its origin in anoidgically loaded principle of an
organizational concept callemmployeeshifrom the Swedish worchedarbetar-

skap Generally it is about equal treatment, particgpatand the possibility to
influence decisions. Employeeship has been foraks;aand still is, a generally
accepted code of conduct in the Swedish and Scawidim work cultures. Since
the 1930s the Swedish government, leading uniart .eaployee organizations

7
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have strived together to democratize the workirfig. lThey focused on joint
understanding and collaboration, which was consml@dvantageous for all par-
ties. This ideologically loaded strive towards sb@quality did not only impact
the working life of its time, it also impacted wang life research as well as the
society at large with extended effects throughpifessent day. The basic concepts
of leadership, followership, organizational citizkip behavior, empowerment,
organizational structure, and communication takemfthis ideology are applied
here to contribute to the conceptualization anihdefn of employeeship.

Employeeship can be discussed on different legeish as the legal, societal,
collective, and individual. The individual and gpolevels are of interest here
and can be referred to as a “psychological agreg&nbetween co-workers and
between leaders and followers that concerns theabpe behavioral level. Inde-
pendent of the level concerned, they are all imibeel by an egalitarian ethos. To
me, this does not necessarily mean that an emplmeis consensus to make a
decision, but it does say something about whatpeeted of the process leading
to a decision. This, of course, depends on thesiasthand, but successful imple-
mentations and evaluations take time, need planm@ing require acceptance. In
my opinion, acceptance needs participation orastlanvolvement, and decisions
ought to be based on the best available informatdnch is not always pos-
sessed by management or the team leader.

My personal interest in employeeship revolves atiotire operative behav-
ioral level that concerns the collaborative workéaor between co-workers and
between leaders and followers. Therefore, thisediason has adopted a general
focus on joint understanding and collaboration Wwhaorrespond to the con-
tinuing democratization of working life going onwdor over eighty years. In
the beginning of my doctoral studies my advisor dndiscussed different
questions of interest to me. Often the aspect gileyeeship came up: what it
meant in principle, how it could be expressed ik life, and maybe the
most difficult of all — how | can conceptually debe what | wanted to study and
how | can measure it. Quite soon | decided to farughe behavioral level, from
which | raised several questions that guided mycbem the employeeship lit-
erature:

o How do co-workers and leaders and followers behaward each other in
working life?

o How can work behavior be studied and explained feememployeeship
perspective?
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o0 Is there any research or “common knowledge” desujithow positive
and/or negative behavior is expressed accordiag ®mployeeship model?

o What does the literature say about the followetstarir contributions?

o What does the literature say about the relationgtrgpective?

A common theme across most questions is that tivegeers concern all staff

members and that there is an interaction betweemockers and between leaders
and followers. It is neither suggested, nor assurted all employees can, will,

or should be invited to participate in all kindssiuations. But, when they want
to and have the ability to do so — are they alld®®vétiere is also the opposite
when employees are allowed to participate but domamt to. In essence, it con-
cerns the difference between what Immanuel Kag eaithority of meaning and

action (in Visholm, 2005). Being free, autonomoasgd enlightened as an em-
ployee does not include the right to make decisibaos it does include the right

and the responsibility to negotiate and expressqoed opinions. This led me to

two types of questions. The first set concerngd¢lasonand the second concerns
possiblebehaviorandeffects

1.1. How do leaderseasonwhen they do or do not invite certain employees?

1.2. How do employeeseasonwhen they do not want to participate even
though invited?

1.3. How do employeeseasonwhen they discover something that does not
correspond with the organizational goal but stillrbt intervene?

2.1. How do co-workers as well as leaders and followsskavewhen col-
laborating successfully vs. unsuccessfully, thawisat are the character-
istics of well adapted and congruent behavior asosed to those of
poorly adapted and discrepant behavior?

2.2. What are thesffectswhen co-workers as well as leaders and followers
collaborate successfully vs. unsuccessfully, thatvhen they adapt their
behavior to the conditions of the situation and @wtgruent relative to
each other as opposed to showing no indicationadaptation or con-
gruence?

After raising these questions | took a pragmatemdtand decided that in this
study | was going to focus on the latter questibias concerned thieehaviorand
the effects By doing so, it was my aim to examine whetheséh&mployeeship
questions” had a combined theoretical and practiahie. Before | leave the first
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set of questions concerning treason | would like to view them from the per-

spective of loyalty. Even though not part of thisrky they cannot be neglected
when discussing the results later on. Mgller (198945ed the question who owed
loyalty to whom. He clearly argued, and | concimattall employees must be
loyal to the overriding goal of the organizatiors 8oon as personal loyalty be-
comes stronger, the motivation or reason behindé#mavior can be questioned.
In a way this corresponds to the way | deliber&ieua the authority of meaning

and action. In order to contribute to the developin¢he followers have to

accept the authority of action, but in return hhe possibility to use their intel-

lect responsibly by critically expressing their mpns.

| then turned to the literature looking for thegrienodels, and results based on
empirical data. To my surprise there was littldinal. | knew that employeeship
was practically limited to the Scandinavian cowedyibut with its history | expec-
ted more. It became clear that employeeship wassong that has been much
more part of popular speech and rhetoric than tdwaid of any working life
research. Some valuable work | found was that oflaig1994) and Hallstén
and Tengblad (2006b). The former is a conceptuat¢pabout employeeship and
the latter is a book covering a number of studes/ich different researchers
have studied how employeeship is expressed inrdiffeorganizations and have
tested some models. Some positive findings wert ttlea researchers share a
similar understanding of employeeship, the prirespbehind it, and important
dimensions of it. Their theoretical work and how\tlrcontributed to the study of
employeeship were helpful to me. Some negativarfgeiwere that there was no
agreement on the definition and the literatureuinitb did not really correspond to
the questions | asked and thus could not fully supihe conceptual and method-
ological work | was aiming for. In order for me farther contribute to the
conceptualization and study of employeeship, | erm®iew approach beginning
with the development of a conceptual framework, @eh that could illustrate
how | understand employeeship and how | want tdysity and an instrument by
which the model could be operationalized. This weasbeginning of how | be-
came academically introduced to employeeship.

Leadership

There are researcher studying leadership and felsivip who argue in favor of
shared leadership (Pearce & Sims Jr., 2002) atlweo$ynchronization of leader-
ship and followership (Hollander, 1992b), and wiates that leadership occurs
when leaders and followers develop effective retethips (Uhl-Bien, 2006).
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Leadership has further been identified as infl@ntegarding organizational
climate (Ekvall, 1996, 1999; Ekvall, FrankenhaeugeParr, 1995), and organ-
izational success (Bennis & Nanus, 1985; Franssdigrén, Ekvall, & Tomson,
2008; Silverthorne, 2001; Weil, Bogue, & Morton,04(). Hence, leadership has
to be recognized as an important organizationattfon even though an expan-
ded leader-follower perspective is advocated in leygeship, which will be
described in the next section. It is also importaninclude formal leadership in
order to describe any possible added value frontethaer-follower perspective.

Generally, leadership scholars have attempted udyswhether successful
leadership is a result of specific characterisbcghe leader, features in the situ-
ation, or a combination of both (Haslam, 2001).ifTitzeories suggest that lead-
ers are separated from followers by intellectual social characteristics such as
intelligence, emotional stability, interpersonahlstity, and cognitive skills
(Bray, Campbell, & Grant, 1974). Charismatic leathgy is just such a theory, in
which it is the leader’s ability to set an examblat provides a model for others
and encourages them to contribute to the realizatiothe vision (Conger &
Kanungo, 1998). A variant of this perspective ie #itempt to identify leaders
based on their behavior instead of on the basteef character. Following this
approach, leadership behavior has been describe@rins of task-oriented
behaviorandrelationship-orienteehavior(Katz & Kahn, 1952). Task-oriented
behavior is when leaders concentrate on work taskd as coordination, plan-
ning, and scheduling, while relationship-orientedvhen leaders focus on sup-
portive behavior with followers, for example, beiognsiderate and showing
trust and confidence.

In situational leadership theories it is argued #ftective leadership is mostly
determined by the interplay of personal and situni factors. This distinguishes
situational leadership from approaches that expleadership based on traits,
behavior, or the leader’s charisma. Hersey anddBlard (1993) argue that the
leadership process is a function of the leaderfahewers, and other situational
variables. Hence the desire to define a singlel itlgee of leadership behavior
seems unrealistic. Hersey and Blanchard developedntingency theory they
call the situational leadership theorySLT). The SLT is based on task- and
relationship-oriented leadership behavior. The llesk readiness among the
followers determines the proper combination of tamkd relationship-oriented
behavior for the leader. Hersey and Blanchard (L%@parate four levels of
readiness even though they are elements of a camtin According to their
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theory, leaders should use task-oriented behaxedeyred to as the leadership
styletelling, when a follower is unready (i.e., lacks the &pitind confidence) in
relation to the task (readiness level 1). Tellisgwhen a leader is direct in
defining roles, clarifying procedures, and monitgriprogress of work object-
ives. As the followers’ readiness increases to derette level (readiness level 2
and 3), the leader can reduce the degree of taskted behavior. At these levels
the leader should act more relationship oriented povide support, consul-
tation, and praise. The corresponding leadershjilesstto these two readiness
levels are calledelling and participating At the highest level of readiness, the
leader should provide a low amount of both taskd selationship-oriented be-
haviors, calleddelegating Followers at this level have the required aleditand
confidence to perform the work without much direntor support.

Employeeship

There is a trend among researchers looking for aegles to study the leader,
the follower, the fellow worker, the situation, amlgeir interaction (Avolio,
Walumbwa, & Weber, 2009). One problem seems tdedack of models that is
based on this multiple perspective. Employeeshgtha ELR Model in Figure 1
provide a new approach to the study of mutual i@ahips in working life, and
thus, attempt to bridge the gap which up until naekes the perspective only of
the leader or of the follower.

Several researchers in the field of employeeshye ltantributed to the con-
ceptualization (Hallstén & Tengblad, 2006b). Theé provided a theoretical
background of how they understand employeeshipgldped models, and tested
the dimensions included in order to describe wimapleyeeship is. They have
also discussed possibilities and difficulties imhim develop employeeship and
how it is expressed in relation to organizationtalicture, cultural background,
the public and private sectors, and managementosuge.g., Hallstén &
Tengblad, 2006b; Rasmusson & Grohn, 1998). Mogarehers agree that rela-
tionship and cooperation are central to the dednitand that employeeship is
about how employees manage their relationships thighemployer and their
own work. There is also a rather well establishedsensus that employeeship
concerns the balance between responsibilities atlaty, loyalty, trust, com-
mitment, participation, social and technical compet, communication, self-
and shared leadership, the autonomous employeethandemarcation of work
and private life (see Hallstén & Tengblad, 2006bgllr, 1994; Simonsson,
2002). Most of the factors mentioned are diffictdt study without including
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leadership. Mgller (1994) suggests that leadershgn aspect of employeeship,
and the studies presented in Hallstén and Teng{®806b) recognize that
leadership and employeeship have to be studieglation to each other. Still, no
model this far has included leadership as an agffestployeeship.

The conceptual contributions in this dissertatioa based on the literature
previously mentioned. But since the research questdiffer from most other
research in the field, the conceptualization takeew path and the approach of
how to study employeeship is different from earbé&udies. Here, the study of
employeeship is on an individual level with thedsmn how employees behave.
This differs from the organizational perspectiveusing on what employeeship
is and how it is expressed as described in theiqus\paragraph. Another differ-
ence concerns how leadership is regarded in ralédi@mployeeship. In this dis-
sertation leadership is part of the employeeshinidien and thus included in
the ELR Model (see Figure 1).

Here the conceptual focus concerns work relatigosshirected towards de-
scribing how all co-workers support, build trustdacelate to each other whether
it is about technical, social, or personal issigsployeeship is based on two pil-
lars: psycho-relational competence and technicalpsience. These are referred
to associal andtask abilities The suggested definition of employeeshighis
behavior that constitutes the dynamic process dauiatuwork relationships be-
tween two or more employees based on task andl sdwigies. The definition is
influenced by and thus finds support in the psyohganizational literature that
treats psychosocial and organizational structunelspaiocesses that impact work
relationships, for example, roles, responsibiljtiagthority, trust, commitment,
communication, participation, leadership, and leayn(e.g., Argyris, 1999;
Argyris, Putnam, & McLain Smith, 1985; Argyris & B@n, 1996; Baird &
Kram, 1983; Likert, 1967; Metcalf & Urwick, 1941; dller, 1994; Pearce &
Sims Jr., 2002; Schulz, 2005).

Participation is an important factor in understagdiemployeeship in the
relationship-building process between all employ&®sticipative activities are
praised as effective means for enhancing the flogvuse of important informa-
tion (Miller & Monge, 1986), and to increase orgaational competitiveness
(Godard & Delaney, 2000; Ichniowski, Shaw, & Presimy 1997). Miller and
Monge (1986) concluded in a meta-analysis thatiqyaation positively affects
both work satisfaction and productivity independehthierarchical level and
organizational belonging. One advantage of padityn is that it utilizes all the
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participants’ specific knowledge about their ownrkvprocesses (Cooke, 1994),
which is important in making what Argyris and caligies (Argyris, 1982, 1993,
1999; Argyris & Schon, 1996) cahformed decisiongOther advantages are that
the ability to influence enhances perceptions afcedural justice (Cawley,
Keeping, & Levy, 1998) and fosters a higher idecdifion with the organization
and the decisions made. This results in employeeinfy more committed
(Klein, Wesson, Hollenbeck, & Alge, 1999), and henperforming better
(Denison & Mishra, 1995). Further, Zwick (2004) ctuded that the intro-
duction of shop-floor participation improved teammv@and autonomous work
groups and led to a reduction of hierarchies.

The ELR Model includes a leadership theory for pepose of emphasizing
the special attention leadership calls for. Thequeisite for choosing a leader-
ship theory was largely based on its ability todeenpared with the expected
behavior of followers and that it focuses on cotuakzed behavior. Given these
criteria, Hersey and Blanchard’s (1993) SLT wasswered the most appropri-
ate. An interesting aspect of the SLT is that isseut to measure expected
behavior. It was a challenge to further develog @mspect of working with be-
havioral data in applied settings and exploring thbeit is possible to combine
the leadership perspective with a follower pergpectt is this combination of
leader and follower behaviors that underlie the BdBdel. Even though the
SLT focuses on operational leadership behavioriaralitable as a counterpart
to the follower behavior in the ELR Model, thereais important difference that
demonstrates how the ELR Model is further developed expanded beyond the
SLT. In applying the SLT the followers are providedh an assumed readiness
which regards them as passive receivers of leagessipport. In applying the
ELR Model this is replaced by measured task andbkabilities that consider
the employees as active contributors independetitedf position. This adds the
follower and peer employee perspectives to theclesdp perspective.

According to the ELR Model it is possible to stuewpder-follower behavior
and examine whether it is congruent or not. Traddl leadership theories do not
address this, something which restricts the undedsig of work relationships
and leadership (Hollander, 1992a). While formaldera may have a greater
responsibility to know more about their subordisatrengths and weaknesses
and adapt accordingly, it is a misconceived expectdo believe that the work-
place is full of dynamic leaders and passive subatds. Most followers are
well aware of their leaders’ strengths and shoriogs They too adapt their be-
havior accordingly (Hollander).
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To establish an interactive leader-follower apphgat is not sufficient to
simply measure leadership behavior and to matcag#inst a theoretical or
normative need for leadership. In employeeshigdhm behaviors of leaders and
followers are of key importance for the output ofji@en situation. The con-
gruence of leader and follower behaviors, and ssfoé leadership and peer
employee behaviors for that matter, are assumeahpoove with collaborative
awareness, that is, knowledge about each othalts, gperiences, and personal
characteristics. This is an experience-based legnmiocess that resembles what
Schulz (2005) callsituated learningand takes place in the participative pro-
cesses. Collaborative awareness is assumed toahpesitive correlation with
task and role clarity and a negative with role agulty and role conflict. Earlier
results have indicated that high clarity plus lombéguity and conflict have a
positive effect on job performance (Fisher & Gitels 1983; Tubre & Collins,
2000), individual performance (De Vries, Roe, & Iiail, 2002), self efficacy
(Chen & Bliese, 2002), and climate (Ekvall, 199899).

Similar to Hersey and Blanchard’'s (1993) SLT in eththe appropriate type
of leadership behavior is specified according ®ftillowers’ level ofreadiness
the appropriate type of peer employee behavigpesified according to the level
of task and social abilities among the employeé® ELR Model differentiates
between four levels of task and social abilitiesrethough they are elements of a
continuum from low to high (see Figure 1). Accoglito the model it can be
assumed that employees will usesk-professionabehavior (i.e., work-oriented
employeeship) when a co-worker is low on task aadias abilities. Task-
professional behavior is when an employee focusethe relationship between
the co-worker and the assignment and providesaaypeer leadership. As task
and social abilities increase, the peer-instructhahavior is assumed to be
replaced by a guiding behaviocoflegial-professiongl At the most highly
developed levels of task and social abilities (pe+sriented employeeship),
socio-collegial and socio-emotional the relationships may facilitate the
possibility to mutually gain professional and p&aladevelopment.

In situations where no formal leadership is invdliie employee style is
called peer employee style. When formal leaderghipvolved it is called fol-
lower employee style. Peer and follower styles @yerationalized in the same
way but placed in their respective contexts, thegcdbe the direction of the
behavior whether it has a horizontal perspectigamding a co-worker or a verti-
cal one vis-a-vis the leader. Together employele styd leadership style consti-
tute the reciprocal perspective of leader-followeeraction style (see Figure 1).
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The ELR Model

Relation-oriented leadership

v

Task-oriented leadership

Person-oriented
employeeship (i.e.,
high task and social
abilities)

‘ .
High Moderate Low Work-oriented
\ employeeship (i.e.,

low task and social
ES4 ‘ ES3 ES2 ‘ ES1

>

abilities)

Figure 1. The Employeeship-Leadership-Relationship Modelr{{Bt, et al., 2010).
The four employee styles (ES) correspond to empgldyehavior in work relationships
based on task and social abilities: ES1 = taskgssibnal, ES2 = collegial-professional,
ES3 = social-collegial, and ES4 = socio-emotioridle four leadership styles (S)
correspond to those of the SLT (Hersey & Blancha@®3): S1 = telling, S2 = selling,
S3 = participating, and S4 = delegating. The irtgra styles (IS) are the darker gray
areas indicating congruent leader-follower behavl8il = task-professional, 1S2 =
collegial-professional, 1S3 = social-collegial, disd = socio-emotional.

From organizational to psychological climate

Climate as a concept in the field of social psyobygl goes back to Gestalt
psychology (Lewin, Lippit, & White, 1939). In Geltasychology it is implied
that individual elements of perception are formet wholes representing more
than the sum of the specific elements. In this weyanizational climate is a
gestalt based on the perceived experiences andribehaf the people in an
organization (Schneider, Bowen, Ehrhart, & Holcomi2000).
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Organizational climate can be identified eithemiran objectivistic or a phen-
omenological approach (Ekvall, 1987). In the obyestic approach climate is
defined by characteristic behaviors and attituéigsall argues that climate can
be observed and studied in various ways; it is taibate of the organization
independent of how the employees perceive it. Atiogr to the phenomen-
ological approach, it is the employees’ percepama cognitive structuring of the
organizational situation that determines the omgtional climate. The em-
ployees experience routine actions and proceds®gcteate cognitive maps, and
they try to interpret them in order to understane drganizational environment
and explain their experiences. These cognitive napsmodified in the inter-
action between employees when they exchange expeseand perceptions. It is
this process that gives rise to a general viewhefdrganizational environment
that consists of the shared perceptions.

Climate is defined as the recurring patterns ofabéadr, attitudes, and feelings
that characterize life in the organization (Isakdeauer, Ekvall, & Britz, 2000).
According to Ekvall (1985) the organizational clitmas developed in the meet-
ing between the individuals and the organizati@iiation. Rules, procedures,
strategies, and the physical environment are atbfa in the organizational situ-
ation to which the employees react. These reactionthe form of behaviors,
attitudes, and emotions, create the climate. Thaplpeas well have to be re-
garded as part of the organizational situation. Byge A is an environmental
factor influencing employee B and vice versa. Thihng interaction between
employees is an important feature of the climate.

At the individual level of analysis, the conceptadled psychological climate.
At this level, the concept of climate refers to thdividual perceptions of be-
havioral patterns. When aggregated, the concegdlisd organizational climate.
These are the objectively shared perceptions thatacterize life in the organi-
zation (Isaksen, et al., 2000; Schneider, 1975¢r@'lis a quite clear distinction
between psychological and organizational climateliiduals are regarded as
observers of the climate rather than as carrietbetlimate (Ekvall, 1987). All
employees of an organization can describe the ag@onal climate on the basis
of their own perceptions. These perceptions caretbee be used in the study of
an organization’s climate. But this is not the saasesaying that the climate is
the perceptions. External assessors may just dsoeelsed in the study of the
climate (Ekvall, Arvonen, & Waldenstrom-Lindblac)83).
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According to Ekvall (1990), in order to understahe use of organizational
climate in an organizational context, it can bestdered as an intervening vari-
able between input and output processes (see FRjufResources are expected
to have certain effects on for example profit, gyabnd innovation throughout
different organizational processes. The climateaotp these organizational pro-
cesses as well as the outcomes. It does not aegtking, but it strengthens and
weakens the effects of the resources.

Organizational climate for innovations

Within an organization it is possible to distinduigetween different aspects of
organizational climate, for example, service clienébchneider, et al., 2000),
safety climate (Zohar, 2002), and innovative cliengEkvall, 1996). Ekvall
(1994) has suggested that innovative climate isomant for stimulating change
and Ahmed (1998) has concluded that innovationmpoirtant for an organi-
zation’s ability to change. An innovative organiaatl climate facilitates the
development and utilization of new products, cotgegnd work procedures.

Saleh and Wang (1993) argue that an innovativenizgtonal climate bene-
fits from an open climate, collegial relationshipmd reward systems that
reinforce innovative achievements. Innovation besé&fom an open exchange of
information as it increases the availability ofarhation and promotes trust.
Trustful relationships enable employees to chaketige status quo. Further,
authority and power are shared equally among cdsverin a collegial climate
while the classical approach promotes a leaderfdutate relationship.

People Know-how Material
—>»| Buildings Patents Products
Machinery Funds Concepts

- =

Organizational and psychological
processes

I [ EE—

- =

Ly Quality Innovations Well-being
Productivity Job satisfaction Profit

Figure 2. Organizational climate as an intervening varigBlevall, 1996).
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Incidents and accidents at airports can have datwagteffects. Airport oper-
ations are therefore considered a high risk orgdioiz. Such organizations are
for the most part governed by rules, regulations, iastructions, which hampers
the possibility to develop an innovative climatekyill, 1994). Detailed and
regulated work procedures limit the atmosphere tabulates creativity and
hinder the possibility to generate and test newasd®&levertheless, the rules and
regulations that dictate the working conditiongttué participating organizations
operating at the airport are well motivated. If fexample ground handling
personnel and air traffic controllers were allowedtake actions that would
challenge the safety standards, this would constiéuhazard to themselves, to
their co-workers, and to the travelers. Innovatesmin this type of business
should therefore not imply experimental behaviodaily operations. Still, the
ability to change is crucial when adapting to fetwemands in terms of in-
creased air traffic volumes and harmonization otpdures related to CDM.
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Purposes and
research questions

The following purposes and research questions efitidividual studies are
addressed:

o To contribute to the conceptualization of employgesnd to contextualize
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it in relation to theories of leadership, empowenimeollowership, and
organizational citizenship behavior (Paper I).

In order to understand the complexity and use gileyeeship and its rela-
tion to other organizational concepts, there ieadnto: 1) define employee-
ship, 2) describe the similarities and differenoglative to other adjacent
established concepts, and 3) discuss possible itenath employeeship

not provided by other concepts.

To develop and present a theoretical model -Ethployeeship-Leadership-
Relationship Model(ELR) — and the questionnaires through which the
model is operationalized (Papers I-11).

To facilitate the study of employeeship and exptasults obtained require:
1) visualizing the cornerstones of employeeshifi Bsconceptualized here
—task and social abilities2) visualizing the factors in focusleadership
behavior peer employee behaviandcongruent leader-follower behavior
and 3) creating and/or choosing questionnairesugirovhich the appro-
priate variables {eadership style adaptabilitpeer employee style adapta-
bility, andcongruent leader-follower style can be extracted.

To present and test a newly developed employeegieptionnaire (Papers
[-11).

Theleadership style adaptabilityariable could be extracted from an exist-
ing leadership questionnaire. To operationalize pegployee behavior and
to extract thgpeer employee style adaptabilitgriable, a new questionnaire
was needed. Leader-follower behavior is a factat ik operationalized
based on the agreement between leader and follogfe&viors, thus, it has
to be possible to use input from both the leadprsinid the employeeship
questionnaires in the same analysis. In order lidata the peer employee
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variable it has to be tested, for example, relativeother variables that
theoretically share some central components wiéh émployeeship con-
struct (also see the questionnaire manual, Appetgix

To describe the relation between employeeship aydhmlogical climate
(Paper II).

Psychological climate shares some conceptuallyraenbmponents with

employeeship, which makes it a valuable outputaide in the statistical
analysis when validating the employeeship ques@oarand when discuss-
ing how the ELR Model contributes to the field, \asll as its practical

implications.

To analyze the three factors of the ELR Model, ézaldip, peer employee,
and leader-follower behaviors, each of which isuas=d to have a positive
correlation with psychological climate (Paperslli)-|

Earlier results have indicated a correlation betwleadership and psycho-
logical climate. With employeeship and the ELR Moaitlés suggested that
the hierarchical leadership perspective (e.g.,doywn chain of command
with one-way communication across different orgatinal levels) has to
be expanded to include the horizontal peer empl@ek the interactive

leader-follower perspectives. It is assumed thhtfaadtors of the model

contribute regarding psychological climate.

To analyze congruent leader-follower behavior whilassumed to aug-
ment the value of leadership behavior and its pasitorrelation with
psychological climate (Papers II-111).

It is further suggested that the traditional leatlgr perspective is too nar-
row to explain leadership behavior since leaderghign interactive func-
tion between the leader and those led. Thus, ais@imed that congruent
leader-follower behavior, which is the most impattéactor of the ELR
Model and one that takes both leaders and followss account, has a
better explanatory power than only leadership biehaas far as psycho-
logical climate is concerned.

To analyze the situational dimensions of: 1) peapleyee behavior, 2)
leadership behavior, and 3) congruent leader-fa@lolehavior, where each
is assumed to have a positive correlation with pslagical climate and
further, the situational dimensions of congrueridkr-follower behavior,
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where each is assumed to augment the value ofittreignal dimensions
of leadership behavior and their positive correlati with psychological
climate (Paper IlI).

In order to investigate the ELR Model in detailsitdivided in four dimen-

sions. This is assumed to provide more comprehemsiermation about its
applicability. These analyses include follow-upad&t determine whether
the results can be replicated.
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Methodology

Instruments

Three different instruments, theeader Effectiveness and Adaptability Descrip-
tion (LEAD), the Your Employeeship Questionnai(¥EQ), and theCreative
Climate Questionnair¢CCQ), have been used in the research processien
collect data regarding leadership behavior, peepl@eyee behavior, congruent
leader-follower behavior, and psychological climaid factors were measured
twice with an interval of nine months in order tudy the stability of the
assessments over time. This section provides & sdlescription of the instru-
ments, focusing on the included dimensions andipsyetric data.

Leadership assessment

A modified version (Holmkvist, 2000) of tHeeader Effectiveness and Adapta-
bility Description(LEAD; Hersey & Blanchard, 1988) was used to as$esder-
ship. The LEAD is an instrument that measures egeteadership behavior
representing the top-down perspective of the ELRI&Ian Figure 1. Leadership
is assessed in terms of the situational leadetbeipretical model by Hersey and
Blanchard (1993) with documented reliability andidity (Greene, 1980).

The questionnaire consists of 32 items in whichknsituations are described
to the respondent. Each item vyields four ipsatitydesscores and a normative
adaptability score. The response alternatives thesdifferent leadership be-
havior strategies. The instrument can be answeyeddpondents of both leading
and non-leading positions. The leader respondertasked to choose the alter-
native that best describes their own expected behavhile the non-leading
respondents are asked to choose the alternativdoéisa describes the expected
behavior of their leader. The following is an exdengf a LEAD item:

Situation

The very effective work team has been divided ibgsaups with
different opinions of how the team should proce€Hdis leads to
deteriorated work climate and results.

What will your supervisor do?
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Alternative actions

A.Your leader gathers the group and ensures thayleedy who has
any views is allowed to speak his/her mind. Yowdler clarifies the
description of work until convinced that everyoras lunderstood.

B. At a meeting your leader makes a point of bringing the group’s
own resources for solving the problems.

C.Your leader collects the group as soon as posaitdefinds out what
has gone wrong. He or she clarifies the projectmjason until con-
vinced that everyone has understood.

D.Your leader helps the group to understand why #& batten into
trouble and support its own way of grappling witle problems.

Each alternative action reflects a speci@adership styleeferred to as telling,
selling, participating, and delegating, see Figlréfhe method generates data
concerning a leader’s leadership style profile (tieguency of the four leader-
ship styles used by the leader across the 32 isitisat Thus, this profile gener-
ates data about a leader’s task- and relationtadeleadership behaviors.

Each item in the questionnaire further reflects ohéur readiness levels of
an individual or a group of follower employees. Tieflected level of an item
corresponds to one of the alternative leadershiprescwhich are considered to
be the most effective in the given situation acowydo the situational leadership
theory (Hersey & Blanchard, 1993). The four levate: the lowest readiness
level where the follower has no willingness or épito perform, calls for the
task-oriented leadership style ‘telling’; the seddavel where the follower has
the willingness but still not the ability to perforcalls for both task- and relation-
oriented leadership styles, ‘selling’; the thirdvéé where the follower has the
ability to perform but still not the confident willgness to be solely responsible
calls for the relation-oriented leadership stylartgipating’; and the highest
readiness level where the follower has the akditgl willingness to perform calls
for a ‘delegating’ leadership style. Hence, thehndtalso generates data concer-
ning theleadership style adaptabilifythat is, the leader’s ability to adapt the
leadership style according to the readiness leivigfleogroup or individual.

Leadership data was calculated as the sum of twesdor leadership style
adaptability inPapers llandlll. The leadership adaptability scores range from -2
to +2 per item and depend on the match betweesitiation described and the
endorsed alternative according to the situatioeadérship theory (Hersey &
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Blanchard, 1993). The response alternative withhigéest probability of suc-
cess offered in the given situation was weightegdth@ second best +1, the third
best -1, and the least preferred leadership behass weighted -2.

In Paper Il leadership style adaptability was calculated as\arall variable
including all 32 items with a scale range of -64 @daptability) to +64 (full
adaptability). InPaper Il the LEAD was divided in four situational dimensson
with eight items eachindividual-successindividual-hardship group-success
andgroup-hardship For this instance the style adaptability scaéegje from -16
(no adaptability) to +16 (full adaptability). Comleid, the method makes it pos-
sible to analyze how the leadership style profded the leadership style adapta-
bility change with the situation.

Employeeship assessment

In order to assess the horizontal perspective gfi@yee behavior and to have a
follower behavior to be analyzed in relation to ttfeAD’s leadership behavior
(i.e., the reciprocal leader-follower behaviorie ELR Model, there was a need
to construct a new instrument. This resulted inYbar Employeeship Question-
naire (YEQ; Appendix B) (also see Appendix A for additad information about
the development of the questionnaire, how to adstratie it, how to score and
analyze data, as well as preliminary reliabilityl aralidity analyses).

As with the LEAD, the YEQ consists of 32 items ihieh work situations are
described to the respondent. Each item gives fp&ative style scores and a
normative adaptability score. The response altemst describe different
employee behavior strategies. Apart from the fhet the YEQ items are re-
written so that no formal leader is mentioned, they the same as the LEAD
items. A more important difference between the gumstionnaires is the re-
sponse alternatives. There is no leadership pargpeembedded in the YEQ.
Instead, all respondents choose the alterative lest describes their own
expected employee behavior. The following is amepla of a YEQ item:

Situation

For several years you have been part of an efee¢éam with good
internal relationships. But recently the work climmand results have
deteriorated due to a conflict about how the teAoukl manage and
perform the work.

What do you do?
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Alternative actions
A.Ask the supervisor to advise and support us in hovhandle the
conflict.

B.Ask how my fellow workers value the work situati@nd give
personal support.

C.Consider my own contribution to the team assignnasrd proceed
with that.

D.Ask the supervisor to clarify the work and givetraostions.

E.Ask how my fellow workers experience the work siia and
support those who present suggestions that imghrm/erork set-up.

Each alternative action reflects a speciéimployee styleeferred to as pre-

mature, task-professional, collegial-professionsdcial-collegial, and socio-

emotional, see Figure 1. The method generatesatateerning an employee’s

style profile (the frequency of the five employdgles used by the respondent
across the 32 situations). Thus, this profile gatesr data about an employee’s
work- and person-oriented employeeship behaviors.

Each item in the questionnaire reflects one of femployeeship levels for an
individual or a group of employees. The reflectaekel of an item corresponds to
one of the alternative employee actions which amesiclered to be the most
effective in the given situation according to theREModel. The four levels that
are on a continuum from low to highly developedktasd social abilities call for
task-professional, collegial-professional, socmllegial, and socio-emotional
employee styles respectively, see Figure 1. Haheenethod also generates data
concerning thgpeer employee style adaptabilithat is, the employee’s ability to
adapt the employee style in a horizontal perspediecording to the task and
social abilities of the group or an individual eyee.

As is apparent in the former paragraph no itemsespond to the pre-mature
response alternative. Across the 32 items it isother four employee styles that
are the most effective actions eight times eacte pte-mature employeeship
response alternative is in all items the leasto#itfe action. It represents a non-
collaborative behavior with no prospect of creaijmigt understanding, learning,
or development. Still, it was kept as it becamearckuring the development of
the YEQ that the behavior was a somewhat frequespanse and thus should be
included in order for the YEQ to provide a compretiee style profile.
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Peer employee style adaptability was calculateth@sum of the scores. The
score ranges from 0 to 4 per item and dependseom#éich between the situation
described and the endorsed alternative. The respaitesnative with the highest
probability of success offered in the given sitoativas weighted 4, the second
3, the third best 2, the fourth best 1, and thstlpaeferred employee behavior
(i.e., pre-mature) was weighted 0.

In Paper Il peer employee style adaptability was calculatedrasverall vari-
able including all 32 items with a scale range d¢h0 adaptability) to 128 (full
adaptability). InPaper Ill the YEQ was divided in four situational dimensions
containing eight items eachndividual-successindividual-hardship group-
successandgroup-hardship For this instance the style adaptability scatesye
from 0 (no adaptability) to 32 (full adaptabilityff.ombined, the method makes it
possible to analyze how the employee style profiled the peer employee style
adaptability change with the situation (see mamuahnnex A concerning type
of situations covered by the YEQ, what items tdude, as well as adaptability
scale range and Cronbach’s alpha per situationatmsion).

Further, with the YEQ it is possible to use the Ewpe style from a fol-
lower’s perspective to be analyzed in relationh leadership style of the LEAD
to study the congruence of leader-follower behavidius, congruent leader-
follower style(see Figure 1) was computed based on the resptnosesorres-
ponding items in the LEAD and YEQ. The responseradtives pre-mature and
task-professional in the YEQ were grouped togethiée two response alter-
natives can be merged since both correspond to-amekted employeeship and
therefore are correctly matched against the ‘@gllieadership style that corres-
ponds to task-oriented leadership behavior (sear&idl). Congruence is
achieved when there is a match between employedearship styles. The
formula for computing the congruence variable pgr pf items is to first take 3-
V((S-ES)x(S-ES)), where S is the leadership styteafgiven item and ES is the
employee style for the same item, and then to &ddvalues for each pair of
items related to the situational dimension of ieser This means that each re-
sponse to a set of YEQ and LEAD items can havengroence value of O to 3
and that the congruence variable scales ranges@r(at pairs describe discrep-
ant leader-follower style) to 24, 48, or 96 (alll®, or 32 pairs dependent upon
the situational dimension describe fully congrdeatler-follower style).
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Psychological climate assessment

The Creative Climate Questionnaif€€CQ; Ekvall, 1990) was chosen to assess
the psychological climate. The CCQ was originalbnsidered as a measure of
organizational climate (Ekvall, 1996). But since thnalyses were made on an
individual level inPapers Ilandlll, without any aggregated results, it is the
individuals’ perception of the organizational climahat has been assessed and
therefore referred to as psychological climatedk;11985; Isaksen, et al., 2000).

The CCQ consists of 50 items divided into ten disiems of five items each.
The dimensions were derived through factor analf@ksall, 1996) and the scale
of each dimension is calculated as mean scoresiygeitems. The items are
answered on a four-point scale where 0 = do naedr = agree to some extent,
2 = agree to a great extent, and 3 = fully agrdes@ales describe dimensions
that have a positive relationship to creativity amgnge with the exception of
Conflictsthat has a negative relation. To make the presentaf the analysis
easier to understand in the studies, that scateversed and hence calléd-
sence of conflictsThe ten dimensions are according to Ekvall (12#)ned as:

Challenge/ The degree of emotional involvement, commitment] arotiva-
Motivation  tion in operations and goals.

Freedom The level of autonomy, discretion, and initiativebhehavior ex-
erted by individuals to acquire information and malecisions.

Support for  The degree to which new ideas and suggestionstimedad to
ideas and treated in a supportive manner.

Trust/ The degree of emotional safety and openness faumdlation-
Openness ships.

Dynamism/ The dynamics and eventfulness of life in the orgatmon.
Liveliness

Playfulness/ The display of spontaneity, ease, good-naturedngykiand
Humor laugher.

Debate/ The expressing and considering of many differeetvioints,
Diversity ideas, and experiences.

Conflicts The presence of personal and emotional tensiohsdiflities.
Risk taking The tolerance of ambiguity and uncertainty.

Idea time The amount of time people can use for elaboratiorew ideas.
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Table 1. Cronbach’s coefficient alpha for the ten psychaalclimate dimensions in
Papers Il and IIl as well as Ekvall’s (1990) refere alpha values.

Scale Questions Paper I Paper llI CCQ
(N) Cronbach’'s a Cronbach’'s a Cronbach’'s a
Challenge/Moativation 5 .85 .88 .81
Freedom 5 .64 .79 .67
Support for ideas 5 .89 .93 .88
Trust/Openness 5 72 .81 .76
Dynamism/Liveliness 5 .72 .82 .76
Playfulness/Humor 5 .80 .85 .70
Debate/Diversity 5 .68 .73 .67
Absence of conflicts 5 .83 .85 .84
Risk taking 5 .57 .75 .66
Idea time 5 .80 .82 .78

Six of the ten CCQ dimensions — the ones whichpaesented in bold-italic
typeface — were included iRaper Il. This was due to the research question,
which concerns only those climate dimensions tihaires conceptually central
components with the employeeship construct (cf.alkvi996; Mgller, 1994).
During the psychometric evaluation of the questarein Paper lll, the result
showed that the first principal component of afl thmensions explained about
53% of the variance. This indicates a general ¢kntBmension in the question-
naire. The first component was used as a measureverfall psychological
climate inPaper Il which involved a baseline and a follow-up measue@mTo
increase the similarity between the measuremdmssdales of the questionnaire
were weighted based on the regression weights thanfirst principal compo-
nent in the baseline study. Table 1 shows the bl internal consistency of
the ten dimensions iRPapers llandlll as well as Ekvall's (1990) reference
values. The table shows that the alpha coefficiehthe two studies correspond
with the reference values.

Participants

There are two measurement rounds included in theedation. The measure-
ment inPaper Il is the same as the baseline measuremeRaper 1, which is
also accompanied with a new set of data partly fiteensame population. For the
reminder of the methodological section the firstasweement roundP@per Il
and baselinéaper Ill) is referred to as measurement 1 and the followreps-
urement ofPaper Il is referred to as measurement 2. All measuremsats
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conducted in organizations operating at Stockhohtas#da airport. Participating
organizations in measurement 1 were: (1) aprongeand (2) passenger service
of a ground handling company, (3) ground contra &) tower control of ATS,
and (5) an airline’s operations division. In measoent 2 the same (1) apron
service, (2) passenger service, and (3) groundraoparticipated. Altogether
727 employees, 57 leaders and 670 followers, wevded to participate in
measurement 1 at the five study locations. Answeyeelstionnaires were re-
turned by 153 employees (21%), 29 leaders (51%)1&ddfollowers (19%). In
this measurement 22 of the leaders were men ofhwB2% were between the
age of 30 and 49, 7 of the leaders were women athwd6% were between 30
and 49, 100 of the followers were men of which 6@%e below the age of 40
and 40% were 40 and above, and 23 of the followere women of which 87%
were 30 and above. In measurement 2, 628 emplojéelgaders and 587 fol-
lowers from the three study locations were invitedarticipate: 77 employees
(12%), 15 leaders (37%) and 62 followers (11%)mexd their questionnaires.
In this measurement 12 of the leaders were menha¢hvd2% were below the
age of 40 and 58% were 40 and above, 3 of the leadere women at the age of
30 and above, 52 of the followers were men of wititho were between 20 and
39 and 39% were 40 and above, and 10 of the foll®were women of which
50% were below the age of 40 and 50% were betw@emd 49.

The final response rates for all five study locasian measurement 1 were
20% (148/727) for the psychological climate assesdgnof the CCQ, 17%
(124/727) for the leadership behavior assessmettieot EAD, 18% (132/727)
for the peer employee behavior assessment of th@, ¥ad 16% (116/727) for
the congruent leader-follower behavior assessmietiteoLEAD and YEQ. The
final response rates for all three study locationsneasurement 2 were 12%
(75/628) for the psychological climate assessmétte CCQ, 10% (65/628) for
the leadership behavior assessment of the LEAD, [A628) for the peer
employee behavior assessment of the YEQ, and 16%248) for the congruent
leader-follower behavior assessment of the LEAD #&d). There were some
variations in the response rates between the faticg organizations that may
be due to professional traditions, work organizatjand contingencies.

Procedure

After the agreement between the representativ&saakholm-Arlanda and Lund
University to launch the project, representativesnt other organizations work-
ing with the turn-round process were invited targormation meeting. This was
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followed by several meetings with managers from itlierested organizations
where details were discussed and decided. Duriegetimeetings it was decided
that specific results of interest for the respexrirganizations were to be pres-
ented after each study. This provided the oppdnuiar the organizations to

further discuss issues raised by the results oca basis.

Both measurement rounds were administered in thee sgay nine months
apart. The employees were informed about the stchugh posters and their
supervisors. The gquestionnaires were distributetthéostaff through the internal
post system. The questionnaires were answered amous)y and the partici-
pants were requested to return them in an inclygeetamped envelope within
three weeks. Three reminders were sent out, oflwthie last reminder declared
a one-week extension of the deadline. As an additiattempt to promote the
studies, some organizations continuously postemtnmdtion on their intranet.

Statistical analyses

This section refers to both measurement roundspted inPapers llandlll.
Prior to all analyses, the data were checked aotptd the recommendations of
Tabachnick and Fidell (2001). The CCQ was rejectedheld more than 5%
missing values. With 5% or less, the items werégassl the mean value calcu-
lated from available items of the concerned scaéle LEAD and YEQ were
rejected if any values were missing. Each itemheké questionnaires is part of
two scales, style profile and style adaptabilithieth cannot be managed with a
mean value substitution. In all variables, scorestside of the mean and %3
standard deviations were considered as univariatiéeers and thus deleted. No
multivariate outliers were found based on the Mafadbis distance. In this ana-
lysis, alpha on thg? was set at p = .001. The incidence of outlierh@solution
was investigated in each hierarchical regressialyais. A standardized value
with a residual above 3.29 was considered an outlieghe solution. No major
deviances were discovered. All data were furtheeested for singularity and
multicollinearity. Concerning singularity no serguiolations were found, which
also applied to multicollinearity since no toleranlues for any variable were
close to zero.

All hypotheses presented apers Ilandlll were analyzed by using either
Pearson correlational analysis or hierarchicalesgjon analysis. IRaper Il the
overall variables of leadership and peer employgke daptabilities and con-
gruent leader-follower style were included as iretejent variables, and the
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psychological climate dimensions were included apeddent variables. In
Paper lll the situational dimensions of leadership and pegvloyee style adapt-
abilities and congruent leader-follower style wareluded as independent vari-
ables, and the first principal component of thecpsjogical climate was in-

cluded as a dependent variable. Leadership stydgtablility in all regression

models was entered at step one followed by peetoyep style adaptability and
congruent leader-follower style in steps two armeééhrespectively. In all studies
a two-tailed significance level of alpha < .05 veagplied.
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Summary of papers

The dissertation is based on three different pagérs first is a conceptual paper
in which the employeeship concept is describedttegewith a presentation of
the Employeeship-Leadership-Relationship Mo(elLR). The second and third
papers are empirical, in which the three factorthef ELR Model — leadership,
peer employee, and congruent leader-follower behawvt are studied in relation
to psychological climate. This section summarizes papers with focus on the
results in the respective studies.

Paper |. Employeeship concept: A holistic model of work
relationships focused on leader and follower behavi ors

There has been an increased interest in employeéshithe last ten years as
researchers and practitioners (Hallstéen & Tengblad06a; Mgller, 1994,
Tengblad, Hallstén, Ackerman, & Velten, 2007) sdrio contribute to the theor-
etical foundation and/or tested various modelsadoordance with followership
(Hollander, 1992a, 1992b) and some leadership ®edPearce & Sims Jr.,
2002; Uhl-Bien, 2006) there is an assumption thatd is a need to develop
better collaboration between managers and non-neasamd that leadership is a
concern for any and all employees as they areqgbahd execute self- and peer
leadership. Hence, leader and follower behavioesirte be considered in rela-
tion to each other. Most of the research so farduadiedwhat employeeship is
(see Hallstéen & Tengblad, 2006b), whereas thisystaduses ormow employee-
ship is expressed in work behavior.

The aims of this study were to: 1) place employgeshrelation to leadership
theories (Hersey & Blanchard, 1993; House, 199Grdéte & Manz, 2005),
empowerment (Kinlaw, 1995), followership (Holland&®92a, 1992b; Hollander
& Offermann, 1990), and organizational citizenshiehavior (Borman &
Motowidlo, 1997; Organ, 1988), 2) contribute to w@nceptualization of em-
ployeeship, 3) present a modeEmployeeship-Leadership-Relationship Model
(ELR) — and suitable methods to collect data, apdigcuss strengths, weak-
nesses, use of employeeship, and research queséedsd to test the model.
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Employeeship is a concept used in relation to $auid task abilities. The
former is psycho-relational and refers to the ifdlral’'s psychological ability to
handle social interactions, while the latter refiershe knowledge and skills that
are needed for given assignments. Employeeshipdefised asthe behavior
that constitutes the dynamic process of mutual weldionships between two or
more employees based on task and social abilifies definition was discussed
from the perspective of psychosocial and orgarorati structures and processes
that impact work relationships, for example rolessponsibilities, authority,
communication, trust, commitment, and learning (&g 1999; Argyris, et al.,
1985; Argyris & Schon, 1996; Baird & Kram, 1983;kert, 1967; Metcalf &
Urwick, 1941; Mgller, 1994; Pearce & Sims Jr., 2082hulz, 2005).

Concerning the ELR Model it was shown that emplsige varies on a con-
tinuum ranging fromwork- to person orientation It was also illustrated that
leadership varies from beingsk orientedo being moreelation oriented Four
leader-follower interaction styles were definedtask-professionalcollegial-
professiongl socio-collegial] and socio-emotional- that are dependent on the
level of task and social abilities attained. Thedelocovers vertical and hori-
zontal perspectives of work behaviors, which make®ssible to studyertical
leadership horizontal peer employe@andreciprocal leader-follower behaviors
The suggested model for simultaneous study of leadd follower behaviors
expands existing models of leadership and followipr¢hat take the perspective
of only the one or the other. To assess leaderf@tver behaviors two ques-
tionnaires were presented: a modified version (Hwist, 2000) of the_eader
Effectiveness and Adaptability DescriptirtEAD; Hersey & Blanchard, 1988)
and theYour Employeeship Questionnai(@ EQ; Appendix B). With these
instruments it was possible to study the interactb the leader and employee
factors, thus enabling a joint leader-follower gsa to see whether the leader
and follower acted congruently or showed discrepamccording to the ELR
Model. It was assumed that employeeship requiresnmatment throughout the
organization to be successful. Cultural issues [sver distance (Hofstede,
1984) and how the employees relate to sharing aoépang responsibility and
authority were also assumed to affect the quafignaployeeship.

The main conclusions were that the ELR Model: Dvjates the possibility to
collaboratively study the hierarchical perspectofeleadership, the horizontal
perspective of peer employee, and the reciprocapeetive of leader-follower
behaviors, 2) allows a comparison of leadershif widngruent leader-follower
behaviors, and 3) needs further theoretical anchodetiogical development to
understand fully the collaborative aspect it pr@sos
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Paper Il. A two-way approach of congruent behavior between

leaders and staff in the employeeship concept: Test of model,
guestionnaires, and influence on climate

Many leadership theories often meet with difficestiwhen describing direct
leadership since they address the leader side ®hlyse one-sided approaches
were considered too narrow to explain the intevacteader-follower behavior.
Instead it was suggested that most likely, an aatere leader-follower approach
would better explain the perceived work climateisTieasoning is in line with
results regarding shared leadership (Pearce & Sims2002), followership
(Hollander, 1992b), and relational leadership tle=o(Uhl-Bien, 2006). It was
noted that little had been done to incorporate ftiik potential of a leader-
follower interaction. Thus, there was a gap in likerature. Employeeship, as
taken up inEmployeeship-Leadership-Relationship MoffelLR) first presented
by Bertlett et al. (2010), is one measure towailtled this need. In addition to
leadership behavior, employeeship emphasizes eeploghaviors, for example,
the horizontal peer and bottom-up follower onesusfht comprises an inter-
active perspective of leader and follower behaviors

This paper presented some of the conceptual warkhths already been car-
ried out to bridge the gap (Bertlett, et al., 20HalIstén & Tengblad, 2006b;
Mgller, 1994; Tengblad, et al., 2007), including tELR Model as well as a
modified version (Holmkvist, 2000) of theeader Effectiveness and Adaptability
Description (LEAD; Hersey & Blanchard, 1988) and théur Employeeship
Questionnairgd YEQ; Appendix B) which facilitates the assessnaneader and
follower behaviors. Empirical data were also préseénn order to test the ELR
Model relative to selected dimensions of organaral climate assessed on the
individual level, that is, the psychological cliregiGlick, 1985). There were two
reasons why six out of ten climate dimensions dmeie by Ekvall (2004) were
chosen: 1) they share some conceptually centrapoaents with employeeship
(see Ekvall, 1999; Mgller, 1994) which enabled aditg analysis of the YEQ
and 2) since earlier results have indicated a ioglabetween organizational
climate and desirable organizational outcomes (Eku&96, 1999; Fransson
Sellgren, et al., 2008; Newman, Maylor, & Chansgrk802), a correlation be-
tween the ELR Model and psychological climate goasible indication that the
model is of practical organizational benefit. Theyghological climate dimen-
sions chosen wer€hallenge/Motivation Support for ideas Trust/Openness
Debate/Diversity Absence of conflictsandldea time They were assessed with
the Creative Climate Questionnaif&kvall, 1990).
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The aims of this study were to test the ELR Modglnbeans of its three
factors peer employeeleadership and congruent leader-follower behavigrs
and to test the YEQ, from which it is possible tdract the peer employee
variable calledpeer employee style adaptabilignd test the combination of the
LEAD and YEQ, which allows the computation of teader-follower variable
called congruent leader-follower styleTo do so it was hypothesized that the
three factors of the ELR Model correlated with gsgchological climate dimen-
sions. It was further hypothesized that congrueadér-follower behavior, which
is the most important factor of the ELR Model resamting the interactive
approach, augmented the value of leadership behantbits positive correlation
with the climate dimensions. The study locationgen& ground handling com-
pany, air traffic service, and an airline’s opeyatdivision at Stockholm-Arlanda
airport in Sweden. Out of 727 employees, 153 ppdted in the study (21%).

The most important results showed that: 1) thera relation between peer
employee, leadership, and congruent leader-folldvedraviors on the one hand
and the psychological climate dimensions on themtR) the YEQ measures
behaviors relevant to the ELR Model, 3) the ELR Klocbntributes new know-
ledge to the field and is thus worthy of more emgirinterest, and 4) congruent
leader-follower behavior partly augments the vahieleadership behavior in
explaining the psychological climate dimensionse Tihterpretation was that
leadership has to be regarded as an aspect in geeghlp (cf. Mgller, 1994) and
that leadership occurs when leaders and followersable to develop effective
relationships (cf. Uhl-Bien, 2006).

The main conclusions were that it is of possibledbi for organizations to
incorporate the understanding of congruent leadiéovier behavior into training
programs where followers should be included in ¢ézsklip development and that
the issue of shared responsibilities and authasityest managed in discussions
between management and staff.

Paper Ill. A baseline and follow-up study of the Employeeship-
Leadership-Relationship Model: Do the four facets contribute?

The traditional thinking around leadership and sdbation in organizational
hierarchies found in leadership theories such asliarismatic theory (Conger &
Kanungo, 1987) and the transactional theory (BAs®lio, Jung, & Berson,
2003; Judge & Piccolo, 2004), is downplayed in eyeéship. Some prominent
factors areinstead participation and the balance of ownersauhority, and
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responsibility. For example, Bertlett et al. (20E0)d Mgller (1994) have sug-
gested that leaders and employees jointly take mshigeof their work situation.
It is further argued in this present paper thataizational behavior consists not
only of top-down leadership and bottom-up followps but also of horizontal
interactions between employees and reciprocaldntems between leaders and
followers. In an attempt to go beyond the tradiiloleadership and followership
perspectives and to cover all perspectives merdioBertlett et al. (2010) pres-
ented the Employeeship-Leadership-Relationship Modé&LR). The model
facilitates the study of work behaviors by focusimg three types of behaviors
relevant to the concept of employeeship: vertieabkership behavior, horizontal
peer employee behavior, and reciprocal leadersi@tdoehavior.

Paper I, using the ELR Model showed that leadership beirtawias best
studied in interaction with follower behavior. Thetudy concerned the overall
factors of the modelpger employedeadership andcongruent leader-follower
behavior$ and the factors’ relation to six of the ten crneatlimate dimensions
as defined by Ekvall (2004). Based on preliminargort for the ELR Model,
the present study replicated the same analysesanitamended design that: 1)
divided the factors of the ELR Model based on fsuuational dimensions:
individual-successindividual-hardship group-successandgroup-hardshipand
2) included new set of data partly from the samaupation to determine whether
the results could be replicated. The instrument&hvioperationalize the ELR
Model, a modified version (Holmkvist, 2000) of theader Effectiveness and
Adaptability Description(LEAD; Hersey & Blanchard, 1988) and théour
Employeeship Questionnail@ EQ; Appendix B), were thus divided based on
the same situational dimensions (also see quesii@manual in Appendix A).
The psychological climate was assessed usingCiieative Climate Question-
naire (CCQ); Ekvall, 1990). During the psychometric eion of the CCQ, the
first principal component of all ten dimensions kakped about 53% of the vari-
ance. This high percentage indicated that thereangsneral climate dimension
in the questionnaire. Hence, the first componers wsed as a measure of overall
psychological climate.

The purposes of this study were to: 1) increaseutigerstanding of the four
facets of the ELR Model presented by Bertlett ef(2010) and its applicability
in different situations and 2) test and replicate tesults in a baseline and
follow-up study. The question was whether the situal dimensions of leader-
ship, peer employee, and congruent leader-folldvediaviors were related to the
psychological climate.
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The baseline study locations and return rates Wereame as iRaper Il. The
follow-up study locations were the same divisiorfstlee ground handling
company and the ground control of air traffic seeviSeventy-seven employees
(12%) participated out of 628 invited.

The most important finding was that congruent leddibower behavior is
related to psychological climate with some variasidoetween the situational
dimensions, and hence an important factor for &uttegsearch. Hierarchical
regression analyses even indicated that three dioes of congruent leader-
follower behavior augment the importance of the¢hdimensions of leadership
behavior and their relationship to psychologicanelte. The results were partly
supported in the follow-up study. Without havingpkeitly tested it — a pre-
requisite for continuing — it can reasonably beuassd so far that congruent
leader-follower behavior is the most important éacof the ELR Model as
regards the relationship to psychological climdtellowing the results in this
paper, which provided a detailed overview of theRBUodel's applicability in
different types of situations, it was concludedttttee model can: 1) help us
understand leadership and employee behaviors hanisteraction between them
and 2) map how employeeship works in different symé situations where
leaders and follower reciprocally can learn hovwstpport each other and what
steps can be taken towards congruent behavior fetindacets contribute.
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Discussion

The overall aims of the research presented indbidoral dissertation were to
contribute to the conceptualization of employeestopdevelop and present the
Employeeship-Leadership-Relationship Mo@eLR) (Bertlett, et al., 2010), to
develop an employeeship questionnaire, to presecnabination of the em-
ployeeship questionnaire and a leadership oneugiwrevhich the ELR Model is
operationalized, and to study the different behalidactors leadership peer
employegandcongruent leader-follower behavigref the ELR Model in rela-
tion to psychological climate. Leadership, peer lewyge, and leader-follower
behaviors were all assumed to contribute to a ipesisychological climate. The
reason for studying the relation between employipestd psychological climate
was to test the theoretical and practical use ®BbR Model and to validate the
employeeship questionnaire. Further, some reseprektions regarding the fac-
tors of the ELR Model concerned: 1) whether leddéower behavior that
represents both the leadership and the followespeetives augments the value
of leadership behavior and its positive correlatothh psychological climate and
2) whether the situational dimensionadjvidual-successindividual-hardship
group-successandgroup-hardship of the three factors were adequate tools for
providing more comprehensive information about thedel's applicability to
psychological climate in different work situations.

The most important findings were that: 1) all fastof the ELR Model cor-
relate with psychological climate, 2) it is reasoleato assume that congruent
leader-follower behavior is a more important factban leadership and peer
employee behaviors regarding the relation to psgdfical climate, 3) thé/our
Employeeship Questionnaif@EQ) and the combination of the YEQ and the
Leader Effectiveness and Adaptability Descript{tEAD) measure behaviors
relevant to the ELR Model, and 4) the ELR Modehgs new knowledge to the
field of employeeship.

To test the conceptualization of the ELR Model @sdperationalization by
means of the YEQ and the LEAIRadership style adaptabilitypeer employee
style adaptability andcongruent leader-follower stylevere studied ifPaper I
in correlational analyses relative to six of Eki&([1990) psychological climate
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dimensions. The six dimensiorSHallenge/MotivationSupport for ideasTrust/
OpennessDebate/Diversity Absence of conflictsandldea timg were selected
based on the work of Ekvall (1999) and Mgller (198%at indicate that these
dimensions share some conceptually central compeneith employeeship.
Thus, the purpose of these analyses was to valilatanewly operationalized
constructs. All results were statistically sigréit. Overall this indicates that
there is a relationship between all factors of Bk Model and psychological
climate. In detail the results indicate that: 1adership is an important factor
related to how the employees perceive their clin{ate Ekvall, 1996, 1999;
Ekvall, et al., 1995), 2) there is a connectionwsen peer employee behavior
and psychological climate, 3) the YEQ measures eyagship according to the
conceptualization of Mgller (1994) and Bertlettadt (2010), and 4) psycho-
logical climate correlates with the leaders’ andlofwers’ ability to act con-
gruently. Congruent leader-follower behavior conesethe followers and leaders
and how they match each other in collaborativarggt Congruent behavior is
assumed to be a matter of task and role clarifialorative awareness, and situ-
ational learning. Even though such an assumpticksl#éheoretical and empirical
support, it is of value since it facilitates a r@aisg that leads to possible explan-
ations about the relation between congruent behawid psychological climate.
The assumption implies that congruent behavior betweaders and followers
requires that they know what to expect from eatlentlt creates a clear picture
of where they stand and facilitates the procesba¥ to solve a given task.
Therefore, provided that task and role claritynsagpect of congruent behavior,
these results are in line with earlier researchreviti@sk and role clarity has been
indicated as important when considering the psyadioal climate (see Ekvall,
1996, 1999).

In Paper Il it was also hypothesized that congruent leadéovi@r behavior
augments the importance of leadership behavioxptaeing the psychological
climate. Congruent leader-follower behavior repmsehe interactive leader-
follower perspective of the ELR Model. It is thigctor that expands the trad-
itional thinking of leadership and subordinationan organizational hierarchy.
The results showed that congruent behavior addpuanrariance, improving the
explained variance in three of the six analysesall€nhge/Motivation, Support
for ideas, and Idea time). Also, when the congraeveriable was entered into
these three hierarchical regression models, thexe wino longer statistically
significant relationships between leadership bedraamd the climate dimensions.
This could mean that leadership behavior is naiteel to these dimensions when
controlling for congruent leader-follower behavi®ut since the independent
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variables co-vary, this might be a facile explamatiThere is, however, a theoret-
ical and logical explanation for why leadership a&maployee behavior cannot be
separated from each other. According to Holland®92a, 1992b) leadership
and followership need synchronization where leaatet follower behaviors have
a reciprocal impact. Mgller (1994) suggests thatiézship has to be regarded as
an aspect of employeeship and Uhl-Bien (2006) sstggbat leadership occurs
when leaders and followers are able to developce¥e relations. Further, it is
logical to assume that leaders and followers wheehtie required abilities to
adapt their behaviors relative to the situatiom &lave the abilities to adapt their
behaviors relative to the behaviors of other lesderd/or followers. This means
that good adaptability of leadership and peer eygadoehaviors is necessary in
order to establish congruent leader-follower betvavihus, when there is a stat-
istically significant relation betweenongruent leader-follower behavior and
psychological climate in the hierarchical regressanalyses, leadership and peer
employee behaviors cannot be ruled out as unimmpoetzen though their results
are not statistically significant. Still, the resuin Paper Il indicate that most
regression models are best explained when leadérf@dlower behaviors are
considered as one interactive function.

Based on the preliminary support for the ELR MouePaper II, Paper IlI
replicated the same analyses with an amended déwsgnl) divided the factors
of the ELR Model based on four situational dimensiandividual-success
individual-hardship group-successand group-hardship 2) used the principal
component (PC) of the climate questionnaire whbeeadcales of the question-
naire were weighted based on the regression weighs the first PC in the
baseline study, and 3) included follow-up data ébedmine whether the results
could be replicated. The aim was to perform a ttanvestigation of the ELR
Model in order to provide a more complete picturé@applicability.

The correlation of the two individual dimensionspeer employee behavior
with psychological climate was statistically sigo#int. This indicates that the
individual employee’s behavior is relevant concegnihe perception of the cli-
mate independent of success or hardship. Thesksrespport the suggestion in
Paper | that employees should be regarded as active batdrs in work rela-
tionships. The leadership analyse®aper Il fully supported the results presen-
ted inPaper Il. These results indicated a relationship betwekioait situational
dimensions of leadership behavior and the PC o€hpdggical climate. Hence,
all leadership results in this dissertation imghatt leadership, if not the most
important factor, still is relevant for how the eloyees perceive their climate.
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Due to the somewhat low response rate in the felipvanalyses, it was only
possible to carry out the correlational analysesvéen the situational dimen-
sions of congruent leader-follower behavior andRIkezof psychological climate.
Both the baseline and the follow-up results arsgméed here in order to enable a
discussion covering all relevant results that comtiee correlations between con-
gruent leader-follower behavior and psychologidahate. In the baseline there
were statistically significant correlations betwegxsychological climate and both
group dimensions as well as the individual-sucodissension. As with the
results inPaper 1, it is also of value to discuss the result$aper Il from the
perspective of task and role clarity. Group situadiare more complex than indi-
vidual situations and therefore assumed to recuinggher level of task and role
clarity to work properly. This means that task aalé clarity and congruent be-
havior are relatively more important in group sitoas than in individual ones.
Ambiguous tasks and roles and discrepant leadkfel behavior are probably
more negative for team work than for individual Worfhis is a possible explan-
ation for why employees who report congruent leddiéower behavior in group
situations perceive a positive climate. The indindsuccess dimension can also
be discussed from a task and role clarity perspedb explain why congruent
behavior and task and role clarity are importamtdollaborations to work suc-
cessfully. It is not possible to make a causalestant that congruent behavior
affects the outcome of collaborative situationst the results do reveal that
employees who experience congruent leader-folldeéavior in successful situ-
ations also perceive a positive psychological denRrovided that psychological
climate influences various organizational outcon(Egvall, 1996; Ekvall &
Ryhammar, 1998; Fransson Sellgren, et al., 2008) rikasonable to conclude a
three-step relationship of congruent leader-followehavior, psychological cli-
mate, and the outcome of the situation. Also infdllew-up study, three of four
analyses were statistically significant. There wdrewever, a change of stat-
istically significant results from one study to tle¢her. The group-hardship
dimension went from a statistically significant pio® correlation to a zero
correlation, while the individual-hardship dimensiwent the opposite direction.
All in all the four dimensions received support lbaly two were replicated. An
exploratory analysis showed that the results wensitve to differences between
the samples. Employees from two organizations wingpsrted the baseline
results did not participate in the follow-up studiy.order to replicate fully the
results of the baseline study, more studies ardatkdt is assumed to be a matter
of fit between the model and different situatiopspfessions, and/or organi-
zations. Therefore future research should addhesetdifferences.

42



Discussion

The results irPaper Il partly supported the hypothesis that the ovegaitdr
of congruent leader-follower behavior augmentsvidlee of leadership behavior
and its correlation with the psychological climatenensions. InPaper Il the
same type of analyses was performed but with thended design where con-
gruent leader-follower behavior was divided in faituational dimensions and
the psychological climate was represented by threipal component. Again the
hypothesis found partial support. Adding congrueater-follower behavior to
leadership and peer employee behaviors improvegéheentage of explained
variance regarding the individual-success, groumess, and group-hardship
dimensions. No change was found regarding the iddal-hardship dimension.
Based on these results together with the concludingark in the prior paragraph
about psychological climate influencing organiza#ib outcomes add up to a
central conclusion about the ELR Model: congrueaider-follower behavior is
an important factor relative to psychological cltmaHence congruent leader-
follower behavior may be hypothesized as an importactor regarding organi-
zational outcomes. Overall, the results in this kvooncerning the augmented
importance of the congruent behavior seeminglycaid that the interactive
leader-follower approach of employeeship is a morportant factor vis-a-vis
psychological climate than the leadership factmerEthough it is reasonable to
assume that congruent leader-follower behaviohésrost important factor of
the three, it cannot be concluded before it has legglicitly tested with a more
complex experimental analysis. Nevertheless, ttegmted leader-follower per-
spective still provides a unique contribution.

The study of leadership (e.g., Bass, et al., 2@hger & Kanungo, 1987;
Judge & Piccolo, 2004) often tries to understand iitmpact of leaders on
employees. Followership (Hollander, 1992a, 1992)sat revealing the reverse
condition or at least, in accordance with othedérahip theories (Pearce & Sims
Jr., 2002; Uhl-Bien, 2006), highlighting that itasreciprocal impact. Employee-
ship and the ELR Model aim to emphasize a recipgrimspact as well. But by
putting equivalent focus on leaders and followersployeeship also acknow-
ledges the equally important counterpointimipacting and leading which is
being affectedand following. The results in this dissertation concerning con-
gruent leader-follower behavior show that leadgrshinot only about leading, it
Is also about following. More specifically it is@lt collaborative awareness and
situated learning where leaders and followers hi@vegree how the leader
should lead and how the follower should follow. this sense, ‘leaders’ and
‘followers’ do not necessarily imply formal positis, it is the situation that

43



An Employeeship Model

determines who should lead and who should follovet@dlf & Urwick, 1941).
Therefore it also concerns the formal leaders’ @asility to realize when to
share leadership and how to follow. This is propaalsier to discuss in societies
and organization where there is a shorter poweamiie (Hofstede, 1984) than in
authoritarian environments. It is a matter of bdmgl to the primary goal of the
organization and not to personal goals (cf. MgllE&94). Just because formal
leaders have authority of action, it does not ntbath they have to exercise it at
all times. By allowing authority of meaning, whichmost likely reflected in an
innovative climate by means of openness, trustatgband shared authority
(Saleh & Wang, 1993), it is probably easier to asamore valid information, to
make informed choices, and to detect the most ldeiteeader given the con-
ditions of the specific situation.

One of the trends in leadership research todag,vtioirk included, advocates
the benefits of self-, shared-, and peer leader®up it must not be forgotten
that leaders are in the minority and that thera iseed to train the majority as
well. At any time, there are almost always mordofwers than there are leaders.
This is a research area that is relatively negtedeearce and Sims Jr. (2002)
have provided some suggestions about learning bdeatl as they discuss self-
and shared leadership, but it seems to be takegrémted that learning how to
follow is something most people can do without @mofaining. To lead and to
follow is a reciprocal dependence. As a resulthid tiscussion it is therefore
suggested that leadership training should recoghizeand facilitate collabora-
tive awareness and task and role clarity. It ishier assumed that it will be dif-
ficult to succeed in teaching awareness of thigrecity in traditional leadership
training programs where leaders are separated flotbowers. Training has to be
constituted as a reflection of reality.

Methodological concerns

The instruments included have documented religbditd validity analyses in
Ekvall (1990, 2004) concerning tl@reative Climate Questionnair€CCQ), in
Greene (1980) concerning theader Effectiveness and Adaptability Description
(LEAD), and in Appendix A concerning théour Employeeship Questionnaire
(YEQ). In spite of this there are always questitret ought to be raised when
using survey research methods. According to PaairattHertel (1999) the use of
self-reports has both advantages and disadvantdbesadvantage is the ease of
use, which is important in applied settings whesgearchers often have limited
access to perform measurements. One disadvantdhat iself-reports could be
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distorted and biased due to expectations and soorats, so-calledocial desir-
ability. Other disadvantages are that the participanthtnmsinterpret the ques-
tion or statement of an item or the item might catrespond to any aspect of the
participants’ work situation, which ultimately meathat they cannot provide a
valuable judgment. In the CCQ the participantsiastructed to make objective
judgments about the organizational climate, wh&clhssumed to reduce the risk
of social desirability. This is probably also these when participants with non-
leading positions are asked to assess the expketeVior of their leaders. The
self assessments in the YEQ by all employees atitihEAD by participants in
leading positions are contrary to the other assestsnn being indeed a subject-
Ive measure. Hence, they are probably more seasiaithis kind of bias.

Another methodological consideration is the gefmstbn of the results due
to the somewhat low response rates. Since the gagdonvho choose not to par-
ticipate could be more positive or negative towel studied factors than those
who participated, the results are not represemtdiv the whole sample. But
since all analyses were made on the individuall lex#h no claim of generali-
zation, the results are less sensitive to the respoate. Nevertheless, analyses
on the individual level still raise other methodylmal issues, such as the impact
of method variance. According to Podsakoff, MacKentee, and Podsakoff
(2003) it is possible to decrease the impact ohoetvariance by using different
item and response formats, which here has beeeathwith the LEAD and the
YEQ on the one hand and the CCQ on the other. VEhefte results here from
the airport sector can indicate the ELR Model’sliapility in other areas is too
early to determine. More empirical data are needée response rates of the
LEAD and the YEQ are lower than the one of the G@8@oth measurements.
The reason for this is that different rules werpligol concerning the rejection of
the responded questionnaires. The CCQ was rejectiechad more than 5%
missing values. With 5% or less, the items werégassl the mean value calcu-
lated from available items of the relevant scaleb@chnick & Fidell, 2001). The
LEAD and YEQ were rejected if any values were mmgsii.e., case-wise
deletion). Each item of these questionnaires isqfaxwo scales, style profile and
style adaptability, which cannot be managed withean value substitution.

The ELR Model and the YEQ are mainly developed fi@oandinavian con-
ditions. This could affect the model’'s general aaility and the possibility to
generalize results found with the YEQ across badeurther, none of the instru-
ments included was developed for the somewhat fsp@airking conditions that
prevail at an airport, which could affect the résab some degree.
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Conclusions and practical implications

First, leadership is a strong contributing factorthe organizational climate
(Ekvall, 1996, 1999; Ekvall, et al., 1995), whicbrelates with organizational
success (Bennis & Nanus, 1985; Fransson Sellgtenl.,e2008; Moy, 2004;
Silverthorne, 2001; Weil, et al., 2001) and orgatianal outcomes (Ekvall,
1996, 1999; Ekvall & Ryhammar, 1998; Fransson $efig et al., 2008;
Newman, et al., 2002). The results in this disseriasupport a relationship
between leadership and psychological climate. Esgrthe results also indicate
that leadership is a narrow perspective, which lmaradvantageously expanded
beyond the traditional top-down patterns of thimgkof hierarchical leadership to
include the follower perspective. Leadership, peerployee, and congruent
leader-follower behaviors all explain psychologiciimate, so the one cannot
replace the other. Still, the leader-follower pede is possibly more import-
ant regarding organizational success and outcomeddalits seemingly stronger
relationship to psychological climate. The pradticaplication of this is that
organizations have to recognize this and incorpgatanto training programs.

Second, collaborative training sessions shouldualboth leaders and fol-
lowers with an increased focus on group dynamigs,(addressing issues aimed
at reaching task, role, and behavioral agreeme&ht3. is in line with the sugges-
tions made by Pearce and Sims Jr. (2002) that|batlers and followers should
participate in leadership development, somethingkvhas proven to have posi-
tive effects on team effectiveness. Pearce and NBO(5) also argue that formal
leaders have to set a good example of leaderstipvim and that coworkers
need preparation to exercise self- and sharediglaige

Third, the balance of responsibility and authoatg assumed to be important
in leadership training and the congruence of ledolower behavior. It is a
process that requires combined efforts from difiererganizational levels. To
mention some key aspects that need to be procasskegccomplished in order to
achieve balance, it is recommended that top manageadvocates the import-
ance of shared responsibility and authority, tleaiders recognize the benefits
and are willing to share, and that followers reeemproper support towards
accepting responsibility and authority. Therefarés suggested that more focus
should be placed on the questions of whom and bashare and accept respon-
sibility and authority throughout the training @ffnal and informal leaders.
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Fourth, the results presentedHaper Il provide a detailed outline of the ELR
Model's applicability in different types of worktsations. This is helpful when
trying to improve leadership behavior, employeeadwsdr, and the interaction
between them. The ELR Model can help guiding thalymms and map how
employeeship works in different types of situatiolirovides best cases for a
certain factor (e.g., leadership behavior) in acgmedimension (e.g., individual-
success) for others to study and learn from.

Limitations and future research

The possibility to generalize the results preseimmethis dissertation is limited
due to two facts: the two measurements were limitetive and three organi-
zations, and the return rates were somewhat lowalidate the ELR Model and
support the results, more data will be needed. thafdil larger data sets would
also facilitate the specification of more complexusal models. Some respond-
ents gave feedback about the LEAD and YEQ beingexinsive. Possible
reductions are considered without reducing any dineension to a single-item
measure, which is often criticized as being unbdédia(\Wanous, Reichers, &
Hudy, 1997). Finally it is of interest to study th& R Model relative to the
following: 1) conceptually important factors suchk participation, communi-
cation, followership, and leadership theories ideorto more clearly describe the
model’s theoretical contribution and 2) operatibnamportant factors such as
creativity, productivity, and staff turnover in @to explore its practicability.

Reflections at the end of a journey

Looking back at the last years of my professioifalthat | have dedicated to my
doctoral work, | ask myself what | have accomplah®ix years have passed and
the process has taken so many unexpected turnee Tihge been setbacks, and
of course, times of joy, positive surprises, angalthroughs, that | lost count a
long time ago. The only things that are certainthist what | set out to do in
general is what | did do, but most of the details quite different from what |
expected. Here | see no point in reflecting on wiwatld have been and what did
not become. Instead | will reflect on the proces aas.

In the beginning there was a lot of reading, thugki and discussing. |
searched for literature that could help me desa@ibployeeship as | understood
it. Based on the literature | found and the marscussions with my advisor |
continued my search, drew a model, searched threogie more literature, read,
discussed, and redrew the model until | came up wite that | decided | could
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work with. At this point | had contributed to thenderstanding of the term
employeeship following an approach | believe nobbdg done before. | think
that the ELR Model illustrates a new possible wayhie study of employeeship:
how employees behave in work relationships and ihcan be explained accord-
ing to the conceptualization. Before it was possitd test the model | had to
operationalize it by means of a set of questiomsaisince | was challenged from
the beginning by the possibility to study employgesn the behavioral level,
the modified version (Holmkvist, 2000) of the LEA(ersey & Blanchard,
1988) that measures expected leadership behavisravgood starting point.
Because it was of utmost importance to enable gpaoson between leadership
and employee behaviors, | took the LEAD items amadtad to develop th¥our
Employeeship Questionnaifsee Appendix A). With this done it was time tette
the model, the YEQ, and the combination of the tyuestionnaires. After the
first measurement round | did not know what to &tpé was sure that | had
done a good job concerning the theoretical wordould argue why employee-
ship by means of leadership, peer employee, andraent leader-follower
behaviors should correlate with psychological ctenalso, | was not worried
about finding a correlation between leadership bieinaand psychological cli-
mate. Earlier studies had indicated such a relsligpn(see Ekvall, 1996, 1999;
Ekvall, et al., 1995). But regarding the other ti@otors it was a different ball-
game. Just because the theoretical connection wgsosedly made, it did not
mean that the operationalization was successfutkilyy the results indicated
that there are reasons to assume it was. Furtbresjdering that the factors of the
ELR Model are assessed as expected behavior, éwazhiwhat intrigued and
challenged me, that is, the possibility to use bethployee and leadership
behavioral data in an applied setting. Even thoaighore positive response rate
would be of benefit regarding the conclusions, | @@nvinced that the results
show that employeeship and the ELR Model add sangethew of theoretical
and practical value and thus should be given fartheoretical and empirical
attention.
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Svensk sammanfattning

Summary in Swedish

Akademisk avhandling vid Lunds universitet 2011

En medarbetarskapsmodell och dess relation till
psykologiskt klimat

En studie av samstammighet i beteende hos ledare och foljare

Johan Bertlett

Denna avhandling behandlar organisatoriska aspeskier organisationsklimat,

psykologiskt klimat samt medarbetarskap utifrdnatsdlapsbeteende, arbets-
kamratsbeteende och interaktivt ledare-foljarelmetee Den sistnamnda faktorn
handlar bade om ledarens och foljarens (medarlmetasgbetskamratens) bete-
ende och om dessa ar samstammiga (kongruentaykelids.

Avhandlingsprojektet ar ett av manga samarbetefamélFV (svenska flyg-
trafiktjansten), Swedavia (statsdgt bolag som amér driver flertalet svenska
flygplatser) och Lunds universitet. Samarbetet dadan 1998 huvudsakligen
behandlat psykologiska, organisatoriska och hun@atofs-relaterade aspekter
och resulterat i bade magisteruppsatser och daktbasmdlingar. Starten till
denna avhandling var nar representanter pa StatkAolanda flygplats identi-
fierade behovet av att understka och folja upprarfdet av ett nytt beslut-
fattningssystem vid namn collaborative decision imgCDM). Inférandet av
CDM med relaterade nya arbetsprocedurer och tegntidovantades paverka de
anstallda i sitt arbete och samarbetet mellan diki@rer pa flygplatsen. Med
tanke pa att mycket av det som sker pa en flygpdctger en hog sékerhetsniva
for att inte utsatta personal och resenarer f@, far det viktigt att organisations-
och arbetsrelaterade férandringar inte paverkagoeden negativt.

Det ar kant att flygplatser kommer att vara en avstbrre flaskhalsarna i
framtidens luftfart. Ett satt att hoja kapacitetegratt forbattra procedurer relater-
ade till flygplanens ankomst till flygplats, turoemd pa flygplats och avgang
fran flygplats (turn-round Oversétts inte da degedska termen aven anvands
som fackterm i svenskt flyg). Turn-round innefatthr aktiviteter, t.ex. pastig-
ning av passagerare, hantering av baggage ochitgnlsom sker nar flygplanet
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ar parkerat vid gaten. Dessa aktiviteter kraveasamarbete inom och mellan de
organisationer som har till uppgift att forberedista avgang. For att detta ska
fungera bra med oOkad trafikvolym i framtiden behd@ebattrad spridning av
information mellan deltagande foretag, samt ny itekom stodjer samarbete och
skapar okad insyn i varandras arbete. Ett sddaghatle att férbattra samarbete
och rutiner i anslutning till turn-round ar CDM. IITen boérjan byggdes hela
studien upp for att folja inforandet av CDM darrmaannat medarbetarskap var
en ingaende faktor. Till foljd av flera forseningdtket hade omdjliggjort av-
handlingsarbetet, omarbetades emellertid upplagtieatt innefatta tva mat-
ningar som genomférdes fore inforandet av CDM. &omsekvens av detta blev
avhandlingens priméara syfte att utveckla och testenedarbetarskapsmodell.

Flera forskare ar éverens om att relationer ochasbete ar centrala begrepp i
definitionen och att medarbetarskap ocksa handiarhar en anstalld hanterar
relationerna till sin arbetsgivare och sitt arb@et finns ocksa en ganska tydlig
samstammighet i att medarbetarskap handlar om smEtamellan ansvar och
befogenhet, lojalitet, fortroende, engagemang, kiiglaet, social och teknisk
kompetens, kommunikation, eget och delat ledars§jap;styrande anstallda och
gransdragningen mellan arbete och privatliv. Detfleav dessa faktorer &r svara
att studera utan att inkludera ledarskap. Det falasom menar att ledarskap och
medarbetarskap maste studeras i relation till \daEamedan andra gar langre
och foreslar att ledarskap ar en del av medarbetpes. Trots detta finns det &n
idag inte en modell som inkluderar ledarskap sordedn medarbetarskapet.

Denna avhandlings bidrag till vidareutvecklingen medarbetarskapsbe-
greppet tar sin utgangspunkt i de faktorer som rsihstycket ovan. Men efter-
som fragestallningarna har skiljer sig fran detflesom tidigare har stallts tar
utvecklingen en ny inriktning. Det betyder dvenratitoden for att studera med-
arbetarskap skiljer sig fran tidigare studier. Gatie studier har ofta haft ett orga-
nisatoriskt perspektiv med fokus pad medarbetarskap ar och vilket uttryck det
kan ta i en organisation. Fokus i denna avhandiingur de anstallda uttrycker
medarbetarskapet pa individniva ur ett arbetspé&tispdEn annan skillnad galler
ledarskap och hur det inforlivas i medarbetarskdgr inkluderas ledarskap i
medarbetarskapsdefinitionen samt i den modell smaemteras i avhandlingen.
Medarbetarskap foreslas vara baserat pa tva psdaneanses vara viktiga i han-
teringen av arbetsrelationer. Dessasécial formagaoch kompetens att utfora
uppgiften Definitionen av medarbetarskap lyd&e beteenden som utgdr den
dynamiska processen av Omsesidiga arbetsrelationelan tva eller flera
anstallda baserat pa deras sociala formaga och ketewps att utfora uppgiften
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Svensk Sammanfattning

Drivkraften i avhandlingsarbetet var att studera hostéllda beter sig mot
varandra utifran ett interaktivt perspektiv daraalinstallda i en organisation
anses bidra aktivt till organisationens framgan@tt® relationsperspektiv ar
centralt i medarbetarskap. Malséattningen med avivagah var att bidra saval till
begreppsutvecklingen som till metodutvecklingen @&t galler att studera
medarbetarskap. Syftet var att utveckla och presannodellerEmployeeship-
Leadership-Relationship Mod€ELR) som askadliggér medarbetarskapets tre
perspektiv: ledarskaps-, arbetskamrats- och lefddjgreperspektiven. Vidare,
att presentera och testa tva frageformular gendita LR-modellen &r operatio-
naliserad och att studera modellens tre faktorertikalt ledarskapsbeteende
horisontellt arbetskamratsbeteendech 6msesidigtkongruent ledare-foljare-
beteende forhallande tillpsykologiskt klimat

Tre studier genomférdes av vilka den forsta aremretisk, begreppsmassig
studie och de andra tva bygger pa empiriskt mater&amlat pa Stockholm-
Arlanda flygplats. | den forsta empiriska studieeltolg rampservice och
passagerarservice fran ett marktjanstféretag (grtnamdling), kontrolltornet och
rangeringstornet fran flygtrafiktjansten och enelnihg fran ett flygbolag. | den
andra empiriska studien deltog samma avdelningar fnarktjanstforetaget och
rangeringstornet. Det psykologiska klimatet studesa med frageformularet
Creative Climate Questionnaireledarskapsbeteendet studerades niad
Ledarstil som bygger pa frageformulareeader Effectiveness and Adaptability
Description arbetskamratsbeteendet studerades BittddMedarbetarskapoch
kongruent ledare-foljarebeteende raknades ut bas&rsvaren fran motsvarande
fragor i ledarskaps- och medarbetarskapsenkaterna.

| den forsta studien placerades medarbetarskaft s@mmanhang relativt
andra mera etablerade organisatoriska koncept sdardkap, foljarskap och
sjalvbestammande. Vidare bidrog studien till degrbppsmassiga vidareutveck-
lingen av medarbetarskap och féreslog den defmgi@m presenterades tidigare.
Studien presenterade dven ELR-modellen, passant@eneatt samla in data,
lampliga forskningsfragor for att testa modellemsa&n diskussion av méjliga
styrkor och svagheter. En av slutsatserna var BR-EBodellen maojliggor att
gemensamt studera saval det hierarkiska perspektiviedarskapsbeteende som
det horisontella perspektivet av arbetskamratshdeeoch det Omsesidiga
perspektivet av ledare-foljarebeteende.

Syftet med den forsta empiriska studien, dvs. studd, var att testa ELR-
modellen, medarbetarskapsenkéten och kombinatiamdadarskaps- och med-
arbetarskapsenkéterna. Som ett led i att gora dettays det att ELR-modellens
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tre faktorer korrelerade med valda dimensioner ti pigykologiska klimatet:
Utmaning/Motivation Idéstod Tillit/Oppenhet Debatt/Mangfalgd Konflikter och
Idétid. Dessa dimensioner valdes baserat pa tidigaréestsioim pavisat att dessa
dimensioner har teoretiska likheter med medarbapsbegreppet. Ett annat
antagande var att samstammigt ledare-foljarebegeditbr unik varians till
ledarskapsbeteende och dess positiva korrelatiod khenatdimensionerna.
Resultaten visade att: 1) det finns en relationlaneELR-modellens tre faktorer
och psykologiskt klimat, 2) medarbetarskapsenkéatéter beteende relevant for
ELR-modellen och 3) samstammigt ledare-foljarebedeedelvis tillfér unik
varians vad det galler ledarskapsbeteende ochfdessga att forklara psyko-
logiskt klimat.

Den sista studien upprepade de analyser som gergsfd den forsta
empiriska studien med en forandrad design somelgdeé upp ELR-modellens
tre faktorer baserat pa fyra situationsdimensiomedivid-framgang individ-
motgang grupp-framgangoch grupp-motgangpch 2) inkluderade en andra mét-
ning for att kunna avgora om resultaten kunde kepdis. Syftet var att genom-
fora en detaljerad undersokning av ELR-modellendibrtilhandahalla en mer
komplett bild om dess anvandbarhet. Fragan sondegilvar huruvida ledar-
skapsbeteende, arbetskamratsbeteende och samstaledaige-foljarebeteende
uppdelat pa de fyra situationsdimensionerna vaateeade till psykologiskt
klimat. Det viktigaste resultatet visade att sammstégt ledare-foljarebeteende ar
relaterat till psykologiskt klimat, dock med visariation mellan situations-
dimensionerna. En hierarkisk regressionsanaly&éndde aven att samstammigt
ledare-foljarebeteende tillfér unik varians till derskapsbeteende och dess
positiva korrelation med psykologiskt klimat. Reatén fick delvis stod i den
andra métningen.

Nagra av slutsatserna var att samstammigt betemetlan ledare och foljare
expanderar ledarskapsperspektivet bortom traditiomn&nkande om formellt
ledarskap och understalld i en organisatorisk Hkgratt organisationer vinner
fordelar genom att inforliva detta tankande i sil@arskapsprogram och
inkludera féljare i det som berér ledarskapsutvagkisamt att ELR-modellen
kan guida analysen av hur medarbetarskap fungemika typer av arbets-
situationer dar ledare och foljare kan lara hupéeett bra séatt kan stédja varan-
dra for att uppna samstammigt beteende.
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