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REVALIDATING BLANCHARD'S SITUATIONAL LEADERSHIP 
MODEL: INDUCTION OF THE UNPRODUCTIVE FOLLOWER 

 
Abstract: The globalisation, economic crisis, recession, and the global pandemic had created a new, uncertain 
environment producing significant disruption in business plans and operations for organisations. The level of 
uncertainty caused by the pandemic is unprecedented, and it affected organisations to explore diverse approaches to 
overcome the challenges and discover new opportunities for development in the new normal. Leading effectively in 
this new and increasingly virtual environment while managing a challenging present requires a particular combination 
of leadership approaches and skills for adequately identifying situational context because it is a paradoxical setting in 
which a leader has to provide direction and guidance while acknowledging the unpredictability and ambiguity of the 
business environment. Organisations have to reexamine their leadership strategy and focus on how to optimise their 
processes to develop followers and deal with unproductive followers. This paper explores Blanchard's situational 
leadership model, which proposes four development level of followers and four accompanying leadership styles. The 
paper's core idea is to review the mentioned leadership model and investigate if a fifth follower exists in the model, 
representing an unproductive follower who is unmotivated and incompetent. Data were collected from questionnaires 
provided to the new employees in different organisations. The results of the research proved that unproductive 
followers exist. This paper contributes to the leadership theory by expanding exiting situational leadership theory. 
Practical implications represent guidelines on how to identify unmotivated and incompetent followers. 
Keywords: Situational Leadership Model, Unproductive Follower, New Normal, Business Environment. 
 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Many various factors are making an impact on organisational performance and the contemporary business environment. 
Authors usually single out globalisation as one of the main factors to influence the organisation, but modern studies 
(Cuervo‐Cazurra, Doz & Gaur, 2020) emphasise that even scepticism of globalisation can influence the global strategy 
of firms. Indirect impact on the organisation is also the subject of state-of-art papers, and Zhu and Westphal (2021) 
described an indirect impact of intermediaries on the organisation. Mirčetić (2020) point out that organisations in a 
contemporary business environment regularly confront different challenges due to the rapid changes, digitalisation, and 
the progression of techniques and technologies and Tornjanski, Marinković, Savoiu & Čudanov (2015) underline that 
changes make a substantial impact on the business systems worldwide to develop rapidly and create new possibilities. 
Accordingly, Strugar Jelača, Bjekić, Aleksić and Berber (2020) consider that this hypercompetitive business 
environment imposes the necessity for organisations to generate creative ideas on how to survive and continuously 
grow. 
The business situation is nowadays even more complex due to the impact of the unusual circumstances related to the 
pandemic. Connor (2021) points out that more than two a-half million people have died due to the coronavirus since 
one year ago when the World health organisation have declared a global pandemic. Ahern and Loh (2020) emphasise 
that this is the most significant global pandemic since Spanish influenza. Gopichandran, Subramaniam and Kalsingh 
(2020, p. 214) describe the pandemic as a litmus test of trust in a health system. However, it is not only a global health 
crisis. United Nations Development Programme emphasised that there are secondary consequences of the pandemic 



226 
 

related to the six OECD dimensions of fragility - economic, social, human, political, security and environmental 
(Connor, 2021). The uncertainty caused by the pandemic is unprecedented, and organisations need to explore different 
approaches and discover new possibilities for development in the new normal. Organisations operating in uncertain 
business environments are trying different ways to increase their performance and gain a competitive edge (Mirčetić, 
Janošik & Malešević, 2019). Čudanov, Tornjanski and Jaško (2019) conclude that managing complexities and 
uncertainties of the change process cause a growing requirement for the development and determination of proper 
quantitative approaches and tools in change management procedures to produce a successful outcome.  
Organisations without established effective leadership are commonly more vulnerable to pandemic elements and 
consequently less capable of addressing the pandemic's impacts. That is a paradoxical situation in which a leader has to 
elucidate and provides direction to the followers while recognising the unpredictability and ambiguity of the business 
environment. The pandemic affected all segments of business and prompted an unprecedented global demand for 
effective leaders. Leadership strategies have to be reexamined, and organisations need to identify unproductive 
followers and optimise processes to develop their development level. 
Berber, Slavić, Miletić, Simonović and Aleksić (2019) underline leadership as one of the essential concepts that are in 
the focus of scientific research and business practice. Authors (Stojanović-Aleksić, 2016, 2017; Cvijanović, Mirčetić & 
Vukotić, 2018) describe leadership as a complex and multidimensional process. Scholars (Poór, Slavić & Berber, 2015; 
Strugar Jelača, Bjekić & Leković, 2016) consider leadership to be a significant determinant for the success of 
organisations that can be used to gain competitive advantage and develop corporate performances. Heifetz, Grashow & 
Linsky (2009) point out that leadership have to be adaptive at all levels in complex and unpredictable situations. Jaško, 
Čudanov, Jevtić & Krivokapić (2013) describe the nature of leadership as a guide for followers that should encourage 
and motivate them to realise previously set goals. Research confirms that leaders, such as top executives, significantly 
impact organisational performance (Mackey, 2008), and such influence progress over time (Quigley & Hambrick, 
2015). 
While some authors (Miller & Chen, 1996; Finkelstein, Hambrick & Cannella, 2009) examined the identification and 
implementation of distinctive strategies, its antecedents were less considered (Deephouse, 1999; Crossland, Zyung, 
Hiller & Hambrick, 2014; Wowak, Manno, Arrfelt & McNamara, 2016). Mirčetić & Vukotić (2020) consider 
situational leadership one of the most effective leadership strategy. Blanchard's situational leadership model 
encompasses four leadership styles and four follower development levels based on their correlation (Northouse, 2018). 
This model recognises a new follower as motivated. This paper's starting theoretical prediction is that a follower does 
not have to be motivated when starting a new job or new task. The present study addresses this gap by proposing the 
new, revalidated Blanchard's situational leadership model. 
After the introduction, the article explores Blanchard's situational leadership model, which proposes four development 
level of followers and four accompanying leadership styles. The next chapter elaborates the research regarding existing 
of unproductive followers in organisations. The next-to-last segment of the chapter presents the research results, and the 
last segment of the chapter discusses the results mentioned above. According to the research results, the penultimate 
chapter of the article presents the Revalidated Blanchard's situational leadership model and inducts unproductive 
follower as a fifth follower type in this model. The last segment of the paper consists of the article's conclusions, 
underlying expanding exiting situational leadership theory by inducting a new follower type. 
 
2. BLANCHARD'S SITUATIONAL LEADERSHIP MODEL 
 
The situational leadership model is a part of contingent leadership theory in which the leader adapts to situational 
factors and adjusts to the changes of a particular situation. Stogdill (1948) was one of the first scholars to point out that 
effective analysis of leadership requires researching both leaders and situations, but Fielder (1964, 1967, 1972, 1978) 
developed the contingent leadership theory based on examining the effectiveness of hundreds of leaders and their 
methods depending on the situational context. Berber, Slavić, Miletić, Simonović and Aleksić (2019) base the 
contingency approach on the premise that the correlation between the leadership style and organisational results is 
affected by situational factors related to the environment. Such a leadership model is one of the effective leadership 
approaches in these uncertain and continuously changing times. Brisson-Banks (2010) acknowledge that fundamental 
determinant of an organisation's effectiveness is the capability to adapt to the change, while some scholars (By, 2005; 
Čudanov, Jaško & Săvoiu, 2012; Cameron & Green, 2015; Jeraj, Marić, Todorović, Čudanov & Komazec, 2015; Al-
Haddad & Kotnour, 2015) highlight that successful change management is a pattern for endurance and long-term 
organisational sustainability. 
There are specific terminological variations in the situational leadership theory (Mirčetić & Vukotić, 2020). Blanchard, 
Zigarmi & Nelson (1993) emphasised that inevitable discrepancies arose regarding improving the model. Blanchard et 
al. (1993, p. 34) pointed out that, to better comprehend research trends related to the situational leadership model, it is 
essential to acknowledge the genesis and changing of the situational leadership model and its instrumentation. 
Blanchard (1985a, 1985b, 1985c)  presented a revised version of situational leadership and labelled it Situational 
Leadership II. 
This study is based on Blanchard's situational leadership model and its terminological expressions and colour pattern in 
the graphical representations of the model. In this model, the follower's development level represents follower maturity, 
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and it is a combination of two factors - competence and commitment. Competence is proven knowledge and gained 
skills related to the organisational goal or given task, and commitment is motivation and belief in a special goal or task.  
Follower's development level does not represent an overall knowledge or skills of an individual's skills but is goal-
oriented or task-oriented. Accordingly, there are four types of followers: 

(1) Enthusiastic Beginner – D1;  
(2) Disillusioned Learner – D2;  
(3) Capable, but Cautious, Performer – D3; and  
(4) Self-Reliant Achiever – D4.  

 
Each of the follower types mentioned above represents a mixture of competence and commitment levels and various 
development level descriptors (Table 1). 
 
Table 1: Development Level Descriptors 

D4 D3 D2 D1 
• Confident 
• Consistently competent 
• Inspired/inspires  
• Expert 
• Autonomous 
• Self-assured 
• Accomplished 
• Self-reliant 

• Self-critical 
• Cautious 
• Doubtful 
• Capable 
• Contributing 
• Insecure 
• Tentative/unsure 
• Bored/apathetic 

• Overwhelmed 
• Confused 
• Demotivated 
• Demoralised 
• Frustrated 
• Disillusioned 
• Discouraged 
• Flashes of competence 

• Hopeful 
• Inexperienced 
• Curious 
• New/unskilled 
• Optimistic 
• Excited 
• Eager 
• Enthusiastic 

          Source: Blanchard, 2000.  
 
Mirčetić and Vukotić (2020) underline that effective leadership in a situational context is achieved when the leader 
correctly determines the follower's type and uses the appropriate leadership style. 
 
3. RESEARCH "MAPPING THE UNPRODUCTIVE FOLLOWERS" 
 
The extent of work that employees conduct and their performance varies, as found in the milestone article by Bishop 
(1987), which analyses six reasons behind the performance variation. Closer to our research is an analysis of influence 
coworker-support and coworker-exchange has on employee performance, identified by Singh, Selvarajan and Solansky 
(2019). Wadhwa and Kumar (2019) measure variation on a sample of 550 junior/middle-level bank employees. Their 
overall performance scale mean is 3.83 with a standard deviation of 0.432, which accounts for 11% of mean, while the 
partial deviation of 12 items within the performance measurement scale is larger. Common experience and normal 
distribution indicate that we can find both hardworking employees and employees who are working as little as they can 
in most large organisations. Ivančević, Ivanović, Maričić and Čudanov (2020) underline that workaholism has been the 
subject of many studies since the seventies. In practice, some employees are the complete opposite of workaholics, 
especially in the public sector, and they are practically useless. The public sector is inclined to be overstaffing and often 
characterised by workforce redundancy (Rama 1999; Feldheim 2007). Recent examples of layoffs in the public sector 
globally (Eliason, 2014; Kopelman & Rosen, 2016; Zahariadis, 2016; Laird, 2017) proved that strategies for 
organisational change of the public sector regularly include downsizing (Awortwi, 2010). There are different strategies 
when employees are unproductive. Čudanov, Săvoiu, Jaško and Slović (2020) emphasise that these problems have a 
negative impact to the commercial activity and economic development, decreasing their efficiency and propose an 
objective and efficient method for downsizing/rightsizing that is also comprehensible, quantitative and reliable.  
While most research is aimed at the positive aspect of work – productivity, this paper aims to map unproductive 
followers, provide a practical tool for their identification, and give guidelines for developing their productivity. To 
confirm the starting predictions of the paper, the authors conducted research that analyses the unproductivity of 
employees, especially the demotivation of the new employees. 
 
     3.1. Questionnaire  
 
To prove that the unproductive follower type exists, the authors conducted empirical research among new employees. 
Authors consider unproductive followers as employees working at their job for less than six months and cumulatively 
are not competent and are not committed to the work.   
The questionnaire combines several existing studies, and it contains three major sections: demographic information, 
level of competence (10 items) and level of commitment (10 items). 
The demographic section of the questionnaire explores only necessary information regarding respondents. The first two 
questions are basic and relate to the gender and age of respondents. The third question is essential for our research 
because it determines whether the respondent works at the job for less than six months. Returned questionnaires in 
which respondents answered they are working for more than six months are considered inapplicable. 
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The following two sections are related to competence level and commitment level and are not physically separated in 
the questionnaire. Set of ten questions that explore the level of commitment of employees are constructed from several 
studies (Tremblay et al., 2009; Zaccaro, 1991; Withey & Cooper, 1989; Burris, Detert & Chiaburu, 2008), and set of ten 
statements that analyses level of competence of respondents is also formed from various researches (Spreitzer, 1995; 
Francis-Smythe, Haase, Thomas & Steele, 2013). 
Respondents were asked to their level of agreement with a variety of statements on the 5-point Likert scale (key: 1 - 
strongly disagree; 2 - mostly disagree; 3 – undecided, neither agree nor disagree; 4 - mostly agree; 5- I strongly agree) 
with the exception for two statements (Burris, Detert & Chiaburu, 2008) that apply reverse scoring (key: 1 - strongly 
agree; 2 - mostly agree; 3 – undecided, neither agree nor disagree; 4 - mostly disagree; 5- I strongly disagree) which 
were used as control questions.  
 
     3.2. Methodology and measures 
 
The research aims to prove the existence of Unproductive followers. As stated before, authors define an Unproductive 
follower as an employee working at the job for less than six months, and cumulatively is not competent and not 
committed to work. It was challenging to find adequate respondents because employees who are not motivated to work 
are not motivated to fill questionnaires related to work.  
The same rules and the same scale apply for sections that relate to respondents' commitment and competence level. For 
each section, there is a total of ten questions, rated from 1 to 5. Therefore, the minimum score per section is 10, and the 
maximum score is 50. 
For this study, the authors proposed a score scale (Figure 1), and the same scale is valid for competence and 
commitment. 
 

 
Figure 1:Score scale for MAPPING THE UNPRODUCTIVE FOLLOWERS 

Source: Authors 
 
If the respondent scores low or very low (26 or less) on a commitment scale and low or very low (26 or less) in a 
section related to the competence level cumulatively, the respondent is considered the Unproductive follower. If the 
respondent scores more than 27 in one or both sections, the respondent is not considered the Unproductive follower. 
Therefore, if a respondent score less than 26 on the competence scale and more than 27 in a section related to the 
commitment, or vice versa, the respondent is not the Unproductive follower. 
 
     3.3. Results and discussion  
 
The survey was distributed among new employees in the public and private sectors in April 2021, and the 
questionnaires were issued in electronic form via Google Forms. A total of 263 questionnaires were submitted. The 
analysis showed that not all questionnaires were relevant. Because the target group for the research was only new 
employees, all questionnaires in which respondents stated they are working for more than six months are rejected and 
are not relevant for further analysis. A total of 12 respondents answered that they have been working for more than six 
months, and consequently, 12 questionnaires were rejected. When all non-valid surveys were rejected, a total of 251 
validly completed questionnaires remain, which is an appropriate sample for conducting the research. Of the total 
number of valid questionnaires, female consists 132 surveys or 52.59%, while men completed 119 or 47.41%, as shown 
in Chart 1. 
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Chart 1:Gender distribution in MAPPING THE UNPRODUCTIVE FOLLOWERS 

Source: Authors 
 
The responses in the 251 completed questionnaires that are considered for further consideration were very different. 
Analysis of responses showed that respondents are motivated, which is expected, given that they are new employees 
that principally implies they are enthusiastic about working and learning. When it comes to competence, the results 
were different and, in general, lower than commitment level. 
To map unproductive followers, respondents have to score 26 or less according to the authors' scale in both segments. 
Analysing the research results was found that some respondents score 26 or less in one segment and score 27 or more in 
the other segment. These respondents are not unproductive followers. When a cross-section of results is made, and only 
those questionnaires are selected where respondents have a score of 26 or less for both segments, cumulatively 
competence and commitment, the results show that 42 respondents meet the criteria designated by the authors; 
therefore, 16.73% of respondents are Unproductive followers (Chart 2). 
The research results confirm the authors' initial assumption and prove that Blanchard's situational leadership model 
should be improved and expanded by adding a new type of follower - Unproductive follower (D0). 

 
Chart 2:Percent of unproductive follower type 

Source: Authors 
 
4. REVALIDATED BLANCHARD’S SITUATIONAL LEADERSHIP MODEL 
 
The very presence of the D0 class is contra intuitive with the organisational paradigm. Employee with both low 
competence and commitment is in the long term clearly undesirable for the organisation, and its existence can be 
explained by the large set of different factors, which we can classify as acceptable and pathological, both given in the 
text below. 

• Organisationally acceptable reasons for the existence of Unproductive followers: 
o Learning curve on the new job 
o The new employee is overwhelmed with initial tasks 
o Personal issues with adaptation to the new job 
o New employee did not manage the job orientation process as expected 

• Pathological organisational reasons for the existence of Unproductive followers: 
o Toxic organisational climate 
o The inadequate new employee selection process 
o Corruption at emploment 
o Nepotism   
o Lack of adequate job orientation practices 

 
Based on Blanchard’s situational leadership model, the starting theoretical prediction of the study was that there is an 
additional follower type in the model, and therefore it should be revalidated. The results of the conducted research 
confirmed the existence of the new follower type – Unproductive follower – D0. The revalidated Blanchard’s 
situational leadership model with incorporated Unproductive follower is shown in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2:The revalidated Blanchard’s situational leadership model 

Source: Authors 
 
The unproductive follower is new to the organisation or some task. The authors consider that employee is new if the 
follower is working for an organisation or at some tasks for less than six months. The unproductive follower is new in 
the organisation and, therefore, unskilled and incompetent. This follower is not motivated to start a new job or new task 
and shows apathy and frustration. This type of follower does not have any or enough experience related to the job. 
Unproductive follower in not contributing and is not motivated to start contributing, so accordingly authors labelled this 
type of follower – Unproductive follower. With that in mind, we can post a hypothesis that "Unproductive followers" 
are specific to phases of sudden organisational growth, which exist in more than twenty lifecycle theories by different 
authors (Adizes, Rodic & Cudanov, 2017). Having to satisfy suddenly emerging need for more produced value, the 
organisation can grow faster than its control mechanisms can eliminate large concentrations of "Uproductive followers".  
Table 2 presents three different descriptors for Unproductive follower: (1) Competence descriptor; (2) Commitment 
descriptor; and (3) Development level descriptor. 
 
Table 2: Unproductive Follower Desciptors 

Competence descriptor  Commitment descriptor Development level descriptors 
• New/unskilled  
• Incompetent 
• Inexperienced 
• Non-contributing 

• Unmotivated 
• Demoralised  
• Apathetic 
• Frustrated 

• Unproductive 
• Passive 
• Unexcited 
• Bored  

          Source: Authors  
 
To accurately comprehend the Revalidated Blanchard's situational leadership model, it is essential to discern differences 
between Unproductive follower (D0) and similar follower types in the model. 
Such as Enthusiastic beginner (D1), Unproductive follower (D0) is also new to the organisation. As mention above, the 
follower is working for an organisation or at some tasks for less than six months. Both types of followers are not 
competent or have limited competency, but, unlike Enthusiastic beginner, Unproductive follower is not committed to 
the work. For some reason, this type of follower is not motivated. 
Unproductive follower (D0) seems somewhat similar to Disillusioned learner (D2) because both follower types are not 
committed to the work, and their competence level is low. The main difference is that Unproductive follower is new to 
the organisation and has never been developed to the D1 level, and the Disillusioned learner was at D1 level before 
he/she got developed to the D2 level. 
While an occasional case of the "Unproductive follower", being more an exception than a regular practice, can be 
remedied, a higher concentration of "Unproductive followers" indicates that something is wrong within the 
organisation. In combination with organisational pathologies given below, "Unproductive followers" can lead to a 
vicious cycle, deteriorating organisational traits, and accepting more "Unproductive followers" until unmotivated and 
incapable employees form a majority within the organisation. As Jim Collins (2001) explained in "Good to great", great 
organisations are easy to be left but very hard to get in, so "Unproductive followers" should not be seen, unless as a 
temporary exception, in any organisation thriving to be great.  Unproductive followers resemble "deadwood" employees 
described by Adizes (1976). Just as the "deadwood" employees, Unproductive followers will not leave organisation on 
their own – they have to be either educated, developed or extracted from the organisation. 
Left on their own, "Unproductive followers" may undermine even a healthy organisation. They have the potential to 
turn into "Toxic employees" (Bitting, 2006; Jonason, Slomski & Partyka 2012). The shock of low performance and low 
motivation to contribute to organisational goals is good ground for developing or expressing the "Dark triad": 
narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism. Another similarity is the finding of Templer (2018) that toxic 
employees gain good performance results based on their political skills (contrasted to their actual performance). If 
allowed to turn in the toxic employee, instead of "Enthusiastic beginner", "Unproductive follower" sets a bad example 
and, like a rotten apple, spoils the whole batch. We can argue that "Unproductive followers" and "Disillusioned 
learners" are ideal potential for future toxic employees and thus need to be recognised, selected and treated with the 
utmost care if the organisation survives. 
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5. CONCLUSION 
 
Situational leadership has been analysed for more than five decades. While many studies have been conducted 
regarding the situational leadership model, little theoretical or empirical work has examined possibilities for expanding 
it. The present study addresses this gap by proposing a new situational leadership model with five follower types, unlike 
Blanchard’s situational leadership model with four follower types. The new model is called The revalidated Blanchard’s 
leadership model, and the new follower type is named Unproductive follower. 
Our findings provided strong support for our theoretical predictions based on analyses and expansion of Blanchard’s 
situational leadership model type. Overall, these findings supported our prediction that there is an additional new 
follower type in the situational leadership model – Unproductive follower. Our theoretical arguments and supportive 
findings also contribute to the cognitive leadership theory by providing a valuable and innovative perspective to better 
understand leadership in the situational context. Specifically, our study contributes a novel perspective to explain the 
situational leadership model. 
This study has some limitations that also suggest opportunities for future research. While this paper has examined and 
identified the new follower type in the situational leadership model and proposed the revalidated Blanchard’s situational 
leadership model, future studies can extend this research by investigating and identifying the appropriate leadership 
style leader should use with the unproductive followers. Further, we need to explore if our sample was biased: are 
“Unproductive followers” a trait of a specific organisation category? According to our results, we can claim that 
“Unproductive followers” exist in some organisations, but we cannot generalise their existence to all organisations. are 
they specific to some phase in the lifecycle, public sector, large organisations?  
This study also has implications for managerial practice. Specifically, our findings can help CEOs, directors, and top 
managers understand various follower types better and use that knowledge to run their organisations more successfully. 
Building on the insights on different follower types may help stakeholders recognise the follower development level of 
their subordinates and understand what leadership style they should apply, but it is also a promising direction for future 
research. 
 
REFERENCES 
 
Adizes, I. (1976). Mismanagement styles. California Management Review, 19(2), 5-20.  
Adizes, I. K., Rodic, D., & Cudanov, M. (2017). Estimating consultant engagement in the corporate lifecycle: study of the 

bias in South Eastern Europe. Management: Journal of Sustainable Business and Management Solutions in 
Emerging Economies, 22(2), 1-12. 

Ahern, S., & Loh, E. (2020). Leadership during the COVID-19 pandemic: building and sustaining trust in times of 
uncertainty. BMJ Leader, 1-4. https://doi.org/10.1136/leader-2020-000271  

Al-Haddad, S., & Kotnour, T. (2015). Integrating the organizational change literature: a model for successful change. 
Journal of Organizational Change Management, 28(2), 234-262. https://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-11- 2013-0215 

Awortwi, N. (2010). Building new competencies for government administrators and managers in an era of public sector 
reforms the case of Mozambique. International Review of Administrative Sciences, 76(4), 723-748. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020852310381803  

Berber, N., Slavić, A., Miletić, S., Simonović, Z., & Aleksić, M. (2019). A Survey on Relationship between Leadership 
Styles and Leadership Outcomes in the Banking Sector in Serbia. Acta Polytechnica Hungarica, 16(7). 167-184. 

Bishop, J. (1987). The recognition and reward of employee performance. Journal of Labor Economics, 5(4- 2), 36-56. 
Bitting, R. K. (2006). Toxic employees. Online: https://www.robertbitting.com/assets/pdf/Toxic-Employees-in-the-Work-

Place.pdf  
Blanchard, K. H. (1985a). A Situational Approach to Managing People. Executive Excellence.  
Blanchard, K. H. (1985b). Situational Leadership II: A Dynamic Model for Managers and Subordinates. Executive 

Excellence.  
Blanchard, K. H. (1985c). Contracting for Leadership Style: The Key to Effective Communication. Executive Excellence. 
Blanchard, K. H., Zigarmi, D., & Nelson, R. B. (1993). Situational Leadership After 25 Years: A Retrospective. Journal of 

Leadership Studies, 1(1), 21–36. https://doi.org/10.1177/107179199300100104  
Brisson-Banks, C. V. (2010). Managing change and transitions: a comparison of different models and their 

commonalities. Library Management, 31(4/5), 241-252. https://dx.doi.org/10.1108/01435121011046317 
Burris, E. R., Detert, J. R., & Chiaburu, D. S. (2008). Quitting before leaving: The mediating effects of psychological 

attachment and detachment on voice. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93, 912–922. 



232 
 

By, R. T. (2005). Organisational change management: A critical review. Journal of change management, 5(4), 369-380. 
https://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14697010500359250 

Cameron, E., & Green, M. (2015). Making sense of change management: a complete guide to the models, tools and 
techniques of organizational change. London: Kogan Page Publishers. 

Collins, J. C. (2001). Good to Great: Why Some Companies Make the Leap and Others Don’t. New York: HarperCollins. 
Connor, G. (2021). Overcoming the Setbacks: Understanding the Impact and Implications of COVID-19 in Fragile and 

Conflict-affected Contexts. New York, USA: United Nations Development Programme. 
Crossland, C., Zyung, J., Hiller, N. J., & Hambrick, D. C. (2014). CEO career variety: effects on firm-level strategic and 

social novelty. Academy of Management Journal, 57, 652–674. 
Cuervo‐Cazurra, A., Doz, Y., & Gaur, A. (2020). Skepticism of globalization and global strategy: Increasing regulations 

and countervailing strategies. Global Strategy Journal, 10, 3-31. https://doi.org/10.1002/gsj.1374 
Cvijanović, D., Mirčetić, V., & Vukotić, S. (2018). Situaciono liderstvo: Primena odgovarajućeg stila u zavisnosti od 

razvojnog nivoa sledbenika. Zbornik radova 8. međunarodnog simpozijuma o upravljanju prirodnim resursima ISNRM 
2018, Fakultet za menadžment Zaječar, Megatrend Univerzitet Beograd, Zaječar, Srbija, 59-65. ISBN 978-86-7747-
591-8. 

Čudanov, M., Jaško, O., & Săvoiu, G. (2012). Public and public utility enterprises restructuring: Statistical and 
quantitative aid for ensuring human resource sustainability. Amfiteatru Economic, 14(32), 307-322. 

Čudanov, M., Săvoiu, G., Jaško, O., & Slović, D. (2020). Performance indicator variance analysis as the statistical 
method for downsizing / rightsizing. Romanian Statistical Review, 3, 15-33. 

Čudanov, M., Tornjanski, V., & Jaško, O. (2019). Change equation effectiveness: Empirical evidence from south-east 
Europe. Business Administration and Management, 22(1), 99-114. 

Deephouse, D. L. (1999). To be different, or to be the same? It’s a question (and theory) of strategic balance. Strategic 
Management Journal, 20, 147–166. 

Eliason, M. (2014). Assistant and auxiliary nurses in crisis times: Earnings, employment, and income eff ects of female 
job loss in the Swedish public sector. International Journal of Manpower, 35(8), 1159-1184. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJM-12-2012-0175  

Feldheim, A.M. (2007). Public sector downsizing and employee trust. International Journal of Public Administration, 
30(3), 249-270. https://doi.org/10.1080/01900690601117739  

Fiedler, F. E. (1964). A contingency model of leadership effectiveness. Advanced Experimental Social Psychology, 1, 
149-190. 

Fiedler, F. E. (1967). A theory of leadership effectiveness. New York: McGraw-Hill. 
Fiedler, F. E. (1972). Personality, motivational systems, and behavior of high and low LPC persons. Human Relations, 

25, 391-412. 
Fiedler, F. E. (1978). The contingency model and the dynamics ofthe leadership process. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), 

Advances in experimental social psychology (pp. 59-112). New York: Academic Press. 
Finkelstein, S., Hambrick, D. C., & Cannella, A. A. (2009). Strategic leadership: Theory and research on executives, top 

management teams, and boards. Oxford University Press. 
Francis-Smythe, J., Haase, S., Thomas, E., & Steele, C. (2013). Development and Validation of the Career 

Competencies Indicator (CCI). Journal of Career Assessment, 21(2), 227–248. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1069072712466724  

Gopichandran, V., Subramaniam, S., & Kalsingh, M. J. (2020). COVID-19 Pandemic: A Litmus Test of Trust in the Health 
System. Asian Bioethics Review, 12, 213–221. https://doi.org/10.1007/s41649-020-00122-6 

Heifetz, R.A., Grashow, A., & Linsky, M. (2009). The practice of adaptive leadership: tools and tactics for changing your 
organization and the world. Harvard Business Review Press. 

Ivancević, S., Ivanović, T., Maričić, M., & Čudanov, M., (2020). Student Heavy Work Investment, Burnout, and Their 
Antecedents: The Case of Serbia. Amfiteatru Economic, 22(Special Issue No. 14), 1182-1205. 
https://doi.org/10.24818/EA/2020/S14/1182  

Jaško, O, Čudanov, M., Jevtić, M., & Krivokapić, J, (2013). Osnovi organizacije i menadžmenta. Fakultet organizacionih 
nauka. 

Jeraj, M., Marić, M., Todorović, I., Čudanov, M., & Komazec, S. (2015). The Role of Openness and Entrepreneurial 
Curiosity in Company’s Growth. Amfiteatru Economic Journal, 17(38), 371-389. 



233 
 

Jonason, P. K., Slomski, S., & Partyka, J. (2012). The Dark Triad at work: How toxic employees get their way. 
Personality and individual differences, 52(3), 449-453. 

Kopelman, J. L., & Rosen, H. S. (2016). Are Public Sector Jobs Recession-Proof? Were They Ever? Public Finance 
Review, 44(3), 370-396. 

Laird, J. (2017). Public Sector Employment Inequality in the United States and the Great Recession. Demography, 54(1), 
391-411. 

Mackey, A. (2008). The effect of CEOs on firm performance. Strategic Management Journal, 29, 1357–1367. 
Miller, D., & Chen, M. J. (1996). The simplicity of competitive repertoires: An empirical analysis. Strategic Management 

Journal, 17, 419–439. 
Mirčetić, V. (2020). The impact of leader’s gender to business system performance. Quaestus, 17, 159-178. 
Mirčetić, V., & Vukotić, S. (2020). Development and analysis of situational leadership models. Thematic Proceedings of 

MEFkon 2020, 93-113. 
Mirčetić, V., Janošik, M., & Malešević, A. (2019). Determinisanje liderstva i komparacija teorijskih pristupa.  Zbornik 

radova sa međunarodno naučno-stručne konferencije MEFkon, Fakultet za primenjeni menadžment, ekonomiju i 
finansije, Beograd, Srbija, 146-155. ISBN: 978-86-84531-37-9. 

Northouse, P. (2018). Leadership Theory and Practice (8th edition). SAGE Publications. 
Poór, J., Slavić, A., & Berber, N. (2015). The competences of HR managers and their impact on the organizational 

success of MNCs' subsidiaries in the CEE region. Central European Business Review, 4(1), 5-13. 
https://doi.org/10.18267/j.cebr.114  

Rama, M. (1999). Public sector downsizing: An introduction. The World Bank Economic Review, 13(1), 1-22. 
Singh, B., Selvarajan, T. T., & Solansky, S. T. (2019). Coworker influence on employee performance: A conservation of 

resources perspective. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 34(8) 587-600. 
Spreitzer, G. M. (1995). Psychological Empowerment in the Workplace: Dimensions, Measurement, and Validation. The 

Academy of Management Journal, 38(5), 1442–1465. https://doi.org/10.2307/256865 
Stogdill, R. M. (1948). Personal factors associated with leadership: A survey of the literature. Journal of Psychology, 25, 

35-71. 
Stojanović-Aleksić, V. (2016). Followers in the organizational leadership process: From attribution to shared leadership. 

Economic Horizons, 18(2), 139-151. 
Stojanović-Aleksić, V. (2017). Correction: Factors and sources of leadership capabilities: Experience from Serbia. Annals 

of the Faculty of Economics in Subotica, 53(38), 317-333. 
Strugar Jelača, M., Bjekić, R., & Leković, B. (2016). A proposal for research framework based on the theoretical analysis 

and practical application of MLQ questionnaire. Economic Themes, 54(4), 549-562. 
Strugar Jelača, M., Bjekić, R., Aleksić, M., & Berber, N. (2020). An examination of the relationship between experimental 

climate and dimensions of the creative organization. Strategic Management, 25(4), 54-63. 
Templer, K. J. (2018). Dark personality, job performance ratings, and the role of political skill: An indication of why toxic 

people may get ahead at work. Personality and Individual Differences, 124, 209-214. 
Tornjanski, V., Marinković, S., Săvoiu, G., & Čudanov, M. (2015) A Need for Research Focus Shift: Banking Industry in 

the Age of Digital Disruption. Econophysics, Sociophysics & Other Multidisciplinary Sciences Journal (ESMSJ), 5(2), 
11-16. 

Tremblay, M. A., Blanchard, C. M., Taylor, S., Pelletier, L. G., & Villeneuve, M. (2009). Work Extrinsic and Intrinsic 
Motivation Scale: Its value for organizational psychology research. Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science / Revue 
canadienne des sciences du comportement, 41(4), 213–226. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015167 

Wadhwa, S., & Kumar, M. (2019). Effect of training on employee performance: investigating Indian banking sector. 
Journal of Graphic Era University, 7(1), 83-89. 

Withey, M. J., & Cooper, W. H. (1989). Predicting exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect. Administrative Science Quarterly, 34, 
521–539. 

Wowak, A. J., Manno, M. J., Arrfelt, M., & McNamara, G. (2016). Earthquake or glacier? How CEO charisma manifests 
in firm strategy over time. Strategic Management Journal, 37, 586– 603. 

Zaccaro, S. J. (1991). Nonequivalent associations between forms of cohesiveness and group-related outcomes: 
Evidence for multidimensionality. Journal of Social Psychology, 131, 387-399. 



234 
 

Zahariadis, N., (2016). Powering over puzzling? Downsizing the public sector during the Greek sovereign debt crisis”. 
Journal of Comparative Policy Analysis: Research and Practice, 18(5), 464-478. 

Zhu, D. H., & Westphal, J. D. (2021). Structural power, corporate strategy, and performance. Strategic Management 
Journal, 42, 624– 651. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3239 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  


